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JUDICIAL  COMMITTEE  OF  TEE 
PBIVT  COXTNCIL. 

Beport«d  l^  J.  P.  Aspihall,  Esq.,  Barristerwat-Law. 


Afnil  23  and  24. 1873. 

(Present. :  The  Right  Eons.  Sir  Jambs  W.  Coltile, 
Sir  B.  Phillimobe,  Sir  Montague  E.  Smith, 
Sir  B.  P.  Collieb.) 

Tbb  Bouoaibvillb  v.  The  James  C.  Stevenson. 

CoVinon  —  Sailing  $hip  —  Steamer  —  Duty  of — 

Lights — Begulation 8  for  preventing  Collisiona  at 

Sea,  Articles  15  and  16. 

When  a  sfeanur  sights  a  sailing  vessel  in  the  night 

time  at  a  distance  of  three  miles,  hut,  owing  to 

the  fact  thai  the  sailing  vesseVs  lights  are  not 

visible,  cannot  ascertain  the  course  of  the  sailing 

vessel,  it  is  the  duly  of  the  steamer  to  slacken 

speed  and  wait  to  ascertain  that  course  before 

adoptina  any  decided  manoeuvre  for  the  purpose 

of  avotaing  the  sailing  vesseL     If  the  steamer 

iwimediately  on  sighting  the  sailing  vessel  adopts 

such  a  mancsuvre,  as  by  porting,  and  a  collision 

ensue  without  fauU  on  the  part  of  the  sailing 

vessel,  the  steamer  is  alone  to  blam^e. 

These  were  cross  appeals  from  an  interloootory 

degree  or  sentence  of  the  Yice-Admiraltj  Court 

of  Gibraltar,  in  a  consolidated  caose  of  damage 

brought  by  and  on  behalf  of  the  master  and  the 

o^er  of  the  British  steamship  Jamea  G.  Stevenson 

against  the  French  barque  Bougainville  and  her 

freight,  for  the  reoovery  of  damages  in  respect  of 

losHes  sustained  by  the  owner,  by  reason  of  a  col« 

liaion  between  the  two  vessels ;  and  by  and  on 

behalf  of  the  master  and  the  owners  of  the  barque 

Bougainville,  ogainst   the    steamship    James  (7. 

Stevenson  and  her  freight  to  recover  damages  in 

respect  of  the  same  collision. 

The  collision  occared  between  ll  and  12  on 
the  night  of  29th  March  1872  in  the  Straits  of 
Gibraltar. 

The  case  on  the  part  of  the  James  C,  Stevenson 
was  that  she  was  proceeding  under  steam,  steering 
aboQt  dae  W.,  with  her  masthead  and  side  lights 
exhibited  and  burning  brightly,  and  with  a  fresh 
wiod  blowing  from  the  southward,  when  a  vessel 
noder  sail,  which  proved  to  be  the  Bougainville, 
was  seen  ahead  at  the  distance  of  aboat  three 
miles.  The  Bougainville  was  apparently  approach- 
ipg  in  an  opposite  direction,  but  no  light  could 
then  be  seen  on  her.  The  helm  of  the  James  0. 
YoL.  II.,  N.S. 


Steventon  was  ported  in  order  to  keep  her  out  of 
the  way  of  the  Bougainville,  and  the  Bougainville 
still  appearing  to  be  standinc:  towards  the  James  G. 
Stevenson,  the  helm  of  the  Jamss  0.  Stevenson  was 
pot  hard  a-port,  and  the  green  light  of  the  Bou^ 
gainville  was  then  for  the  first  time  seen.  The 
engines  of  the  Bougainville  were  stopped,  but  a 
collision  occored,  the  stem  of  the  Bougain^ 
ville  striking  the  James  0.  Stevenson  on  the  port 
bow. 

The  main  grounds  of  blame  charged  by  the 
owner  of  the  James  0.  Stevenson  against  the  Bow 
gainville  were,  that  the  lights  of  the  latter  were 
not  so  exhibited  and  placed  as  to  be  visible  to  the 
James  G.  Stevenson, SkiL^  that  she  (i\i^  Bougainville) 
improperly  deviated  from  her  course  under  a  star- 
board nelm. 

The  case  on  behalf  of  the  Bougainville  was  that 
she  was  passing  through  the  Straits  of  Gibraltar 
on  a  voyage  from  Coromandel  coast  to  Marseilles 
on  the  night  of  the  29th  March  1872,  with  a  crew 
of  sixteen  hands  all  told.  At  about  11*35  p.m. 
of  the  said  29th  March,  the  wind  being  west  and 
by  south,  and  the  weather  squally  and  obscure 
at  times,  the  Bougainville  was  proceeding  through 
the  Straits,  steering  her  proper  course,  east  by 
north  by  compass,  with  her  regulation  lights 
properly  placed  and  brightly  burning,  when 
the  masthead  light  of  a  steamer  was  reported 
about  two  points  on  her  starboard  bow,  and 
appearing  to  be  about  three  miles  distant. 
The  barque  proceeded  on  her  course,  and  shortly 
sfcerwards  the  red  lights  of  the  steamer  became 
visible,  and  she  came  on  at  right  angles  to  her 
original  course  and  immediately  across  the  bows 
of  the  barque  by  first  porting  and  afterwards  bard 
porting  her  helm,  and  a  collision  thereby  be- 
coming inevitable ;  the  helm  of  the  barque  was  put 
hard  a-starboard  to  deaden  the  force  of  the  col* 
lision,  which  immediately  took  place  with  tre- 
mendous force,  the  iron  stem  and  part  of  the  bow 
of  the  barque  striking  the  port- bow  of  thd  steamer 
in  a  slanting  direction,  from  aft  to  forward,  about 
eleven  feet  abaft  the  stem. 

On  the  part  of  the  owners  of  the  BougainvilUf 
it  was  submitted  that  the  evidence  showed  that 
her  lights  were,  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  col- 
lision, properly  placed  and  brightly  burning,  in 
accordance  with  the  maritime  regulations  in  re- 
gard to  the  lights  directed  to  bo  carried  by  sailing 
vessels,  and  that  her  duty  was  to  keep  her  course, 
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which  she  did,  until  she  pnt  her  helm  hard-a- 
starhoard  to  ease  the  hlow  of  the  collision,  and 
that  the  duty  of  the  steamer  was  to  have  kept 
clear  of  her,  which  although  she  might  easily 
have  done,  she  failed  to  da 

The  learned  judge  of  the  Vice -Admiralty  Coart 
held  both  Yessels  to  blame;  the  Bougainville, 
because  her  lights  did  not  give  a  uniform  and  un- 
broken light  over  an  arc  of  the  horizon  of  ten 
points  from  the  stern  to  two  points  abaft  the 
beam  as  required  by  Articles  3  and  5  of  the 
Begulations  for  preventing  Collisions  at  Sea, 
which  contributed  to  the  collision ;  and  becanse 
she  neglected  to  keep  her  course ;  the  James  0. 
8tevenson,  because  she  did  not  make  use  of  the 
means  in  her  pocket  for  keepincc  out  of  the  way  of 
the  Botigainville,  which  means  were  sufficient  and 
woald  have  accomplished  that  object,  and  wonld 
have  been  resorted  to  by  a  man  of  ordinary  nan- 
tical  experience  and  prudence,  as  he  was  bound  on 
ascertaining  the  Bougainville  to  be  a  sailing  ship 
to  have  slackened  speed  or  stopped,  or  taken  other 
means  to  keep  out  of  the  way,  and  the  neglect  to 
do  so  was  a  breach  of  Articles  15  and  16  of  the 
Regolations. 

From  this  decree  the  owners  of  both  vessels 
appealed;  the  owners  of  the  James  C.  Stevenson 
on  the  ground  that  she  had  by  porting  her  helm 
done  all  that  was  necessary  to  keep  out  of  the  way 
of  the  BougainviUe  within  Article  15 ;  that  she 
was  not  bound  U/  stop  and  reverse,  and  that  if  she 
took  any  erroneous  measure,  it  was  owing  to  the 
wane  of  lights  on  board  the  Bougainville; — the 
owners  of  the  BougainviUe  on  the  ground  that  the 
evidence  showed  that  her  lights  were  properly 
placed,  and  that  she  kept  her  course  after  sighting 
the  steamer  until  immediately  before  the  col- 
Ibion. 

The  facts  and  arguments  are  fully  set  out  in  the 
judgment  of  the  Judicial  Committee. 

Milward  Q.C.  and  Clarkson  for  the  owners  of 
the  James  0,  Stevenson. 

The  Admiralty  Advocate  (Dr.  Deane,  Q.C.)  and 
Dr.  Tristram  for  the  owners  of  the  BougainviUe, 

April  24. — ^The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  de- 
livered by  Sir  B.  Pbilijm obe. — ^This  is  an  appeal 
from  the  decision  of  the  judge  of  the  Vice- Admiralty 
Court  at  Gibraltar  in  a  case  of  collision  between  a 
steamer  and  a  sailing  vessel.  The  collision  took 
place  in  the  Straits  of  Gibraltar,  according  to  the 
best  conclusion  their  Lordships  can  come  to  from 
the  evidence,  somewhere  about  8^  miles  east  of 
Tarifa.  The  nature  of  the  damage  was  this :  The 
sailing  vessel  ran  into  the  steamer  at  right  angles 
10  feet  abaft  the  stem,  'llie  consequences  of  the 
collision  were  very  serious  to  both  vessels,  both 
being  obliged  to  put  into  Gibraltar  on  account  of 
the  damage  they  received.  The  learned  judge  of 
the  court  below  found,  upon  the  evidence,  that 
both  the  vessels  were  to  blame,  and  he  made  the 
usual  decree.  From  that  decree  appeals  have  been 
prosecuted  to  the  Judicial  Committee  of  the  Privy 
Council  by  both  parties. 

It  will  be  convenient  before  stating  the  conclu- 
sions at  which  their  Lordships  have  arrived,  to 
notice  in  the  first  instance  the  case  of  the  steamer 
who  appeared  as  the  first  plaintiff  here,  and  also  in 
the  court  below.  She  was  called  theJamesO.  Steven- 
eon.  She  was  a  screw  steamer  of  1226  tons,  and  250 
horse  power,  and  was  sailing  from  Cidcutta  with  a 
general  cargo  for  London.  She  passed  through 
the  Suez  Canal  and  arrived  at  the  entrance  of  the 


Straits  of  Gibraltar  on  the  night  of  the  29thMaroh. 
She  says,  that  at  forty  minutes  past  eleven  on 
that  night,  being  eight  miles  from  Tarifa  light, 
which  bore  W.  by  N.,  and  steering  W.,  and  the 
wind,  which  was  squally,  being  W.  inclining  to  S., 
the  night  being  clear  but  cloudy  (it  is  not  im- 
material to  observe  this),  and  proceeding  at  the 
rate  of  8^  knots  an  hour ;  while  so  proceeding  a 
sail  was  reported  right  ahead,  distant  about  three 
miles,  apparently  coming  end  on;  but  she  says  no 
lights  were  visible.  The  course  which  she  pur- 
sued was  immediately  to  port,  and  she  appears 
from  the  evidence  to  have  hard-a-ported  almost 
directly  afterwards,  by  which  she  fell,  before  the 
collision  took  place,  seven  points  off  from  her 
original  course.  It  is  important  to  observe  here 
that  there  is  no  dispute  at  all  that  those  on  board 
the  steamer  were  perfectly  aware  that  the  vessel, 
right  ahead  of  them  was  a  sailing  ship,  and  as  the 
learned  judge  of  the  court  below  remarked,  they 
must  have  known  perfectly  well  that  she  was 
coming  directly  through  the  Straits  with  the  wind 
directly  aft.  It  is  also  important  to  observe  that 
the  captain  of  the  steamer  entirely  misappre- 
hended the  existing  regulation  with  respect  to  his 
duty  in  such  circumstances.  He  says  in  his  evi- 
dence, '*  I  think  that  it  was  the  duty  of  the  other 
vessel,  although  a  sailing  vessel  and  myself  a 
steamer,  to  have  ported  her  helm»  because  she  was 
running  free,  and  it  is  the  rule  of  the  road ;  and  I 
say  that,  although  we  were  meeting  each  other 
stem  on.  It  would  be  quite  different  if  she  had 
been  close  hauled."  It  is  hardly  necessary  to  state 
that  this  opinion  of  the  captain  of  the  steamer  is 
directly  at  variance  with  the  existing  regulation 
of  Article  15,  viz.,  that  if  two  ships,  one  of  which 
is  a  sailing  ship  and  the  other  a  steamship;  are 
proceeding  in  such  directions  as  to  involve  risk^of 
collision,  the  steamship  shall  keep  out  of  the  way 
of  the  sailing  ship.  The  steamer  ascribes  this 
collision  to  two  circumstances;  first,  t^  the  in- 
visibility (if  I  mav  use  such  an  expression)  of  the 
lights  on  board  the  sailing  vessel — it  not  being 
disputed  that  she  carried  lights — ^their  invisibility 
resulting  from  their  improper  position;  and  alpo 
to  the  sailing  vessel  having  starboarded  instead  of 
keeping  her  course.  That  is  the  case,  stated 
briefly,  on  behalf  of  the  steamer. 

The  case  on  behalf  of  the  sailing  vessel  may  be 
also  stated  in  a  few  words.  She  was  a  French  iron 
barque  of  very  large  tonnage,  and  was  coming  from 
the  Cape  of  CTood  Hope  to  Marseilles.  She  says  that 
on  this  night,  when  she  was  due  south  of  Europa 
Light,  and  midway  between  it  and  Ceuta  Light, 
she  saw  the  white  light  of  a  steamer,  which 
proved  to  be  the  James  0,  Stevenson,  two  points 
on  the  starboard  bow,  and  distant  about  three 
miles.  Both  vessels  agree  in  putting  the  distance 
at  which  they  were  mutually  discerned  at  about 
three  miles.  She  says  the  wind  was  W.S.W.,  ono 
point  on  the  starboard  quarter,  and  her  head  was 
E.  by  N.  Then  she  gives  an  account  of  her  sails. 
She  says  she  had  her  courses,  fore  and  maintop- 
sails,  maintop-gallant  sails,  and  two  gibs  set,  the 
starboard  clew  of  the  mainsail  being  hauled  up. 
She  gives  the  same  account  of  the  night  that  the 
other  vessel  does.  She  says  that  the  white  light 
of  the  James  G.  Stevenson  was  discovered  at  11*35, 
and  that  she  was  supposed  to  be  steering  west ; 
that  shortly  afterwards  the  red  light  of  the  James 
C.  Stevenson  was  observed,  that  her  course  was 
I  not  discovered  bv  those  on  board  the  sailing  vessel 
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until  the  steamer  was  seen  at  aboat  300  yards 
distant.  Then  she  says  that  the  Bougainville  had 
hitherto  been  kept  on  her  coarse  sappoeiog  that 
the  steamer  would  keep  oat  of  her  way,  bat  upon 
the  hull  of  the  James  0.  Stevenson  being  dis- 
oof  ered,  and  it  being  f oand  that  she  was  coming 
on  at  right  angles  towards  the  bows  of  the  Bou- 
gainviUe,  and  it  being  then  evident  that  a  collision 
was  inevitable,  the  helm  of  the  Bougainville,  was 
pat  hard  tostarboard,  bat  the  Bougainville  only  fell 
off  one  point  before  the  collision.  Now  she  on  her 
part  ascribes  the  collision  to  these  three  circam* 
stances,  that  is  by  her  pleading  and  by  the  argu- 
ment of  her  coansel.  bhe  says  that  the  collision 
was  caused  by  the  rash  and  improper  conduct  of 
the  steamer  in  not  waiting  to  ascertain  what 
course  the  sailing  vessel  was  taking ;  she  says 
that  the  steamer  ought  at  M  events  to  have  re- 
versed  her  engines,  which  would  have  been  one 
mode  of  preventing  the  collision  ;  and  lastly,  the 
ship  says  that  if  the  steamer  did  not  choose  to 
wait,  she  oaght  in  the  first  instance  to  have  star- 
boarded instead  of  ported. 

In  considering  this  case,  it  will,  I  think,  be 
convenient  to  assume  in  the  first  instance  that 
the  lights  were  not  visible.  On  that  assump- 
tion what,  according  to  the  15th  Article,  was 
the  dear  duty  of  the  steamer  P  It  was  to  get 
out  of  the  way  of  the  sailing  vessel.  What 
getting  out  of  the  way  is  must  depend,  of 
course,  on  the  circumstances  of  each  particular 
case.  It  may  be  by  porting,  it  may  be  by  star- 
boarding it  may  be  by  stopping.  But  according  to 
her  own  version  of  the  story,  the  steamer  was 
aware  that  the  sailing  vessel  was  coming  directly 
through  the  Straits  with  the  wind  directly  aft, 
but  she  says  that  owing  to  the  absence  of  her 
lights  she  had  no  indication  of  what  course  the 
sailing  vessel  was  pursuing.  That  vessel  was 
going  at  the  rate  of  Si  or  9  knots  an  hour,  and 
their  joint  speed  must  have  been  something  like 
17  or  18  knots.  Being,  as  she  says,  in  uncertainty 
as  to  the  course  the  sailing  vessel  was  steering,  it 
was  surely  not  the  part  of  a  prudent  master  imme- 
diately to  take  the  active  and  decided  step  of  porting, 
at  the  rate  which  she  was  then  going,  of  oetween 
eiffht  and  nine  knots  an  hour,  which  would  carry 
her  to  the  opposite  coast  across  the  bows  of  the 
ship.  If  she  was  in  doubt  as  to  the  course  of  the 
vessel  approaching  her,  as  she  says,  stem  on,  or  a 
little  upon  a  starboard  bow,  and  as  the  evidence 
in  their  Lordships'  opinion  seems  to  prove  rather 
more  than  that,  between  one  and  two  points  en 
ber  starboard  bow,  surely  it  was  the  part  of  a 
prudent  master  to  have  waited  until  he  could 
ascertain  which  course  the  sailing  vessel  was  pur- 
suing. ^  The  16th  Article  seems  to  be  precise  upon 
this  point.  ''  Every  steamship  when  approachmg 
another  ship  so  as  to  involve  nsk  of  collision,  shall 
slacken  her  speed."  There  is  no  reason  why  she 
should  conceive  that  the  ship  was  going  to  the 
Moorish  side  of  the  Strait,  although  some  sug- 
gestions were  made  to  that  effect.  In  their  Lord- 
ships' opinion,  therefore,  the  judge  came  to  a  per- 
fectly sound  conclusion  upon  this  part  of  the  case, 
that  is  in  holding  that  upon  the  steamer's  own 
statement,  upon  the  assumption  that  the  lights 
were  not  visible  owing  to  their  improper  position, 
nevertheless,  she  sinned  against  the  rules  of  navi- 
gation laid  down  for  preventing  these  unfortunate 
ocdiisions  by  not  slackening  her  speed,  or  waiting, 
or  taking  any  of  those  precautions  which  would 


have  enabled  her  before  she  took  the  decided  step 
of  porting  to  ascertain  on  what  side  the  sailing 
vessel  was  going.  It  is  not  necessary,  in  their 
Lordships'  opinion,  therefore,  to  inquire  whether 
it  would  have  been  a  prudent  course  on  her  part, 
if  she  elected  not  to  wait,  to  have  starboarded 
instead  of  porting,  by  which  manoduvre  she  cut  in 
between  the  ship  and  the  lee  shore  at  the  rate  of 
seven  knots  an  hour.  Their  Lordship's  think  that 
the  finding  of  the  learned  judge  on  this  part  was 
perfectly  correct,  and  will  advise  her  Majesty  that 
it  be  affirmed. 

There  then  remains  the  other  part  of  the 
case,  upon  which  the  greater  part  of  the  argu- 
ment has  been  addressed  to  their  Lordships, 
namely,  as  to  whether,  in  the  circumstances  of 
this  case,  it  must  not  be  holden  that  the  conduct 
of  the  sailing  ship  contributed  to  the  collision  P 
First,  as  to  the  contribution  of  the  collision,  which 
is  said  to  have  been  made  by  the  absence  of  the 
proper  lights,  that  is  to  say,  by  the  lights  not 
being  placed  in  a  position  in  which  they  were 
visible.  The  law  does  not  require  any  particular 
place  at  which  the  lights  should  be  affixed ;  though 
no  doubt  it  does  require  that  they  should  be  so 
placed  as  to  be  properly  visible  within  the  scope  of 
the  regulations  upon  that  point ;  but  no  particular 
place  is  pointed  out.  The  evidence  in  this  case 
establishes  these  points  with  regard  to  the  lights, 
first,  that  they  were  carried,  and  secondly,  that 
they  were  proper  lights,  properly  screened ;  and 
their  Lordships  incline  to  the  opinion  that  it  also 
is  proved  that  they  were  carried  in  the  place  in 
which  they  were  usually  carried  by  French  vessels. 
There  has  been  considerable  discussion  upon  the 
evidence  as  to  whether  the  testimony  of  the  master 
of  the  ship  be  credible  with  regard  to  the  cutting 
or  arching  of  the  foresail,  which,  according  to  his 
evidence,  to  which  he  was  not  cross-examined, 
and  according  to  the  evidence  of  another  witness, 
was  expressly  done  for  the  purpose  of  rendering 
these  lights  visible.  The  vessel  was  a  very  large 
ship,  and  she  had  come  all  the  way  from  CeJcutto, 
and  the  presumption  is  in  favour  of  her  statement 
as  to  the  lights.  It  may  here  be  observed  that  if 
the  allegation  were  correct  on  the  part  of  the 
steamer,  that  the  sailing  ship  had  contravened 
the  rule  of  navigation  in  not  keeping  her  course, 
but  in  starboarding,  it  is  quite  clear  that  that 
position  is  fatal  to  the  other  contention  that  her 
green  light  was  not  visible,  because,  if  the  sailing 
vessel  had  starboarded  earlier  than  she  said  she 
did,  unquestionably,  by  that  manoeuvre,  she  must 
have  shown  her  green  light,  which  it  is  proved 
was  carried,  and  which  it  is  proved  was  of  proper 
quality.  She  must  have  shown  her  green  light  to 
the  approaching  steamer,  and  have  given  her  that 
information  of  which  she  complains  that  she  was 
deprived.  The  learned  judge  of  the  court  below 
seems,  on  the  whole,  to  have  come^  to  the  con- 
clusion that  there  was  a  deficit  prohatio,  upon  this 
particular  and  material  point,  that  it  was  incum- 
bent upon  the  sailing  vessel  to  have  proved  by 
more  conclusive  evidence  than  she  adduced,  that 
these  lights  so  placed  in  the  stem  of  the  vessel 
were  visible  by  the  circumstance  that  the  foresail 
was  cut  or  arched  in  the  manner  described.  The 
learned  judge  seems  to  have  come  to  the  con- 
clusion that  there  was  not  sufficient  evidence  to 
warrant  him  in  thinking  that  this  point  was 
established,  and  therefore  to  have  decided  on  that 
ground  principally  that  the  ship  contributed  to 
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this  oolliBion.  Their  Lordships  do  not  think  it 
necessary  to  express  any  opinion  as  to  the  con- 
olosion  at  which  they  might  have  arrived  if  this 
particular  matter  had  come  before  them  as  a 
court  of  first  instance,  whether  they  would  or 
would  not  have  been  satisfied  with  the  evidence 
which  was  produced  on  behalf  of  the  sailing  vessel 
to  the  effect  already  stated,  because  their  Lord- 
ships are  dearly  of  opinion,  after  consulting  with 
their  nautical  assessors,  and  after  a  review  of  the 
whole  circumstances  of  this  case,  that  the  sailuig 
vessel  coming  through  the  strait  with  the  wind, 
as  described,  was  perfectly  and  clearly  seen  at  a 
distance  of  three  miles  as  stated  by  the  steamer, 
but  at  all  events  between  two  and  three  miles ; 
that  upon  the  assumption  that  the  lights  were  not 
visible,  it  was  still  the  duty  of  the  steamer  not  to 
take  that  decided  course  which  she  did  take,  in 
perfect  i^^norance,  according  to  her  own  statement, 
as  to  which  w^y  the  sailing  vessel  was  proceed- 
ing; that  it  was  very  imprudent,  rash,  and  care« 
less  navigation,  and  was  the  real  cause  of  this 
collision ;  and  even  assuming  that  the  lights  were 
placed  in  a  wrong  position,  and  therefore  were  not 
visible,  their  Lordships  are  of  opinion,  upon  the 
particular  circumstances  of  this  case,  that  it  would 
not  be  right  to  come  to  the  conclusion,  that  the 
invisibility  of  those  lights  could,  in  any  legal 
sense  of  the  term,  and  according  to  the  judgments 
upon  the  question  of  contribution  to  negliflrence, 
properly  be  said  to  have  contributed  to  this  col« 
lision. 

Their  Lordships  have  not  failed  to  consider 
the  point  which  was  urged  on  behalf  of  the 
steamer,  that  the  starboarding  of  the  sailing 
vessel  might  have  contributed  to  this  collision. 
Their  Lordships  are  dearly  of  opinion  upon  the 
evidence  that  the  starboarding  was  done  at  so  late 
a  period  as  to  take  it  completely  out  of  the  cate- 
gory of  any  contribution  to  the  collision ;  indeed 
if  the  starboarding  had  been  at  an  earlier  period 
it  is  fatal  to  the  contention  of  the  steamer,  that 
she  was  not  apprised  by  seeing  the  green  light 
of  the  course  which  the  other  vessel  was  pur- 
suing ;  because  the  dilemma  is  obvious ;  if  the 
starboarding  took  place  at  an  earlier  period,  then 
the  green  light,  which  is  proved  to  have  been 
there,  must  have  been  seen ;  if  the  starboarding 
took  place,  as  we  are  inclined  to  suppose,  at  a 
later  period,  then  there  was  no  contribution  to 
the  collision  by  that  manoeuvre  at  that  late 
period  in  the  history  of  the  case. 

Their  Lordships  will  therefore  humbly  ad  vise  her 
Majesty  that  the  decree  of  the  judge  of  the  Vice- 
Admiralty  Court  should  be  varied  so  as  to  pro- 
nounce that  the  steamer  is  alone  to  blame  for  this 
collision.  We  think  that  the  costs  must  follow 
this  decision,  and  that  the  sailing  vessel  will  be 
entitled  to  her  costs  both  here  and  in  the  court 
bdow. 

Decree  varied  accordingly. 

Solicitor  for  the  owners  of  the  Ja7i»e«  G.  Sitven- 
son,  Thomas  Cooper, 

Solicitors  for  the  owners  of  the  Bovgainville, 
Cole,  Cole,  and  Jackson* 


Friday,  April  25, 1873. 

(Present :  The  Bight  Hons.  James  W.  Coltilb, 
Sir  Barnes  Peacock,  Sir  Muntagub  Skith,  and 
Sir  BoBERT  Collier.) 

Thb  Ada;  Thb  Sappho. 

Collision — Crossing  vessels — Talcing  pilot—Special, 
circumstances — Regulations  for  preventing  CoU 
lisions  at  Sea^Arts.  14, 16,  and  19. 

Two  vessels  hearing  doum  at  the  same  time  from 
different  directions  upon  a  weWknoion  pilot 
station  to  take  pilots  on  hoard  are  to  he  treated  as 
crossing  vessels  within  the  meaning  of  Art.  14 
of  the  Regulations  for  Preventing  Collisions  at 
Sea,  if  their  courses,  if  continued,wouldiniersect ; 
and  the  fact  of  their  seeking  pilnis  at  the  same 
place  is  not  such  a  special  circumstance  within 
the  meaning  of  Art,  19  as  will  take  them  out  of 
the  operation  of  the  rule  requiring  that  the  ship 
which  has  the  other  on  her  own  starhoard  hand 
shaU  keep  out  of  the  way  of  (he  other. 

Where  a  vessel  is  approaching  a  pilot  station  to  take 
a  pilot,  and  has,  as  regards  another  vessel  doing 
the  same  thing,  the  right  to  keep  her  course,  she 
has  a  right  to  keep  sufficient  headway  on  her  to 
give  her  steerage  way,  so  as  to  get  on  her  proper 
course  after  taking  a  pilot,  and  is  nnt  bound 
within  Art.  16  io  stop  and  reverse.  The  other 
vessel  is  hound  to  stop  and  let  her  take  her 
pilot,  or  to  take  some  other  means  of  avoiding 
her. 

This  was  an  appeal  from  a  decree  of  the  High 
Court  of  Admiralty  in  cross  causes  of  collision, 
instituted  by  the  owners  of  the  steamship  Sapplio 
against  the  steamship  Ada,  and  by  the  owners  of 
the  Ada  against  the  Sappho.  The  place  of  collision 
was  the  mouth  of  the  Humber ;  both  vessels  were 
bound  for  Hull,  the  Ada  coming  from  the  south- 
east, and  the  Sappho  from  the  north-east,  and  both 
were  approaching  a  pilot  cutter  Ijing  at  anchor  to 
pick  up  a  pilot.  The  learned  judge  of  the  High 
Court  of  Admiraltpr  held  that  the  vessels  were  to 
be  treated  as  crossmg  vessels,  under  Art.  14  of  the 
Begulations  for  preventing  Collisions  at  Sea,  and 
that  the  fact  of  approaching  a  well-known  pilot 
station  was  not  such  a  special  circumstance  as 
took  them  out  of  the  operation  of  the  rule,  and 
that  the  Ada  having  the  Sapplu)  on  her  cwn  star- 
board hand,  was  bound  to  Keep  out  of  the  way, 
and  that  the  speed  of  the  Sappho  was  not 
improper,  and  pronounced  the  Ada  alone  to  blame. 
The  facts  and  3udgment  are  set  out  in  the  re* 
port  of  the  case  below :  {ante  vol.  1,  p.  485 ; 
27  L.T.  Bep.  N.  S.  718.)  From  this  decree  the 
owners  of  the  Adi  appealed  on  the  ground  that 
the  Ada  having  the  right  to  approach  the  pilot 
cutter  to  take  a  pilot,  also  had  a  right  to  expect 
that  the  Sappho  would  be  navigated  as  to  avoid 
risk  of  collision  under  the  special  circumstances 
of  the  case. 

MUward,  Q.C.  and  W.  Q.  F.  FhiUimore,  for  the 
appelhmts.— The  master  of  the  Sappho,  seeing  a 
ship  there  for  the  lawful  purpose  of  taking  on 
board  a  pilot,  was  bound  to  allow  that  ship  to 
approach  for  that  purpose,  and  to  ti^e  steps  to 
avoid  her  whilst  getting  a  pilot.  If  the  Ada  was 
stopped  and  lying  to  for  a  pilot,  the  vessels  were 
not  crossing  vessels  within  the  meaning  of  Art. 
14  of  the  B^egulations  for  preventing  Collisions  at 
Sea.  At  any  rate  such  a  state  of  things  was  a 
special  circumstanoe  within  Art.  19,  which  ought 
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to  have  obliged  them  not  to  throw  all  respoDBibility 
of  ayoiding  a  collision  npon  the  Ada.  These 
vesaelfi  were  not  on  a  course  iq  the  sense  of  Art. 
14.  The  way  a  ship's  head  is  pointed  at  any  given 
mooient  does  not  constitnte  her  course;  her 
course  is  the  direction  in  which  she  should  be 
navigated  to  reach  a  given  point.  If  this  given 
point  is  known  to  another  vessel,  she  should  act 
upon  that  knowledge.  Both  vessels  were  boand 
up  the  river  to  Hall,  and  each  must,  with  the 
knowledge  of  the  other,  take  a  pilot  at  the  one 
place;  for  that  purpose  they  mast  bear  down 
upon  one  place  and  stop,  and,  having  got  their 
pilot,  change  their  directions  to  proceed  up  the 
river.  Hence,  neither  conld  be  said  to  be  on  a 
oourae  after  stopping,  until  they  went  a«head  to  go 
up  the  river.  The  Ada  was  entitled  to  keep  her 
course  along  the  lef  c  bank  of  the  river,  and  the 
Sappho  in  crossing  over  had  no  right  to  interfere 
with  that  course :  (The  Velocify,  L.Rep.  3  P. 0. 44 ; 
21  L.  T.  Rep.  686 ;  3  Mar.  Law.  Cas.  0.  S.  308). 
If  these  vessels  were  approaching  each  other  so  as 
to  involve  risk  of  collision,  then  it  was  the  duty  of 
the  Sappho  to  have  stopped  and  i*eversed  at  an 
earlier  period. 

BuUf  Q.C.  and  Clarkson,  for  the  respondents, 
were  not  called  upon. 

The  jodgement  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 
8i&  J.  W.  OoLViLE  — ^Their  Lordships  do  not  think 
it  necessary  to  go  at  any  length  into  the  facts 
of  the  case,  as  they  clearly  appear  upon  the 
judgement  of  the  court  below,  and  the  main  features 
are  not  in  dispute. 

The  first  argument  upon  which  the  appel- 
lants rely  in  o^er  to  disturb  the  jodgment  of 
the  High  Court  of  Admiralty  is  that  it  is 
erroneous  to  treat  these  vessels  as  crossing 
vessels,  as  they  were  not,  when  they  first  sighted 
each  other,  crossing  vessels  so  as  to  involve 
risk  of  collision,  and  consequently  not  within  Art. 
14  of  the  Regulations  for  preventing  Collisions  at 
Sea ;  and  that  even  if  they  did  become  crossing 
vessels  it  was  by  the  fault  of  the  Sappho,  which 
had  by  improper  navigation  created  the  state  of 
things.  Upon  that  view,  of  coarse,  it  would  be 
the  duty  of  their  Lordships,  provided  they  were 
satisfied  that  it  was  correct,  to  advise  Her  Majesty 
that  the  Sappho  was  solely  to  blame.  The  other 
branch  of  the  argument  was  that  both  vessels  were 
within  the  operation  of  Art.  16  of  the  regulations ; 
that  they  were  approaching  each  other  so  as  to 
involve  risk  of  collision,  and  that  it  was,  therefore, 
the  duty  of  each  to  slacken  speed,  and  if  necessary, 
to  stop  and  reverse ;  that  the  Sappho  certainly, 
and  perhaps  the  Ada,  had  failed  in  that  duty,  and 
both  were  to  blame.  If  both  failed  in  that  duty, 
and  the  breach  of  that  duty  was  the  cause  of 
the  oollision,  then,  of  course,  both  would  be 
in  fault,  and  the  loss  would  have  to  be  divided. 

In  dealing  with  these  arguments,  their  Lordships 
think  it  desirable  to  consider  whether  the  vessels 
were  crossing  vessels  within  the  meaning  of  the 
14th  Article,  and,  consequent  thereon,  if  the 
assumption  which  seems  to  have  been  the  ratio 
decidendi  in  the  court  below  was  correct.  Their 
Lordships  are  of  opinion  that  it  was  correct.  Ifc 
appears  that  both  vessels,  the  one  coming  Arom 
toe  northwa^t  the  other  from  (he  southward,  and 
both  bound  to  King^ton-upon  Hull,  were  under 
the  neoessity  of  proceeding  to  the  same  point  where 
the  pilot  vessel  was  moored.  It  appears  to  their 
Lord^iips  on  the  evidence  that  when  first  sighted 


the  Ada  had  the  other  vessel  on  the  starboard 
bow,  and  therefore  if  they  were  crossing  vessels, 
it  was  her  duty  to  keep  out  of  the  way  of  the 
Sappho.  Now,  their  Lordships  think  that  they 
were  crossing  vessels  within  the  meaning  of  the 
rule,  because  both  were  of  necessity  directing 
their  courses  to  one  point.  That  point  would  be 
the  point  of  intersection  of  the  two  courses  if 
prolonged.  It  was  not;  as  was  put  in  the  argu- 
ment,  a  case  in  which  one  vessel  might  have 
proceeded  up  the  north  side  and  the  other  up  the 
south  side  of  the  river,  because  there  was  the 
necessity  imposed  upon  each  of  going  to  this  one 
l>oint  in  order  to  procure  a  pilot.  It  appears  to 
their  Lordships  that  the  vessels  were  properly 
treated  by  the  learned  judge  in  the  court  below  as 
falling  within  Art.  14  of  the  regulations,  and  it 
appears  equally  clear  that  the  learned  judge  was 
right  in  holding  that  the  Ada  had  failed  in  the 
duty  imposed  upon  her  by  that  rule,  and  that 
there  were  no  special  circumstances  taking  her  out 
of  the  operation  of  the  rule. 

In  dealing  with  the  disputed  question  of  speed, 
the  learned  judge  relied  upon  the  captain  of 
the  pilot  vessel,  who  was  on  board  his  own 
pilot  vessel.  As  regards  the  speed  of  the  two 
vessels,  it  appears  to  their  Lord8hip3  that  he 
was  in  the  best  position  to  judge — more  par- 
ticularly with  regard  to  the  8appho*8  speed. 
Standing  on  the  deck  of  his  own  vessel  at  acchor, 
and  evidently  having  his  attention  directed  to 
the  movements  of  the  two  vessels,  he  oould  best 
judge  of  their  speed,  and  their  Lordships  there- 
fore adopt  without  hesitation  his  statement  that 
the  speed  of  the  Sappho  was  1^  knots  through  the 
water,  and  therefore  about  three  knots  per  hour 
over  the  ground.  It  also  appears  to  their  Lord- 
ships to  be  made  out  by  that  witness  that  the  Ada 
was  not  motionless  (as  represented  by  some  of  the 
witnesses)  at  the  place  where  she  stopped  expecting 
a  pilot,  but  she  had  decided  headway  on  her,  and 
was  approaching  both  the  Sappho  and  the  pilot 
cutter.  The  rate  of  speed  attributed  to  her  was 
nearly  as  great  as  that  of  the  Sappho,  namely,  l^ 
knots  through  the  water,  but  she  was  coming 
across  the  tide. 

Now,  it  appears  to  their  Lordships  that  upon 
this  state  of  faots  two  questions  arise :  first,  was 
the  Sappho  justified  in  getting  so  far  past  the 
pilot  cutter  as  she  certainly  did,  as  shown  by 
the  place  where  the  collision  occurred;  and, 
secondly,  was  the  Ada  right  in  advancing  so 
near  to  the  pilot  cutter,  or  in  fact  in  going  ahead 
at  all  under  the  circumstances  ?  As  regards  the 
first  question,  their  Lordships  are  of  opinion,  and 
their  opinion  is  confirmed  by  that  of  their  nautical 
assessors,  that  if  there  had  been  no  question  at  all 
of  another  ship,  which  is  the  fair  way  to  treat  the 
matter,  it  would  have  been  the  ordinary  and 
proper  course  of  navigation  to  keep  such  headway 
as  she  is  represented  to  have  had  in  order  to 
enable  her  in  getting  a  pilot  on  board  to  turn  and 
follow  the  proper  course  of  the  river  up  to  Hull ; 
that  is,  having  come  as  far  over  as  the  place  where 
the  pilot  cutter  is  represented  to  have  been  moored, 
to  turn  up  towards  the  Spurm  Light,  so  as  to  get 
into  the  proper  course  of  navigation ;  and  that  in 
fact  both  vessels,  situated  as  they  were,  would  have 
had  to  follow  the  same  course  up  the  river  from 
that  point.  Their  Lordships,  therefore,  cannot  say 
that  the  allegation  is  made  out  that  the  Sappho 
improperly  throw  herself  into  the  way  of  the  other 
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yessel,  and  in  fact  created  the  risk  of  oolliaion 
which  otherwise  would  not  have  existed.  On  the 
other  hand,  if  the  vessels  were  crossing  vessels,  bb 
their  Lordships  think  they  were,  and,  as  their 
Lordships  also  think,  and  the  event  has  shown, 
vessels  crossing  'so  as  to  involve  risk  of  collision, 
it  seems  to  their  Lordships  that  it  was  the  duty  of 
the  Ada  to  have  hecome  absolutely  motionless  at  a 
far  earlier  period  than  that  at  which  she  is  said  by 
some  of  the  witnesses  to  have  stopped,  and  this 
when  it  did,  or  ought  to  have,  become  clear  that 
the  Sappho  was  coming  inside  the  pilot  vessel,  and 
therefore  would  be  the  first  to  take  the  pilot,  to  have 
had  the  means  of  reversing  her  engines,  and 
keeping  out  of  the  way.  If  she  could  not  have 
done  that,  and  their  Lordships  can  see  no  reason 
why  she  could  not,  then  she  ought  to  have  been 
navigated  differently,  and  have  been  kept  out  of 
the  way  by  some  other  means.  No  doubt  both 
vessels  at  the  last  moment,  and  when  too  late,  did 
reverse  their  engines,  but  that  does  not  show,  in 
their  Lordships'  opinion,  any  contributory  ne* 
gligence  on  the  ps^  of  the  Saippho,  if  she  was 
pursuing,  as  their  Lordships  think  she  was,  her 
ordinary  course,  keeping  no  more  headway  on  her 
than  was  necessary  to  give  her  steerage  wa^ 
enough  to  put  her  upon  her  proper  course  of  navi- 
gation. 

Under  the  circumstances  ofthe  case  their  Lord- 
ships must  humbly  advise  Her  Majesty  to  affirm 
the  judgment  under  appeal,  and  dismiss  the  appeal 
with  costs. 

Appeal  diamiesed. 
Proctors  for  the  appellants,  Vyke  and  Stokes, 
Proctors  for  the   respondent,    Friichard   and 
Sons,  for  J.  and  T.  W.  Hearfield,  Hull 


May  2,  8,  and  80, 1878. 

(Present :  The  Bight  Hons.  Sib  J.  W.  Colvilb, 
Sir  Baknes  Peacock,  Sir  Montague  Smith,  and 
Sir  E.  P.  OoLLiEB.) 

Brown  (app.)  v.  Gaudet  (resp.) ;  Oabgo  ex  Abgo  (a). 

Carriage  of  goods — BiU  of  lading — Port — Usual 
place  of  delivery — Impossibility  ofperformace — 
Landing  goods — "Qoods  to  he  taken  out" — Duty 

(a)  The  decision  in  this  case,  and  the  legislation  npon 
whioh  it  is  fonnded,  cany  ont  a  principle  of  maritimelaw 
which  seems  to  be  in  fnll  force  in  almost  every  country 
except  onr  own,  via.,  that  whilst  the  ship  is  bonnd  to  the 
cargo  for  the  performance  of  the  contract,  the  cargo  is 
eqiuUy  bonnd  to  the  ship.  Before  the  recent  Acts  giying 
maritime  jurisdiction  to  the  Connty  Ck>arta  the  only 
means  a  master  or  shipowner  had  of  enforcing  a  lien  n|K)n 
goods  was  to  retain  iKMsession  of  them  nntil  seonrity 
given  to  answer  his  claim.  Now  he  may  proceed  in  rem 
affunst  the  goods  themseWes,  and  so  enforce  his  lien. 
Tnis  assimilates  the  practice  in  this  conntry  to  that  of 
the  United  States:  (See  Parsons  on  Shipping,  vol.  1, 
p.  174,  and  notes.)  The  extraordinary  condition  of 
fhiglish  law  in  the  question  of  liens  for  freight  and 
expenses  has  already  been  noticed  in  a  note  to  the  case  of 
Mors-Le-Blanch  y.  Wilson  {ante  Tol.  i.,  p.  605).  The 
Connty  Court  is  the  only  court  in  this  country  witn  juris- 
diction to  enforce  such  a  lien  by  a  proceeding  in  rem. 
Whether  the  new  Judicature  Act  will,  by  uniting  all 
jurisdiction  in  one  court,  reyiyeany  formerpowers  whioh 
were  exercised  by  the  High  Court  of  the  Admiralty,but  pro- 
hibited by  the  common  law  courts,  is  a  question  whioh 
will,  no  doubt,  be  raised  in  due  time.  A  proceeding  in 
rem  belug  merely  a  form  of  procedure,  it  is  quito  possible 
that  the  High  Court  might  by  its  rules  giye  the  remedies 
which  can  now  only  be  obtoined  througb  the  County 
Court.-*ED. 


ofshipovmer  and  merchant — Master's  cmthority^^ 
Demurrage — Expenses — Back  freight. 
The  duty  of  a  shipowner  to  deliver  goods  at  the 
usual  place  of  delivery  of  a  port,  to  which  he  has 
contracted  to  carry  under  a  hiU  of  lading  stipu- 
lating  only  thc^  the  goods  shall  he  delivered  at  the 
port  without  any  particular  part  of  the  port 
oeingnamed,is  animplied  dtUy  only,  and  does  not 
amount  to  any  engorgement  to  go  to  the  usual  place 
inaUeventscMdunderallcircumstances,  Theship^ 
owner^s  express  contract  is  to  deliver  in  the  port, 
amd  if  it  he  impossible  to  deliver  at  the  usual  pUice 
of  delivery  by  reason  of  the  prohibition  qfthe  port 
authorities,  or  other  accidental  cause,  the  contract 
is  ruit  dissolved,  hut  may  he  performed  by  the 
master  being  ready  to  give  delivery  at  some  other 
convenient  part  of  the  port,  and  keeping  the  cargo 
in  that  place  for  a  reasonable  time  ready  for 
delivery,  and  the  shipowner  wiU  thereupon  be 
entitled  to  his  freight. 
A  bill  of  lading  by  which  a  shipowner  contracts  to 
deliver  at  a  port,  "  the  goods  to  he  taken  out 
within  24  hours  after  arrival  or  pay  demurrage,'' 
does  not  ahsolutelyrequire  iluU  the  shipownershould 
be  ready,  not  merely  to  deliver,  but  also  to  land  the 
goods  i^  the  port,  or  that  ^e  merchant  shotdd  be 
able,  on  receiving  them,  to  land  them,  bul  it  ccuts 
upon  the  merchant  the  duty  of  taking  the  goods 
out  of,  or,  at  aU  events,  from  alongside,  the  ship ; 
heryce,  if  it  should  be  impossible  to  land  the  goods^ 
reason  of  a  prohibition  qf  the  port  authorities, 
the  shipowner  may  slUl  perform  his  part  of  the 
contract  if  he  be  ready  to  deliver  the  goods  to  the 
merchant  in  the  port  without  lathding  (hem. 
The  master  of  a  ship  being,inmany  cases  of  accident 
and  emergency,  the  agent  from  necessity  of  the 
owners  of  cargo  where  he  cannot  obtain  instmo* 
tions  from  them,  has  not  only  the  power,  biU  a 
duty  cast  upon  him,  to  act  in  such  cases  for  ihe 
safety  ofthe  cargo  in  such  manner  as  may  be  best 
under  the  circumstances  in  which  it  may  be 
placed,  and  is  entitled  as  a  correlative  right  to 
charge  the  owner  of  the  cargo  with  the  expenses  pro* 
perly  incurred  in  so  doing.    The  obligation  on  the 
part  of  the  master  to  act  for  the  merchant  does  iMt 
cease  after  a  reasonable  time  for  the  latter  to 
take  delivery  has  elapsed,  and  hence  after  such 
time,  if  it  be  impossible  to  land  and  warehouse 
the  goods,  or  to  leave  them  cU  their  port  of  desH' 
nation,   the  master  may,  in  the  absence  of  all 
cutvises,  carry  or  forward  them  to  such  place, 
even  back  to  the  port  of  shipment,  as  is  most  con' 
venient  to  the  owner,  and  charge  him  wOh  the 
expense  of  so  doing. 
Wheth  goods  carried  under  abiU of  lading,by which 
the  shipowner  is  to  deliver  at  ^e  port  ofdestina* 
iion,  and  the  m^ehant  is   to  take  them  out 
within  24  hours  or  pay  demurrage,  cannot  be 
landed  cU,   but  may  be  delivered  within,  that 
port,  ihe  shipoumer  cannot  recover  from  the 
merchant  demurrage  and  expenses   cleaned  in 
respect  of  cUtempts  to  land  the  goods  al  other 
ports,  before  he  is  ready  to  give  delivery  at  the  port 
of  destvnation ;    hut  he  may  recover  expenses 
incurred,  after  he  ie  ready  to  give  delivery  at 
that  port-  in  hiring  a  vessel  to  store  the  goods,  if 
thereby  the  merchant  is  relieved  from  ihe  demur' 
rage  paydble  in  respect  of  the  detention  of  the 
ship. 
This  was  an  appeal  from  a  decree  of  the  High 
Oonrt  of  Admiralty,  affirming  on  appeal  a  decree 
of  the  City  of  London  Court  ^Admiralty  jurisdio- 
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fcioD).    The  SQit  was  iostitated  in  the  City  of 
London  Coart  by  the  following  precipe: — 

We,  CattarsB,  Jehn  and  CattamB,  attornoys,  hereby 
institate  a  suit  for  freight,  demurrage,  and  expensea  on 
behalf  of  Jnlea  Oandet,  of  No.  73,  Lower  East  Smithfield, 
owner  of  the  ateamebip  or  Teasel  ArgoB,  against  147 
barrels  of  petrolenm  late  shipped  on  board  the  steamship 
Argos  by  W.  Homer,  bnt  now  lying  at  Plaistow  Wharf, 
Plaistow,  in  the  county  of  Essex,  owner  or  owners 
unknown  in  the  sum  of  200{. ;  and  we  consent,  Ao, 

Dated  28th  of  Deo.,  1870. 

To  this  suit  an  appearance  was  entered  on  behalf 
of  Walter  Horner  BrowD,  the  owner  of  the  petro- 
lenm, and  bail  was  given  in  the  snm  of  £150.  The 
cause  was  heard  in  the  City  of  London  Court  upon 
the  following 

Statbment  op  Agreed  Facts. 

The  plaintiff,  who  trades  under  the  style  of 
Gaudet  Fr^res,  was,  in  the  month  of  November, 
1870,  the  owner  of  the  British  steamer  Argos,  and 
of  other  steameVs  which  were  frequent  traders 
between  London  and  Havre,  and  other  porta  in 
the  North  of  France. 

The  defendant,  Walter  Horner  Brown,  is  a  mer- 
chant in  Billiter  Square,  dealing  in  petroleum, 
oils*  chemicals,  and  other  articles,  trading  as  Walter 
H.  Brown  and  Co.,  and  on  the  25bh  November  he 
received  an  order  from  Messrs.  Tuffier6  and 
Pradhon,  of  Bouen,  for  two  hundred  barrels  of 
petroleum,  to  be  delivered  free  on  board,  in 
London,  and  to  be  sent  to  Havre  as  soon  as 
possible. 

In  consequence  of  this  the  defendant,  on  the 
same  day  sent  his  clerk  to  the  plaintiff's  London 
brokers  (Messrs.  Eowell  and  Baoine),  to  inquire 
the  freight  of  petroleum  from  London  to  Havre, 
and  the  probable  date  of  sailing  of  the  next 
steamer,  and  was  informed  the  freight  would  be 
lbs,  to  20tf.  per  ton,  and  the  steamer  would  sail 
about  the  end  of  the  week.  The  defendant  there- 
upon arranged  to  send  147  barrels  of  petroleum  by 
such  steamer,  and  the  same  was  shipped  on  board 
the  Argo$y  on  the  5th  December,  and  the  captain 
ga^e  the  defendant  the  following  bill  of  lading  : — 

Shipped  in  good  order,  and  well  condi- 
tioned,  bj  W.  Horner,  in  and  upon  the  good 
steamship  called  theilr^o«,  whereof  is  master 
for  the  present  voyage,  '*  Biohardson,"  and 
now  riding  at  anchor  in  the  river,  and  bound 
for  Havre,  147  barrels  of  petroleum. 
The  ffoods  to  be  taken  out 

within    24   hours    after 

arrival,  or  pay  101.  lOa, 

aday  demurrage 421owt.0qrB.91b. 

Being  marked  and  numbered  as  in  the 
margin,  and  are  to  be  delivered  in  the  like 
good  order,  and  well-oonditioned,  at  the 
aforesaid  port  of  Havre,  the  act  of  God,  the 
Queen's  enemies,  fire,  and  all  and  every 
other  dangers  and  accidents  of  the  seas, 
rivers,  machinery,  boilers,  steam  and  steam 
navigation,  of  whatever  nature  or  kind 
soever,  excepted,  unto  order  or  to  their 
assigns,  on  paying  freight  for  the  said 
goods  at  the  rate  of  20«.  and  15  per  cent, 
primage  per  ton  gross,  with  primage  and 
average  accustomed.  In  witness  whereof 
the  master  or  purser  of  the  eaid  ship  hath 
affirmed  to  two  bills  of  lading  all  of  this  tenor 
and  date,  the  one  of  which  bills  being 
accomplished  the  others  to  stand  void. 

Dated  in  London,  30th  November,  1870. 

Weight  and   contents  unknown.     Not 
aooountable  for  leakage. 

W.  J.  ElCHABDSON. 

The  said  bill  of  lading  was  by  direction  of  the 


Washington, 

1/147 
Freight   21  1  3 
Primage  3  3  2 

£24  4  5 


Exchngef. 25.40 

All  goods 
are  auhleot 
to  a  landing 
charge  of  5 
per  cent,  on 
the  amount 
of  freight 
and  primage 
payable  an 
change  de 
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defendant  made  out  in  the  name  of  W.  Homer,  his 
two  first  names. 

Upon  the  6th  Deoember  the  defendant  applied 
to  the  plaintiff's  brokers  for  the  name  of  the  ship's 
broker  at  Havre,  and  was  informed  it  was  M.  H. 
G^n^tal,  Bae  d'Orleans,  Havre.  Defendant 
thereupon  wrote  him  the  following  letter,  which 
was  dulv  received  b^  GoQ^stal,  bat  of  which  the 
plaintiff  had  no  notice. — 

11,  Billiter  Square,  6th  Deo.,  1870. 
Monsieur  H.  GMn^stal,  73,  Bue  d'  Orleani,  Havre. 
We  beg  to  inform  jou  that  we  have  shipped  upon  the 
steamship  Argot, 

Washington,  7     147  barrels  of  spirit  of  petroleum, 
1/147         >  21,392  kilogrammes, 

to  order.  These  spirits  are  to  be  sent  to  Messrs.  Tuffler^ 
and  Prudhon,  at  Bouen,  and  you  must  not  deliver  them 
unless  they  present  the  regular  bill  of  lading  endorsed 
by  us. 

The  freight  and  other  expenses  are  to  be  charged  on 
the  goods. 
Acoept,  Monsieur,  our  salutations. 

W.  H.  Bbown  &  Co. 

The  Argos  sailed  with  the  petrolenm  and  other 
goods,  being  a  general  car^o,  at  midnight  on  the 
6th  December,  arrived  at  Havre  10*30  p.m.  on  the 
7th,  and,  being  nnable  to  land  the  cargo  there,  the 
captain  proceeded  to  Honfleor ;  and  being  nnable 
to  land  it  there,  he  took  the  ship  to  Trouville,  and 
was  informed  there  he  might  land  it  there  if  he 
obtained  a  certificate  from  the  engineer  of  bridges 
and  ways  resident  at  Honflenr;  and  the  oaptain 
thereupon  went  to  Honflaer,  and  obtained  tho 
following  certificate  :— 

Honfleur,  le  8  D^embre,  1870. 
.  L*Ingenieur  Ordinaire  de  V  Arrondissement  da 

Nord  Est. 
A  Monsieur,  —  L'Ingenieur  SoossigniS  a  envoye  la 
steamer  ilr^o^  k  Trouville  k  cause  au  danger  tout 
particulier  en  oe  moment  qu'offre  la  prdsenoe  du  p<$trole 
sur  les  quais  k  c6t6  du  matdriel  de  guerre  en  ohargement 
pour  le  Havre.  Le  Soussignd  k  ^crit  k  oe  sujet  M.  Dubose 
une  lettre  qui  lui  parviendra  domain  matin  et  oui  indiqua 
les  precautions  k  prendre  sous  le  benefioe  de  ces  pre- 
cautions et  en  installant  de  suite  un  garde-feu  k  bord 
pour  empdoher. 

M.  Dubose  pent  faire  entrer  le  steamer  Argos  en  bassin 
oe-solr  a  la  mar<$e. 

£.  Abnoux,  L'Ingenieur  Ordinaire. 
Arrondissement  du  Nord  Est, 
Fonts  et  Chauss^es,  Departement  du  Calvados. 

The  captain,  under  this  authority,  took  the  ship 
into  the  basin  at  Trouville  Deauville,  where  he 
remained  during  the  9th,  and  was  on  the  10th 
compelled  to  go  out  of  the  basin;  and  the  President 
of  the  Municipal  Commission  of  Trouville  Deau- 
ville, endorsed  on  the  engineer's  authority  the 
following  certificate  :-* 

Nous  President  de  la  Commission  Munioipala  de 
Deauville  oertifions  que  nous  avons  ^te  obIig6s  malgrd 
Tautorisation  de  Monsieur  Tlngenieur  d'Honfleur  de  faire 
sortir  du  bassin  de  Deauville  le  navire  Anglais  ilr^o^ 
chargd  de  pdtrole,  le  population  s'opposant  nu  ddoharge- 
ment  du  dit  navire  et  mena^ant  de  se  laisser  entratner  k 
des  exo^s.  (Sd.) 

HiBBBT  DbBOCQUBTT, 

Le  President  de  la  Commision  Bf  unioipale, 

Le  Membre  Ddl^e. 
Deauville,  10  D6oembre,  1870. 
Upon  that  the  captain  went  to  Honfleur,  and  the 
following  protest  was  noted  before  the  British 
Consul  there,  and  the  statements  therein  are  to  be 
taken  as  true : — 

Yioe-Consulat  Britannique  k  Honfleur. 

By  this  public  Instrument  of  Protest  be  it  known  and 

manifest  unto  all  whom  it  doth  or  may  concern,  that  on 

the  10th  Deo.  1870,    before  me,    British  Vioe-Consul 

for  the  port  and    district    of  Honfleur,  voluntarily 
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•ad  DertoDftlljapptMedWilliMi  John  BMshardton, 
maater  ot  the  Bniiin  ■teamship  or  yetsel  oallad  the 
Argo$,  oi  LoDdoo,  offioial  No.  60,889,  of  the  baFden  of 
109  tons,  or  thereabouta,  then  IjiDg  in  the  port  of  Tron- 
TiUe-anr-lfer.  in  the  conaolar  dutrict  of  Honfleor,  laden 
with  petroleam,  who  dnly  noted  and  entered  hii  protest 
with  me,  the  aaid  Yioe-Contnl,  affainat  all  loatea  and 
chargea  he  inoorred  for  not  being  allowed  to  unload  hia 
cargo  in  the  port  of  destination  and  two  other  ports,  by 
the  local  aathorities  of  these  ports,  and  did  declare, 
depose,  and  say,  That  he  sailed  from  London  on  the  6th 
Deo.,  present  month,  at  midnight,  with  a  cargo  of  petro- 
leum, in  destination  for  Havre,  where  he  arrived  on  the 
7th,  at  10*80  p.m.,  havinff  the  red  flag  np  on  account  of 
having  petroleum  on  board,  and  that  early  in  the  morn- 
ing of  the  8th  Deo.  the  authorities  at  the  port  of  Havre 
compelled  him  to  take  the  ship  out  of  the  harbour,  as 
they  would  not  allow  him  to  remain  there^  having  petro- 
leum on  board,  and  in  consequence  of  which  he  started 
immediately,  at  10*80  p.m.,  for  Honflenr,  where  he  arrived 
at  ll'30a.m.,  and  having  swung  the  vessel,  and  was  about 
to  make  her  faat  in  a  position  where  the  pilot  told  him, 
he  received  an  order  from  the  harbour-master  to  leave 
immediately  the  port,  and  therefore  he  did  leave,  at  noon, 
for  the  next  nearest  port,  which  was  Trouville-sur-Mer, 
and  where  he  arrived  at  1*80  p.m.  And  the  said  appearer 
did  further  declare,  that  on  arriving  atTrouvillehe  found 
a  difficulty  for  the  unloading  of  the  petroleum  from  the 
port  or  hiarbour-master,  or  principal  of  the  port,  who 
informed  him  that  he  would  allow  him  to  unload  the 
petroleum  if  he  could  obtain   a  permission  from  the 
Ingenieur  des  Fonts  and  Chauss^es,  residing  at  Honfleur ; 
and  in  order  to  hasten  the  despatch  he  immediately  em- 
ploved  a  ci^  and  started  himself  with  the  broker,  M. 
Hubert,  to  Honfleur,  and  obtained  the  required  permie- 
sion,  and  after  which  he  returned  to  Trouville,  and  put 
the  ship  in  dock  next  day  (Friday,  the  9th),  waiting 
further  instructions.  And  further,  that  to-day  (Saturday, 
the  10th),  he  met  with  some  objection  from  the  part  of  the 
pre»ident  of  the  Municipality  Administratire  Commission 
of  DeauviUe  Trouville,  for  the  landing  of  the  casks  in 
question ;  and  after  having  made  fiuther  steps  in  the 
case  before  other  authorities  he  had  been  ordered  to  leave 
the  port  of  Trouville  aa  soon  aa  possible,  without  landing 
anjr  of  the  casks  of  petroleum,  and  in  consequence  of 
which  he  went  to  Honneur  at  3  p.m.,  in  order  to  deposit, 
note,  and  enter  his  present  declaration  and  protest  at  this 
Vice-Consulate  with  all  reserve,  to  furnish  further  par- 
ticulars if  required.    And  therefore  the  laid  WUliam 
John  Bichardion,  master,  did  declare  to  protest,  and  by 
these  presents  he  does  solemnljy  protest  against  all  and 
every  person  or  persons  whom  it  doth,  shall,  or  may  oon- 
oem,  against  all  loss  of  time  and  oharffcs  incurred  by  the 
above-mentioned  opposals  of  landing  his  cargo  he  met  in 
these  three  different  ports,  and  doth  declare  that  all 
damages  for  delav  or  detention,  and  all  losses  and  charges, 
are  and  ought  to  be  borne  by  the  merchants  and  freighters 
interested  J  and  reserves  for  himself  and  bis  owner  all 
rights  against  them.    And  I  the  said  Vioe-Consul,  at  the 
re(]uest  of  said  William  John  Biohardson,  master  of  the 
said  steamship  Argoa,  did  and  do  hereby  solemnly  protest 
against  the  same,  in  the  manner  and  form  aforesaid. 

Thus  done  and  protested  in  the  City  of  Honflenr,  at 
the  British  Vice-Consulate. 

On  the  9th  Deo.,  M.  G^odital  wrote  to  the 
defendant  as  follows  :— 

Havre,  9th  Dec.,  1870. 
Messrs.  Walter  H.  Brown  and  Co., 

11,  BUliter. square,  London. 

Tour  letter  of  the  6th  I  have  received  to-day  only. 

For  some  time  the  entry  into  the  port  of  Havre  has 
been  refused  to  ships  carrying  petroleum.  I  have 
attempted  in  vain  todisoharge  the  147  barrels  at  Honfleur, 
and  been  compelled  to  send  the  Argot  to  Trouville,where 
I  hope  to  be  able  to  disembark  it.  Bouen  has  been  ocou- 
Died  by  the  Germans,  and  I  have  not  yet  heard  from 
Messrs.  Tuffier^  and  Prudhon.  If  a  judicial  sequestration 
could  be  obtained  at  Trouville,  he  (the  officer  appointed 
by  the  court),  would  take  csre  of  thegoode,  and  he  would 
only  deliver  against  presentation  of  a  regular  endorsed 
bill  of  lading,  and  after  payment  of  the  freight,  snd  sll 
other  expenses. 

I  cannot  truly  comprehend  how  the  buyers  at  Bouen 
should  have  directed  this  pttroleum  togo  tj  Havre,  since 


it  baa  been  forbiddan  in  the  nawspapers  to  diaeharge 
such  goods  here,  and  that  for  more  than  two  months. 
Accept,  gentlemen,  my  sincere  salutations. 

H.  G^NiSTAI.. 

The  plaintiff  and  defendant  were  throoghoot 
personally  quite  unaware  that  there  was  any  diffi- 
oalty  in  landing  peti\>1eam  at  Havre. 

Th^Argos  having  other  oargo  in  her,  Mr  J)Qpre7, 
on  the  part  of  G^n^atal,  hired  a  lighter,  called  the 
Augustine  Amelie,  in  order  that  the  petroleum 
might  be  transshipped  into  her  in  Havre  outer 
harbour,  or  the  roads,  while  the  Argos  went  into 
dock  to  unload  her  other  cargo ;  and  the  followiog 
agreement  was  entered  into : — 

Havre,  le  12  Lee.,  1870. 

Entre  le  C^itaine  Poneti.*e  de  sloop  Fran9ai8  Augustine 
AmdUe  d'une  part. 

Et  M.  G^n^stal,  agent  du  steamer  Anglais  Argos, 
d'autre  part,  a  6t^  convenu  et  regl^  ce  qoi  suit. 

Le  Capitaine  Ponetre  s'engage  k  re9evoir  et  garder  & 
son  bord  jasqn*&  Sdimedi  17  courant  147  futs  essence  de 
pdtrole  )es  dits  futs  k  transborder  dans  Tavant  port  on 
en  rade  du  Havre  a  bord  du  steamer  Anglais  Argos. 

U  est  bien  entendu  que  le  Capitaine  Ponetre  gardera 
son  navire  k  disposition,  de  maoidre  k  ce  que  le  trans- 
bordement  s'op^rer  sans  aucun  retard  et  des  la  sortie  du 
pott  du  dit  steamer  ArgoSy  moyennant  quoi  il  lui  sera  k 
titre  de  fret  k  forfeit  la  somme  de  deux  cent  otnquante 
francs.  Ponbtbs. 

Fait  double  an  Harve,  12  Dec.,  1870. 

On  Monday,  12th  Dea,  the  Argos  arrived  in 
Havre  Boads,  when  the  captain  found  permission 
had  already  been  obtained  to  enter  the  outer 
harbour,  and  having  entered  the  outer  bar* 
boar,  he  transshipped  the  petroleum  into  the 
lighter. 

Immediately  on  the  arrival  of  the  Argos  in 
Havre  outer  harbour  the  transshipment  of  the 
petroleum  into  the  lighter  was  commenced,  and 
was  finished  at  4*30  p.m.  on  the  same  day,  and  at 
mldni(;bt  the  Argos  entered  the  dock,  and  was 
moored  aloogdide  the  quay,  whilst  the  remainder 
of  her  oargo  was  discharged,  and  a  fresh  oargo 
shipped  for  London ;  and  on  the  16th,  a  fresh 
cargo  having  been  loaded,  the  Argos  came  out  of 
dock,  and  having  re-shipped  the  petroleum,  as  she 
was  obliged  to  do  by  the  port  authorities  at  Havre, 
sailed  again  for  London,  where  she  arrived  at  9  a.m. 
on  the  18th  Deo. 

During  the  whole  of  this  time  no  bill  of  lading 
was  presented  to  the  captain  or  officers  of  the 
Argos,  nor  was  any  request  made  for  the  delivery 
of  the  goods.  In  the  ordinary  course  of  business 
petroleum  would  be  delivered  on  the  quay  at 
Havre,  on  presentation  of  the  bill  of  lading.  In 
this  case  it  would  not  have  been  possible  for  the 
captain  to  have  landed  on  the  quay,  even  if  the 
bill  of  lading  had  been  presented.  M.  G^n^stal 
was  well  aware  at  the  respective  times  that  the 
Argos  was  in  dock  and  moored  alongside  the  quay, 
and  of  the  various  movements  of  the  ship,  and  of 
the  petroleum  having  been  put  on  board  the 
lighter. 

By  reason  of  the  hereinbefore-mentioned  circum- 
stances the  plaintiff  was  put  to  the  following 
expenses  :— 

At  Havre Frs.  72.85 


t> 


Honfleur. 


85.75 


je24  16  10 


„  Trouville 118.35 

Hire  of  sloop )      g.^ 

Labour  transshipping  petroleum  )  * 

Captain  and  Seamen's  travelling  ^       045 

expenses  ) 

Broker's  expenses,  &c 5    0    0 
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And  he  also  olaima  the  following  amoant  of 
freight : — 

Freight  to  HftTM    ^624    4    5 

Freight  baok  to  London   24    4    5 

And  he  also  claims  fi?e  days*  demurrage  for  the 
detention  of  the  Argos  wbilet  engragod  in  travelling 
from  port  to  port,  which,  at  £10  10s.  per  day,  as 
per  bill  of  lading,  amonots  to  £52  10^.,  and  she 
also  consumed  on  her  extra  journey  5  tons  of 
coal,  which,  at  18s  per  ton,  amounts  to  £i  lOd. 

On  the  16th  December  Messrs.  Bowell  and  Ba- 
oine,  the  brokers  in  London  for  the  Argoa,  wrote 
Messrs.  W.  P.  Brown  and  Co.  the  following 
letter: — 

90,  Lower  Thames-street,  London, 
Messrs,  W.  H.  Brown  and  Co.       16th  Deoember,  1870. 

Dear  Sirs,— Some  few  days  ago  we  heard  that  the  147 
barrels  of  i>etroleam  that  yon  shipped  per  Argos,  for 
HaTre,  had  been  landed  at  Tronville.  We  now  hear  that 
this  is  a  mistaJce,  the  antborities  there  having  at  the  last 
moment  refosed  to  allow  it  to  be  landed.  The  Captain 
therefore  took  it  baok  to  Hayre,  where  he  had  to  obarter 
a  sailing  yessel  to  take  charge  of  it,  while  he  took  his 
i>hip  in  port  to  load  (not  being  permitted  to  go  in  with 
it  on  hoard).  We  expeot  the  Argos  baok  shortly  with  the 
147  barrels  on  board,  and  give  yon  notice  of  the  facts  at 
omoe,  so  that  yon  may  make  any  arrangement  you  consider 


The  expenses  incurred  will,  we  fear,  be  enormous,  and 
amount  (with  the  freight)  to  about  Jei28  or  jei30. 

(Signed)  Bowell  and  Bacine. 

but  to  which  they  had  no  reply.  And  in  acsord- 
ance  with  that  letter  Messrs.  Bowell  and  Braoine 
gave  notice  to  Messrs.  Brown  and  Go.  of  the  arrivol 
of  the  Argoa  with  the  said  petroleum  on  board  by 
the  following  memorandum  : — 

Memorandum. 
(Private.) 
Bowell  and  Bacine,  ")     W.  Hobner, 

90,  Lower  Thames-street,  E.C.  [■  Messrs.  H.  W.  Brown 
19th  Deoember,  1870.       j  and  Co. ,  Billiter-sqaare. 
The  ArgoSf  CAptain   Biohardson,    from   Havre,    has 
arrived,  having  on  board  the  undermentioned  goods  be- 
longing to  jon. 

Washington,  1/47 147  barrels  petroleum. 

In  reply  Messrs.  W.  H.  Brown  and  Co.  sent  the 
following  letter :— n 

From  Walter  H.  Brown  and  Co.,      ")  To 

11,  BilliUr-square,  London,  E.C,  >     Meters.  Bowell. 
19th  Deoember,  1870.  )        and  Bacine. 

Seeing  that  yon  have  failed  to  fulfil  your  engagement  to 
deliver  147  barrels  petroleum  at  Havre,  aocordiog  to  bills 
of  l«ding  for  same  in  our  posseseioo,  we  herewith  enclose 
you  invoice  for  this  lot,  amouoUng  to  JB240  IDs.  2d.,  and 
shall  feel  obligf  d  by  a  cheque  for  the  amoant  at  your 
earliest  convenience. 

We  are  buyers  of  this  artiole  at  the  present  time,  and 
although  the  market  has  dropped,  we  sh^l  be  happy  to 
treat  with  you  for  the  purchMe  of  the  147  barrels  you 
have,  as  you  inform  us,  brought  baok  to  London,  per 
ArgoM ;  of  oourse,  at  land  gauges. 

Walter  H.  Bbown  and  Co. 

And  enclosed  in  their  letter  was  the  following 
iuToice:— 


Messrs.  BoweU  and  Bacine, 
To  Walter  H.  Broim  and  Co 


11,  Billiter-equare, 
London, 
^      19th  December,  1870. 

Washington,  1/147 147  barrels  petroleom  spirit. 

Net  gaUons.  5382,  at  lid  per  gallon  Je246  13    6 

Discount,  2|  per  cent 6    3    4 


•} 


^8240  10    2 

And  Messrs.  Bowell  and  Bacine,  in  reply  to 
that  letter,  sent  the  following  letter : — 

90,  Lower  Thames-street,  London,  E.C, 
Messrs.  W.  U.  Brown  and  Co.  Deo.  20, 1870. 

Gentlemen, — We  have  your  favour  of  yesterday,  and  in 
leply  beg  to  say  that,  as  you  are  well  aware  that  it  was 
throagh  no  act  of  the  ship's  that  the  goods  were  not 


landed  at  Havre,  we  can  hardly  imagine  that  your  claim 
is  intended  seriously. 

Nevertheless,  as  you  seem  inclined  to  dispute  our  claim, 
we  beg  to  give  you  notice  that,  unless  it  is  settled  before 
three  o'clock  (8  o'clock)  this  afternoon,  we  shall  place  the 
matter  in  the  hands  of  our  solicitor,  and  instruct  him  to 
proceed  at  once  to  recover  Uie  full  amount  of  our  account 
as  rendered,  and  farther,  the  costs  of  lighterage  of  the 
goods  from  the  ship  to  the  wharf. — ^We  are,  Gentlemen, 
your  obedient  servants, 

BovTELL  and  Bacine. 

Messrs.  W.  H.  Brown  and  Co.  not  having  paid 
by  the  time  mentioned,  the  goods  were  token  to 
Plaistow  Wharf,  and  there  lodged  to  the  plaintiff's 
order;  and  the  attorneys  for  the  plaintiff  instituted 
a  suit  in  rem  under  the  Admiralty  Jurisdiction  of 
this  court  against  the  said  147  barrelsof  petroleum. 
An  appearance  was  entered  to  that  suit  by  the  de- 
fendants' attorneys,  and  shortly  afterwards  they, 
on  behalf  of  W.  H.  Brown  and  Co ,  applied  to  the 
plaintiffs' attorneys  to  release  the  goods  and  deliver 
them  to  the  said  W.  H.  Brown  and  Cu.;  where- 
upon the  defendants'attorneys  put  in  bail  to  answers 
damages  and  costs  in  this  suit,  and  a  delivery  order 
was  accordingly  given,  and  the  said  goods  were 
duly  delivered  to  W.  H.  Brown  and  Co. ;  and  in 
order  to  obtain  the  delivery  of  their  said  goods 
they  bad  to  pay  the  wharf  charges  and  expenses 
consequent  upon  the  ssid  goods  being  landed  at 
Plaistow  Wharf. 

The  cause  was  beard  on  the  above  statement  of 
facts  in  the  City  of  London  Court  (before  Mr. 
Commissioner  Kerr)  on  Jan.  4f,  1872,  and  judg- 
ment was  given  on  Jan.  15, 1872,  for  the  plaintiff 
for  the  sum  of  135^  bs,  Sd.  with  costs.  From  this 
decree  the  defendants  appealed  to  the  High  Court 
of  Admiralty.  The  uppeal  came  on  for  hearing  on 
May  7, 1872,  and  Sir  B.  Fhilimore  reserved  judg- 
ment. Subsequently  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas 
having  decided  {Simpson  v.  Blties  L.  Eep.  7 
C.  P.  290;  26  L.  T.  Rep.  N.  S.  697;  ante,  vol.  1, 
p.  326)  that  County  Courts  had  no  jurisdiction 
over  such  questions  beyond  that  possessed  by  the 
High  Court  of  Admiralty,  and  this  being  a  ques- 
tion over  which  the  latter  court  has  no  original 
jurisdiction.  Sir  B.  Philimore  before  giving  judg- 
ment On  the  merits,  ordered  the  question  of  juris- 
diction to  be  argued ;  this  question  was  argued, 
and  the  learned  judge  held,  in  deference  to  the 
opinion  of  the  Common  Pleas,  that  the  County 
Court  had  not  jurisdiction  to  entertain  the  cause, 
and  dismissed  the  suit  without  costs :  (see  ante, 
vol.  1,  p.  360;  27  L.  T.  Rep.  N.  S.  64).  The 
plaintiffs  thereupon  appealed  to  the  Privy  Council, 
and  the  decision  of  the  learned  judge  was  there 
reserved  and  the  jurisdiction  pronounced  for,  and 
the  cause  was  remitted  to  the  Court  of  Admiralty 
that  the  appeal  might  be  decided  on  its  merits  (see 
ante,  vol.  1,  p.  519;  28  L.  T.  Rep.  N.  S.  77). 
Thearguments  before  the  High  Court  of  Admiralty 
ou  the  merits  were  as  follows  : — 

May  7th,  1872.— The  Admiralty  Advocate  (Dr. 
Deane,  Q  C  )  and  Murphy  for  the  appellant  (the 
defendant  below). — The  rule  as  to  the  right  to 
freight  is  laid  down  in  Maclachlan  on  Shipping,  p. 
394.  It  is  there  said,  **  Freight  is  not  due  until 
it  is  earned ;  and  as  the  carrier's  contract  is  in  its 
nature  entire,  nothing  short  of  complete  perform- 
ance satisfies  the  common  law,  unless  the  freighter 
himself  interferes  to  prevent  it.  No  freight,  then, 
is  due,  frima  facie,  unless  the  whole  is  earned. 
By  the  consent  of  the  freighter,  however,  the 
shipowner  not  icsistinfir  on  completing  his  con- 
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tract,  imperfect  performance  may  be  a  good  title, 
uDder  a  new  contract,  to  remuneration,  in  tbe 
nature  of  freight  pro  raid  itineris  peracti.  If 
there  is  no  performance  whatever,  there  may  yet 
be  a  valid  claim  for  damages,  although  there  be  no 
title  to  freight.  .  ,  .  Freight  being  the  price  of 
safe  carriage  and  deli  very  of  the  subject  of  bailment 
at  tbe  destined  port,  performance  of  the  contract 
is  a  condition  precedent  to  any  right  of  the  carrier 
to  recover  the  reward."  As  an  authority  for  this 
last  proposition  Osgood  v.  Qroning  (2  Camp.  460) 
is  cited.    Here  the  contract  is  to  deliver  at  the 

Sort  of  Havre.  The  delivery  was  not  prevented 
y  any  act  of  the  defendants, and  the  claim  is  made 
without  any  benefit  occuring  to  him.  This  was 
a  special  contract  to  deliver,  and  it  remains  un- 
performed on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  ;  and  he, 
therefore,  cannot  have  an  action  to  recover  com- 
pensation for  what  he  has  done,  until  the  whole 
is  completed  :  (Gutter  v.  Powell,  2  Smith  L.C.  6th 
edit.  p.  16.)  It  was  a  positive  contract,  not  in  it- 
self unlawful,  and  the  plaintiff  was  bound  to  per- 
form it,  or  to  pay  damages  for  not  doing  it, 
although  inconsequence  of  an  unforeseen  accident, 
namely,  the  refusal  of  the  French  authorities  to- 
allow  the  landing  of  the  petroleum,  the  per- 
formance of  his  contract  became  impossible : 
(Tatjlor  V.  Caldwell  3  B  &  S.  826;  32  L.  J. 
164,  Q.  B.;  8  L.  T.  Rep.  N.  S.  356.)  The  plain- 
tiff has  at  least  no  right  against  the  defendant 
on  this  authority.  Where  a  man  contracts  to 
do  work  for  a  specific  sum,  to  be  paid  on  comple- 
tion of  the  whole,  he  is  not  entitled  to  recover 
anything  until  the  whole  work  i8Completed,uLless 
it  be  shown  that  the  performance  of  hia  contract 
was  prevented  by  the  default  of  the  other  contract- 
ing party:  (Appleby  v.  Myers  L.  Rep.  2  C.  P. 
(Ex.  Ch.)  651 ;  16  L.  T.  Rep.  N.  S.  669,)  In  that 
case,  which  was  an  action  for  work  done,  which 
was  destroyed  by  fire,  Blackburn,  J.  said,  **  We 
think  that  where,  as  in  the  present  case,  the  pre- 
mises are  destroyed  withouc  fault  on  either  side, 
it  is  a  misfortune  equally  affecting  both  parties  ; 
excusing  both  from  further  performance  of  the 
contract,  but  giving  a  cause  of  action  to  neither, 
....  The  case  is  like  the  case  of  a  shipowner  who 
has  been  excused  from  the  performance  of  his  con- 
tract to  carry  goods  to  their  destination,  because 
his  ship  has  been  disabled  by  one  of  the  expected 
perils,  but  who  is  not  therefore  entitled  to  any 
payment  on  account  of  the  part  performance  of  the 
voyage,  unless  there  is  something  to  justify  the  con- 
clusion that  there  has  been  a  fresh  contract  to  pay 
pro  rata"  Here  the  complete  performance  was  not- 
prevented  by  an  expected  peril,  and  therefore,  a 
fortiori,  the  plaintiff  cannot  claim  freight.  It  is  a 
rule  that,  if  a  shipowner,  entering  into  a  contract, 
and  so  creating  a  duty  upon  himself,  wishes  to 
excuse  performance  in  certain  cases,  he  must  pro- 
vide for  those  cases  in  his  contract :  Spence  v. 
Chodwick,  10  Q.B.  517,  530,  citing  Paradyne  v. 
Jane,  Aleyn*s  Rep.  26.)  To  have  any  claim  to  freight 
at  all,  the  master  is  bound  to  deliver  at  least  in 
part:  (Christie  v.  Bow,  1  Taunt.  300).  In  The 
Teutonia  (L.  Rep.  Adm.  &  Ecc;  24  L.  T.  Rep. 
N.  S.  521 :  ante,  vol.  1,  p.  32)  various  French 
authorities  are  quoted  in  the  judgment  to 
show  that,  where  an  interdiction  of  trade  is  im- 
posed, the  outward  freight  only  is  due,  but  not 
the  homeward  freight  (Yalin,  Ordonnance  de  la 
Marine,  lib.  iii.  tit.  3,  art  xv.;  Traits  des  Assur- 
ances et  des  Contrats  a  la  Urosse  d'  Emerigon,  P. 


S.  Boulay-Paty,  torn,  i.,  nap  xii.,  sect.  xxxi. ;  Cours 
de  Droit  Commercial  Maritime,  tit.  viii.,  sect.  10, 
tom  2,  p.  424,  edition  1834).  This  is  no  doubt  the 
Continental  law,  but  by  English  law  no  freight  is 
due  without  delivery,  and  no  claim  for  freight  pro 
rata  can  arise  except  on  an  implied  contract. 
There  are  no  circumstances  here  from  which  a 
contract  can  be  implied  to  pay  pro  rata  freight. 
[Sir  R.  Phillimore. — If  this  be  a  court  of  equity, 
maj  I  not  presume  freight  to  be  due  independently 
of  the  express  contract,  if  the  master  could  not 
reasonably  deliver  P]  There  must  be  a  voluntary 
acceptance  (Vlterboom  v.  Chapman,  13  M.  &  W. 
230),  and  this  court  has  held  in  accordance  with 
that  ruling :  ( The  Sohlomsten,  L.  Rep.  1  Adm.  &  Ecc. 
293 ;  15  L.  T.  Rep.  N.  S.  393 ;  2  Mar.  Law  Cas. 
0.  S.  436.)  There  was  no  acceptance  here.  This 
is  a  written  contract,  and  this  court  should,  there- 
fore, apply  the  principles  of  common  law.  A 
party  seeking  payment  must  show  that  he  has 
done  all  that  he  is  bound  to  do.  Unless  the  per- 
formance of  a  contract  has  become  illegal  by  the 
law  of  the  country  of  the  ship,  the  contract  must 
be  performed,  or  there  must  have  been  an  actual 
change  of  relations  between  the  country  of  the 
ship  and  the  place  of  destination:  (Esposiio  v. 
Bowdtm,  4  E.  &  B.  963;  7  E.  &  B.  763;  24  L.  J. 
210,  Q.  B. ;  27  L.  J.  17.  Q.  B. ;  Atkinson  v.  Ritchie, 
10  East,  530.)  A  foreign  law  operating  to  make 
performance  illegal  or  impossible  at  the  port  of 
delivery  will  not  excuse  non- performance:  (Barker 
V.  Hodgson,  M.  &  Sel.  267 ;  Blyth  v.  Page,  cited 
in  Touteng  v.  ffubhard,  3  B.  and  P.  291-295,  note ; 
Sjoerds  v.  Luscombe,  16  East,  201.)  Even  the  act 
of  a  British  superintendent  of  trade  in  a  Chinese 
port  is  no  excuse  unless  it  appears  that  he  wa«i 
duly  authorised  to  act:  (Evans  v.  Hutton,  6  Jur. 
1042).  The  plaintiff  was  a  regular  trader  to  tho 
port  of  Havre,  and  had  a  regular  agent  there.  It 
was  within  the  plaintiff's  knowledge  that  this  was 
petroleum ;  and  if  there  was  difficulty  in  landing 
petroleum  the  plaintiff  should  have  known  this, 
and  have  refused  to  take  the  goods.  The  ship 
never  got  with  tbese  goods  on  board  to  the  quay 
at  Havre,  which  is  found  by  the  case  to  be  the 
ordinary  place  of  delivery,  and  therefore  the  plain- 
tiff was  never  ready  to  deliver.  The  defendant 
made  no  contract  to  receive  until  the  plaintiff  was 
ready  to  deliver.  The  two  acts  were  to  be  done 
together,  and  therefore  no  action  lies  without  per- 
formance or  an  offer  to  perform  on  the  part  ot  the 
plaintiff :  (Pordage  v.  Cole,  1  Williams'  Saunders' 
Rep.  556).  There  was  no  obligation  on  the  part  of 
the  defendant  to  produce  the  bill  of  lading  until 
the  plaintiff  was  ready  to  deliver.  The  letter  of 
December  6th,  1870,  to  G^nestal,did  not  constitute 
the  latter  the  defendant's  agent,  and  his  acts  do 
not  bind  the  defendant.  The  master  was  bound 
to  have  waited  till  the  removal  of  the  disability  of 
the  goods,  and  then  to  have  landed  them :  (Hadley 
V.  Clarke,  8  T.  R.  259). 

MUward,  Q.C.,  and  Bay,  Q.C.,  for  the  plaintiff 
(respondent). — The  letter  above  referred  to  has 
the  effect  of  authorising  Gcndstal  to  represent  the 
owner  of  the  goods,  and  requests  him  to  take 
charge  of  them.  The  goods  were  to  be  taken  out 
within  twenty-four  hours  after  arrival,  and  the 
defendant  wished  Gduestal  to  do  this  in  order  to 
save  them  the  demurrage  for  which  they  would 
otherwise  have  been  liable.  This  shows  that  it 
was  the  defendant's  duty  to  remove  the  goods. 
There  is  no  stipulation  in  the  Bill  of  Lading  as  to 
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anjT  partioDlar  quay  or  dock,  and  all  that  the 
pluntifE  was  boand  to  do  was  to  ffo  to  the  port  of 
HavrOy  and  that  he  has  done.  We  contend  that 
delhrery  has  been  made ;  bat  even  if  we  have 
failed  in  anything,  it  was  through  the  fanit  of  the 
cargo.  Wliere  delivery  is  prevented  by  the  in- 
capacity of  the  cargo  alone,  the  shipowner  is 
entitled  to  his  freight:  (The  Fortuna,  Edwards' 
Adm.  Bep.  56 ;  The  Friends,  lb.  246.)  In  the 
latter  case  the  ship  had  got  to  the  mouth  of  the 
harbour  of  the  port  of  destination,  and  was  pre- 
vented from  proceeding  by  a  blockading  force, 
and  Lord  Stowell  said :  **  This  court  sits  no  more 
than  ooorts  of  common  law  do  to  make  con- 
tracts; but  as  a  court  exercising  an  equitable 
jnrisdiotion  it  considers  itself  bound  to  provide  as 
well  as  it  can  for  that  relation  of  interests  which 
has  unexpectedly  taken  place  under  a  state  of 
facts  out  of  the  contemplation  of  the  contracting 
parties  in  the  course  of  the  transaction.  .  .  .  Now 
if  the  incapacity  of  completing  the  voyage  could 
be  exclusively  attributed  to  one  of  the  parties,  it 
would  be  proper  that  the  loss  should  fall  there ; 
but  the  fflict  is  that  the  calamity  is  common  to 
both ; "  and  the  freight  was  divided.  There  is  no 
law  which  made  the  delivery  illegal.  There  was 
a  popular  disturbance  caused  by  the  petroleum. 
This  was  not  the  incapacity  of  the  ship,  but  of 
the  cargo.  We  say,  however,  that  there  was  an 
actual  delivery,  for  we  transshipped  the  goods 
into  a  lighter  in  the  harbour,  and  so  really  dis- 
charged the  cargo.  The  defendants  shonld  have 
presented  the  bills  of  lading  and  taken  the  goods 
from  the  lighter,  but  as  they  did  not,  or  were  not 
allowed,  we  had  to  bring  them  back.  A  reason- 
able time  for  delivery  is  all  the  defendant  can 
demand,  and  if  he  detain  the  ship  beyond  such  a 
time  she  is  liable  in  damages  {Ford  y.  Gotestoorth, 
9  B.  &  8.  559 ;  10  B.  &  S.  991) ;  and  the  defendant 
is  not  excused  from  not  unloading  by  the  Act  of 
the  French  authorities :  (Ada/ma  v.  Boyal  Mail 
Steam  Pcuket  Company^  5  C.  B. ;  N.  S.  492 ;  Kearon 
▼.  Pearson,  7  H.  &  N.  386.)  Here  it  is  expressly 
stipulated  that  the  cargo  shall  be  taken  oat 
wikhin  twenty-four  hours  by  the  defendant,  and 
he  is  bound  to  concur  with  the  plaintiff  and  do  all 
that  was  necessary  to  effect  delivery  and  accept- 
ance of  the  cargo :  {Ford  v.  Cotesworth  {ubi  sup.) 
Spence  ▼.  Chodwick  (ubi  stip.)  proceeded  on  the 
ground  that  a  mere  foreign  revenue  law  could  not 
be  noticed  in  this  country ;  the  defendant  is  here 
bound  to  be  ready  to  take  delivery,  in  spite  of  a 
local  law.  Christie  v.  Bow  (sup.)  shows  that 
freight  may  be  earned  when  delivery  is  presented, 
and  even  that  we  are  entitled  to  oar  return 
freight.  We  completely  performed  our  contract. 
By  the  bill  of  lading  we  were  to  deliver  in  the 
port  of  Havre,  and  we  did  so.  The  place  of  dis- 
cbarge depended  on  the  harbour  authorities,  and 
a  complete  performance  took  place  on  discharge 
into  the  lighter  under  their  orders.  The  goods 
were  then  at  the  defendants'  disposal  on  payment 
of  charges.  The  defendants  were  bound  to  take 
out  the  goods. 

Murphy  in  reply. — ^In  the  cases  of  The  Fortuna 
{sup,)  and  The  Friends  {sup.)  there  was  an  implied 
contract  raised  by  the  fact  of  the  owner  going 
into  the  court  to  claim  his  cargo,  bat  in  this  case 
I  submit  the  court  will  not  exercise  any  equitable 
jurisdiction.  The  Court  of  Chancery  proceeds, 
with  respect  to  the  payment  of  freight,  upon 
precisely   the   same   ground   as    the    court   of 


common  law  Brown  v.  Tanner,  L.  Bep.  3  Ch. 
App.  597 ;  19  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.  624 ;  3  Mar.  Law 
Cas.  0.  S.  94) ;  and  no  freight  is  due  until  delivery 
is  complete,  *' Taken  out"  in  the  bill  of  lading 
refers  to  tlie  goods  being  taken  away  within 
twenty-four  hours,  and  the  margin  of  the  bill 
shows  that  the  plaintiff  was  to  land  them.  The 
quay  was  the  ordinary  place  of  delivery,  and 
delivery  must  take  place  according  to  the 
practice  and  custom  of  the  port,  and  the 
defendant  was  entitled  to  a  reasonable  time 
to  take  the  goods :  {Oatlife  v.  Bourne^  4  Bing. 
N.  C.  314,  329.  331.)  The  plaintiff  sailed  away 
before  twenty-foar  hours  had  elapsed  after  arrival. 
The  plaintiffs  were  at  no  time  ready  and  willing  to 
deliver  whilst  at  Havre,  and  no  claim  exists  till 
they  were  so  ready:  {Buihie  v.  Hilton,  L.  Bep.  4 
C.  P.  138 ;  19  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.  285 ;  3  Mar.  Law 
Cas.  O.  S.  166). 

March  11, 1873.— Sir  B.  Phillimore.— This  is  a 
cause  of  appeal  from  the  City  of  London  court, 
arising  out  of  an  agreement  made  for  the  use  or  hire 
of  the  ship  Argos,  under  the  32  &  33  Vict.  c.  51,  s.  2. 
I  regret  to  say  that  I  derive  no  assistance  from 
the  jadgment  of  the  Court  below,  which  is  in 
these  words :  "  As  I  understand  yon  are  going  to 
appeal  in  this  case,  all  I  shall  say  is,  that  I  give 
judgment  for  the  plaintiff.  The  amount  I  believe 
is  agreed  at  135Z.  5«.  8(2."  It  appears  to  me  that 
the  reason  here  assumed  for  not  stating  the 
grounds  of  a  judgment  involving  impoitant 
questions  of  law  is  based  upon  a  very  mistaken 
view  of  the  duty  of  a  judge  of  the  court  of  first 
instance,  and  deprives  the  appellate  court  of  the 
assistance  which  it  has  a  right  to  expect.  All  the 
material  facts  of  this  case  are  admitted.  They  are 
as  follows :  [The  learned  Jadge  then  stated  the 
facts  down  to  and  inclusive  of  the  bill  of  lading, 
as  in  the  statement  given  above,  and  proceeded.] 
A  person  of  the  name  of  G^n^stal  appears  to  have 
been  the  shipbroker  of  Havre.  He  was  selected 
by  the  defendant  as  his  agent  at  Havre  by  the 
following  letter  [His  Lordship  then  read  the  letter 
of  Dec.  6th,  1870,  from  the  appellant  to  G^n^stal, 
stated  the  rest  of  the  facts  as  given  above,  and 
continued.]  The  plaintiff  claims,  for  freight  out, 
demurrage,  freight  back,  and  expenses,  the  sum 
of  135Z.  bs.  Sd.,  for  which  he  has  recoyered  judg- 
ment in  the  court  below.  The  defendant  contends 
in  substance  that  the  plaintiff  never  performed  his 
contract  of  carrying  the  petroleum  to  the  usual 
place  of  delivery  at  Havre,  which  he  asserts  to  be 
the  qaay ;  that,  as  the  plaintiff  was  never  ready  to 
give  delivery  at  the  agreed  place,  the  defendant 
was  not  obliged  to  take  the  goods;  and  that, 
at  all  events,  though  neither  plaintiff  nor  de- 
fendant were  holden  to  blame  for  the  non- 
delivery, the  contract  was  unexecuted,  and  no 
right  of  action  could  accrue  to  either  party. 
The  bill  of  lading  contains  the  two  stipulations  : 
(1)  That  the  goods  are  to  be  taken  out  within 
twenty-four  hours  after  arrival  or  pay  demurrage ; 
and  (2)  that  they  are  to  be  delivered  at  the  port  of 
Havre.  Under  this  contract  it  was  the  duty  of  the 
defendants  to  take  out  the  goods,  and  of  the  plain- 
tiff to  bring  the  goods  to  the  port  of  Havre,  where 
they  could  be  taken  out.  Indeed,  it  is  one  of  the 
admissions  of  the  case  that  the  captain  could  not 
have  landed  them  on  the  quay.  I  think  chat 
when  the  ship  on  her  first  arrival  at  Havre  went, 
under  the  direction  of  G^n^tal,  to  Honfleur  and  to 
Trouville,  she  had  performed  the  duty  of  bringing 
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the  ^oods  to  the  port,  and  was  exonerated  from  the 
neceesity  of  waitinp;  a  longer  time  than  she  did. 
And,  in  any  case,  I  think  that  upon  the  second 
occasion,  when  she  actually  did  deliver  the  floods  on 
board  the  lif^hter,  there  was  an  entire  execution  of 
the  contract,  and  the  shipowner  became  entitled 
to  his  outward  freight  and  his  demurrage  up  to 
that  time.  But  if  this  opinion  be  erroneous,  and 
there  was  not  an  entire  execution  of  the  contract, 
I  should  still  be  of  opinion  that  the  shipowner  was 
entitled  to  his  freight,  beoanfle,  to  borrow  the 
reasoning  of  Lord  Stowell  in  TJie  Forluna  (Ed- 
wards's Adm.  Eep.57),  there  was  such  an  execution 
as  he  could  e£Eect  consistently  with  the  incapacity 
under  which  the  cargo  laboured.  The  shipowner 
had  done  his  utmost  to  consummate  the  contract ; 
it  did  not  lie  with  him  that  the  contract  was  not 
performed :  it  was  stopped  by  the  incapacity  of  the 
cargo.  It  remains  to  consider  that  part  of  the 
claim  which  relates  to  the  return  freight  and  cer- 
tain incidental  expenses.  In  the  firsb  place,  I  am 
of  opinion  that  Gdndstal  must  be  considered  as 
acting  on  behalf  of  the  owners  of  the  cargo ;  he 
was  present  and  aware  that  the  petroleum  was  re- 
shipped.  In  the  second  place  it  must  be  remem- 
bered that  the  authorities  at  Havre  had  power  to 
compel  the  master  to  take  the  cargo  on  board.  In 
these  circumstances  what  was  the  duty  of  the 
master  of  the  ship  P  He  was  obliged  to  take  the 
goods  out  of  the  territorial  waters  of  France. 
Would  he  have  acted  properly  if  ho  had  then 
thrown  them  overboard  P  I  should  have  said, 
ou  principles  of  common  sense  and  justice, 
he  could  not  take  this  course;  and  1  feel  my- 
self strengthened  by  the  opinion  of  Sir  James 
Mansfield — no  inconsiderable  authority,  and  him- 
self expressing  the  opinion  of  the  Court  of 
Common  Pleas  in  the  case  of  Christy  r.  Bow, 
(1  Taunt.  314) :  *'  Where  a  ship  is  chartered  upon 
one  voyage,  outwards  only,  with  no  reference  to 
her  return  and  no  contemplation  of  a  disappoint- 
ment happening,  no  decision  which  I  have  been  able 
to  find  determines  what  shall  be  done  in  case  the 
voyage  is  defeated ;  the  books  throw  no  light  on 
the  subject.  The  natural  justice  of  the  matter 
seems  obvious — that  a  master  should  do  that 
which  a  wise  and  prudent  man  would  think  most 
conducive  to  the  benefit  of  all  concerned.  But  it 
appears  to  be  wholly  voluntary ;  I  do  not  know 
that  he  is  bound  to  do  it ;  and  yet  if  it  were  a 
cargo  of  cloth  or  other  valuable  merchandise,  it 
would  be  of  great  hardship  that  he  might  be  at 
liberty  to  cast  it  overboard.  It  is  singular  that  such 
a  question  should  at  this  day  remain  undecided.'* 
And  though  this  judgment  was  delivered  in  1808, 
I  have  been  unable  to  find  a  further  exposition  of 
this  subject.  If,  however,  he  had  not  this  duty  of 
necessary  agent  to  the  cargo  thus  reshipped  after 
delivery,  and  it  was  competent  to  him  to  have 
thrown  them  overboard,  he  is  a  fortiori  entitled, 
on  restoring  them  to  the  owner,  to  a  lien  upon 
them  for  the  expenses  of  their  preservation  ;  and 
the  proceeding  in  rem  in  a  court  having  admiralty 
jurisdiction  is  the  mode  which  he  has  adopted  for 
enforcing  that  lien.  I  think,  therefore,  that  the 
plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover  the  return  freight 
and  the  incidental  expenses.  I  wish  to  observe 
that  I  have  consulted  the  cases  for  reference  to 
which  I  am  indebted  to  the  industry  of  counsel, 
though  I  have  not  thought  it  necessary  to  advert 
to  more  than  thoie  I  have  mentioned.  I  think  I 
should  also  say  a  word  as  to  the  delay  in  the  ad- 


judication of  this  case.  It  is  due  to  the  following 
cause :  After  the  argument,  and  while  I  was  con- 
sidering my  judgment,  the  Court  of  Common 
Pleas  prohibited  a  County  Court  from  exercising 
jurisdiction  in  a  case  of  this  description.  I  was 
unable  to  agree  .with  the  judivment  of  the  Common 
Pleas ;  but,  for  reasons  which  I  have  before  stated, 
I  thought  myself  bound  to  obey  it,  and,  as  my 
jurisdiction  in  these  matters  is  purely  appellate, 
to  dismiss  the  suit  for  want  of  jurisdiction  ;  but  I 
gave  leave  to  appeal  to  the  Privy  Council,  suggest- 
ing that,  if  they  took  the  same  view  as  I  did,  they 
might  think  themselves  warranted  in  ooming  to 
a  different  decision  from  that  of  the  Common 
Pleas.  This  they  have  done,  and  have  remitted 
the  cause  to  the  jurisdiction  of  this  oourt.  I 
affirm  the  decree  of  the  court  below  and  dismiss 
the  appeal  with  costs. 

From  this  decree  the  defendant  in  the  City  of 
London  Court  (the  appellant  in  the  Admiralty 
Court)  appealed  to  her  Majesty  in  Council  on  the 
following  grounds,  as  stated  in  his  case  on  appeal : 
That  the  ship  was  never  ready  to  give  delivery  of 
the  cargo  at  the  agreed  place,  i.e.,  on  tho  quav ; 
that  the  obligation  on  him  to  take  delivery  aid 
not  arise  until  the  respondent  was  ready  to  give 
it ;  that  he  broke  no  contract,  as  is  admitted  in  the 
agreed  statement  of  facts,  acted  with  perfect  good 
faith,  and  in  ignorance  of  the  prohibition  against 
landing  petroleum  ;  that,  upon  the  other  hand,  the 
respondent,  who  is  a  regular  trader  to  Havre,  must 
be  taken  by  his  agent,  G^n^stal,  to  have  knowledge 
of  the  regulations  of  the  port,  and  for  these 
reasons  the  appellant  submitted:  First,  that  he 
was  and  is  entitled  to  judgment,  with  costs,  upon 
the  merits ;  secondly,  the  respondent  entered  into 
a  contract  with  the  appellant  to  deliver  and  land 
tho  petroleum  at  the  usual  place  of  unloading  at 
Havre;  thirdly,  that  uctil  the  respondent  had 
landed  the  petroleum  at  the  usual  place  of  landing 
at  Havre,  which  is  the  quay  there,  no  person  could 
posbibly  present  any  bill  of  lading  to  the  captain 
or  roaster  and  receive  or  demand  the  goods; 
fourthljic,  that  the  appellant  never  expressly  or 
impliedly  sanctioned  the  hiring  of  any  sloop  to 
receive  his  goods ;  fifthly,  it  was  by  no  act  or 
default  of  the  appellant  that  the  respondent  did 
not  deliver  the  goods,  or  that  the  ship  was  de- 
tained for  five  days  in  seeking  to  deliver  goods 
which  the  respondent  misht  have  known  from  his 
own  agent  could  not  be  delivered. 

The  respondent's  case  on  appeal  submitted  tha« 
the  decrees  of  the  courts  below  should  be  upheld 
for  the  following  reasons : — 

1.  The  respondent  is  entitled  to  recover  the 
freight  mentioned  in  the  bill  of  lading : 

(a).  Because  the  freight  was  earned  when  the 
goods  were  carried  into  the  port  of  Havre 
and  discharged  there. 
(6).  Because  M.  Gdo^stal  was  the  agent  of  the 
appellant,  and  the  goods  were  delivered 
according  to  his  directions, 
(c).  Because  the  ship  carried  the  goods  into 
the  port  of  Havre,  and  the  respondent 
was  ready,  so  far  as  he  was  ooncomed,  to 
deliver  the  same.  It  was  the  duty  of  the 
appellant,  or  his  agent,  to  present  the 
bill  of  ladinfff  and  to  provide  for  and  take 
delivery  of  the  goods,  and  he  is  liable  for 
the  consequences  of  not  having  done  so, 
and  the  appellant,  having  contracted  to 
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take  the  goods  at  Havre,  is  not  relieved 
from  his  contract  by  the  interference  of 
the  authorities  of  the  place. 

(d),  Beoaose  there  was  no  illegality  in  the 
contract,  as  petroleam  is  lawfally  merchan- 
dise, and  the  difficalties  created  by  the 
local  people  were  difficalties  which  it  was 
for  the  appellant  to  remove  or  provide  for. 

(a).  Becaose  there  was  such  an  execntion  of 
the  contract  on  the  part  of  the  respondent 
as  he  conld  effect  consistently  with  the 
incapacity  under  which  the  cargo 
laboured. 

(/).  Because, '  even  if  the  goods  were  not 
actually  delivered  to  the  appellant  at 
Havre,  the  respondent  was  under  the 
ciroumstanoes  excused  from  delivering 
them  there;  and  further,  the  appellant 
by  his  conduct  waived  his  right  to  de- 
mand delivery  at  Havre. 

(g).  Because  the  respondent  was  ready  and 
willing  to  deliver  thi  goods,  and  the  ap- 
pellant was  not  ready  and  willing  toaccept 
them,  or  to  make  provision  for  receiving 
them,  or  to  produce  the  bill  of  lading,  or 
to  pay  the  freight. 

2.  If  the  respondent  is  not  entitled  to  recover 
the  freight  mentioned  in  the  bill  of  lading,  he  is 
entitled  to  sue  on  a  qttantum  meruit,  or  ior  freight 
pro  raid  itineris. 

3.  The  respondent  is  entitled  to  recover  the  ex- 
penses claimed,  because  the  expenses  were  forced 
upon  the  master  of  the  ship  by  the  act  of  the  ap- . 
pellant,  and  were  properly  incurred  by  the  master 
for  the  benefit  of  the  appellant,  and  with  the 
sanction  of  M.  G^n^stal. 

4.  The  respondent  is  entitled  to  recover  the 
amount  claimed  as  homeward  freight,  because  the 
carriage  of  the  goods  home  was  the  only  thing  that 
coald  be  done  under  the  circumstances  for  the 
safety  and  preservation  of  the  goods,  and  was 
directed  and  sanctioned  by  M.  G^n6stal,  and  was 
ratified  by  the  act  of  the  appellant  in  claiming  the 
goods  here. 

5.  The  appellant  is  liable  to  pay  the  demurrage 
claimed  according  to  the  express  terms  of  the  bill 
of  lading,  and  for  detaining  the  ship,  independently 
of  the  terms  of  the  bill  of  lading. 

May  2  and  3, 1873. — ^The  AdmiralUj  Adoocate 
(Dr.  Deane,  Q.C.)  and  Murphy  for  the  appellant. — 
Here  the  contract  was  to  deliver  at  Havre  and  it 
has  remained  unperformed,  though  through  no  de- 
fault on  the  part  of  the  respondent ;  yet  he  cannot, 
as  there  was  no  act  on  the  part  of  appellant  prevent- 
ing the  completion  of  the  contract,  recover  freight 
under  the  contract.  The  aid  of  third  parties,  and 
even  of  a  foreign  government,  whereby  a  contract 
is  rendered  impossible  of  performance,  cannot  be 
set  up  as  an  excuse  for  non- performance  unless 
there  is  an  express  stipulation  in  the  contract  pro- 
viding for  the  contingency.  Hence,  as  the  respon- 
dent would  be  liable  to  the  appellant  for  breach  of 
the  contract,  he  cannot  recover  for  that  which  he 
has  never  performed. 

Pcaudyne  v.  Jane^  Aloyn's  Bep.  26 ; 

Hadley  v.  Olarike,  8  East,  265 ; 

Taylor  t.  OaUxoeU, 3  B  &  S. 826 ;  S2 L.J.  164, QB. ; 

AmUhy  v.  Myer«,  L.  Bep.  2  C.P.  (Ex.  Ch.)  651  j  16  L. 

T.Bep.N.S.669; 
Barker  y.  Hodgson,  3  M.  &  S.  267 ; 
Pftnons  on  Shippingr,  vol.  1  pp.  328,  329 
Bpimee  ▼.  Chodwick,  10  Q.B.  517,  530 ; 
.    Medeiros  t.  Hilly  8  Biog.  231. 


The  judgment  in  the  court  below  proceeds  greatly 
upon  the  prize  cases  there  cited,  but  there  is  a 
great  distinction  between  the  admiralty  prize  and 
instance  jurisdiction,  because  in  the  former  the 
court  exercises  an  equitable  power  of  providing  for 
a  state  of  circumstances  which  must  necessarily 
have  been  out  of  the  contemplation  of  the  parties, 
whereas  in  the  latter  the  court  should  follow  the 
same  rules  in  the  construction  of  a  contract  as 
other  courts  of  law. 

The  Forluna,  Edwards*  Adm.  Bep.  56 ; 
The  Frienda,  lb.  246. 

The  finding  that  G-^ndstal  was  agent  of  the  appel- 
lant is  erroneous ;  the  authority  given  to  him  was 
merely  to  hold  the  goods  in  safety,  and  not  to 
deliver  except  to  the  holders,  of  the  bills  of  lading. 
The  respondent,  never  having  been  in  a  position  to 
oomplete  his  original  contract,  cannot  recover 
return  freight.  [Sir  Montaous  Smith. — Suppose 
it  had  become  impossible  to  land  these  goods  by 
misfortune,  would  not  the  master  have  become  the 
agent  by  necessity  for  the  owner  of  the  cargo  P  If 
he  had  employed  another  ship  to  carry  them  back 
to  England,  would  not  the  appellant  have  been 
compelled  to  pay  the  freight?]  That  question 
was  put  in  Christie  v.  Bow  (1  Taunt.  300).  and  yet 
there  it  was  held  that  the  master  could  ooly 
recover  against  the  con  signer  as  for  actual  delivery. 
[Sir  Montague  Smith. — ^From  the  judgm  nt  in 
that  case  it  would  seem  that  the  plaintiff  re- 
covered not  on  the  old  contract,  but  on  an 
implied  contract  to  deliver.  Here  it  might 
be  said  that  there  was,  on  the  arising  of  the 
difficulty  as  to  deliver  at  Havre,  a  new  and 
implied  contract  on  the  part  of  the  master 
to  be  ready  to  deliver  at  some  other  place 
than  the  quay.]  In  Ohrtsfie  v.  Bow  it  was  said 
that  a  master  was  bound  under  the  circumstances 
to  do  that  which  a  prudent  man  would  have  done 
with  his  own  goods,  and  that  he  did  so,  and  yet 
could  not  on  his  contract  recover  return  freights. 

There  was  no  completion  of  this  contract  on  the 
part  of  the  shipowner,  because  the  master  was  never 
resdy  and  willing  to  deliver  at  the  usual  place  of 
discbarge,  viz.,  the  quay  at  Havre.  A  ship- 
owner has  no  right  to  claim  demurrage  until  his 
ship  arrives,  not  merely  in  the  port,  but  at  the 
usual  place  of  discharge,  as  the  lay  days  do  not 
commence  till  then,  and  he  is  not  until  then  ready 
to  discharge  (Brereton  v.  Chapman,  7  Bing.  559). 
The  arrival  at  the  quay  was  a  condition  precedent 
to  the  payment  of  freight.  The  quay  was  the 
agreed  place,  and  the  time  for  taking  the  goods 
out,  viz.  within  twenty -four  hours  after  arrival, 
never  began  to  run,  as  the  ship  never  got  there 
with  the  goods  on  board.  The  holder  of  the  bill 
of  lading  would  not  be  bound  to  present  it  until 
the  ship  was  at  the  quay  with  the  goods.  There 
was  no  intention  of  the  parties  in  this  case  to  con- 
tract for  a  substantial  performance  of  the  contract, 
as  apart  from  an  absolute  performance ;  hence  it 
cannot  be  said  that  any  implied  contract  arose 
from  the  exceptional  circumstances.  In  the  cases 
where  freight  pro  rata  itineris  peracli  has  been  re- 
covered, there  has  always  been  some  acta  of  the 
parties  which  has  given  rise  to  an  implied  con- 
tract. There  was  no  such  act  here,  either  in  Havre 
or  in  London.  In  The  Teutonia  (L.  Bep.  3 
Adm.  &  Ecc.  394;  24  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.  521 :  ante 
vol.  1,  p.  32;  and  on  appeal,  L.  Bep.  4  P.  C. 
171 ;  21  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.  48;  ante  vol.  1,  p.  214) 
there  was  clearly  tin  implied  contract  arising  out 
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of  the  demand  made  by  the  oonsigneeB  for  the 
delivery  of  the  goods  in  a  port  within  the  charter* 
party ;  there,  moreover,  the  inability  to  complete 
was  occasioned  by  the  voyage  becoming  illegal  by 
the  law  of  the  country  to  which  the  ship  belonged. 
[The  rest  of  the  argument  was  the  same  as  that  in 
the  coart  below.] 

Milw(Mrd,  Q.O.  and  Oavnsford  Bruce  for  the 
respondent. — Assuming  that  the  master  was  ready 
to  deliver  in  the  port  of  Havre,  then,  if  the  owner 
of  the  goods  was  prevented  by  the  order  of  the 
authorities  from  taking  delivery,  that  was  the 
breach  of  the  owner  of  the  goods,  and  not  of  the 
shipowners.  The  stipulations  of  the  bill  of  lading 
as  to  taking  the  goods  out  only  imply  that  the 
owner  is  entitled  to  leave  them  twenty-four  honrs 
after  arrival  without  paying  demurrage ;  the  duty 
of  the  shipowner  was  fulfilled  in  being  ready  to 
discharge  in  the  port  of  Havre.  There  was  no- 
thing to  prevent  the  master  discharging  the  cargo 
over  the  side  of  the  ship,  which  was  the  only  obli- 
gation imposed  upon  him,  and  this  in  fact  was 
done.  The  shipowner  entered  into  a  contract  to 
carry  on  the  terms  that  the  owner  of  cargo  would 
perform  all  tbat  he  undertakes  to  do  by  his  con- 
tract; the  shipowner  is  to  deliver,  and  the  owner 
of  cargo  to  take  out ;  the  latter  should  come  to  the 
ship's  side  and  take  his  cargo.  There  was  no 
contract  in  law  on  the  part  of  the  shipowner  to  do 
more  than  deliver  over  the  side.  On  arrival  in 
port  the  master  was  entitled  to  expect  some  one 
on  the  part  of  the  consignees  to  demand  the  goods 
and  pay  the  freight,  whereas  no  assistance  was  given 
by  them  to  enable  him  to  complete  his  contract. 

Then  as  to  the  place  of  delivery.  The  contract,  as 
contained  in  the  bill  of  lading,  is  that  the  goods 
are  to  be  delivered  at  the  "  port "  of  Havre.  If  it 
is  contended  that  they  must  be  delivered  at  the 
usual  place  of  landing  within  that  port,  then  that 
is  introdaciug  an  implied  stipulation  into  the  con- 
tract ;  and  if  it  is  implied,  then  FarcuLyne  v.  Jane 
(Aleyn,  26)  does  not  apply.  In  Taylor  v.  Galdioell 
(uU  sup,)  Blackburn,  J.  says :  **  There  seems  no 
doubt  that  where  there  is  a  positive  contract  to  do 
a  thing,  not  in  itself  unlawful,  the  contractor  must 
perform  it,  or  pay  damages  for  not  doing  it, 
although,  in  consequence  of  unforeseen  accidents, 
the  performance  of  his  contract  has  become 
unexpectedly  burthensome  or  even  impossible. 
....  But  this  rule  is  only  applicable  when 
the  contract  is  positive  and  absolute,  and  not  sub- 
ject to  any  condition  either  express  or  implied." 
The  contract  here  is  to  deliver  at  the  port,  not  at 
any  particular  part  of  the  port.  The  place  is  only 
implied.  It  is  not  an  express  term  which  the  ship- 
owner has  taken  upon  himself,  but  it  is  an  implied 
undertaking,  subject  to  the  condition  that  such 
delivery  shall  be  possible.  There  was  nothing  to 
prevent  delivery  to  the  consignees  in  any  other 
part  of  the  port  of  Havre.  In  all  the  cases  cited  by 
the  appellants  there  was  an  esBpreee  contract  to  do  a 
p«irticular  thing,  which  the  parties  failed  to  perform. 
These  goods  were  discharged  into  a  lighter,  and 
were  there  at  the  absolute  disposal  of  the  oon- 
signee,  provided  that  he  sent  them  elsewhere,  and 
did  not  attempt  to  land  them  in  in  the  port  of  Havre. 
On  the  other  hand,  the  appellant  had  entered  into 
an  express  contract  to  take  the  goods  out  within 
twenty-four  hours  after  arrival,  and  in  the  perform- 
ance of  this  contract  he  has  failed,  and  hence 
is  liable  even  if  performance  was  impossible: 
{Ford  V.  Ooiesworih,  9  B.  &  S.  669 ;  10  B.  &  S. 


991 ;  L.  Bep.  4  Q.B.  127 ;  L.  Rep.  6  QB. 
5U.)  In  Dakin  v.  Oxky  (16  0.  B.  K.S.  646 ; 
10  L.  T.  Rep.  N.S.  268;  2  Mar.  Law.  Oas. 
O.S.  6.)  Willes,  J.,  says:  ''The  true  test  of  the 
right  to  freight  is,  the  question  whether  the  ser- 
vice in  respect  of  which  the  freight  was  contracted 
to  be  paid  has  been  euhstantiaUy  performed ;  and, 
according  to  the  law  of  England,  as  a  rule  freight 
is  earned  by  the  carri^e  and  arrival  of  the  goods 
ready  to  he  delivered  to  the  merchant."  That  was 
the  case  here.  The  usual  place  of  delivery  must 
be  taken  to  be  the  usual  place  at  the  time  of  the 
arrival  of  the  goods ;  and,  as  this  place  was  under 
the  control  of  the  port  authorities,  on  the  naming  by 
them  of  a  place  of  discharge  within  the  port 
that  place  must  be  taken  to  be  the  usual  place  for 
the  time  being.  There  was  a  substantial  perform- 
ance of  the  contract,  and  that  was  sufficient: 
( The  Teutonia,  ubi  sup,)  In  Waugh  v.  Morris  {ante, 
vol.  1,  p.  673 ;  L.  Rep.  8  Q.B.  202 ;  28  L.  T.  Rep. 
N.S.  216;  it  was  held  that  a  contract  to  carry 
and  deliver  goods,  not  in  itself  illegal,  but  the 
performance  of  which  had  become  impossible, 
because  to  deliver  at  the  place  named  had  become 
illegal,  was  properly  performed  by  delivery  in 
another  manner  within  the  charter  not  illegal; 
hence,  where  performance  was  in  this  case  possible 
by  delivering  elsewhere  than  at  the  quay,  the  con- 
tract must  be  considered  as  performed.  [Sir  M. 
Smith  :  Is  it  not  common  sense  that  when  it  is 
impossible  to  deliver  at  the  usual  place,  as  both 
parties  are  bound  to  use  reasonable  diligence  in 
the  completion  of  the  contract,  the  next  best  place 
in  the  harbour  under  the  special  circumstances  of 
the  case  is  the  place  where  delivery  should  take 
place  P] 

Again,  this  delivery  took  place  under  the  direc- 
tions of  Q^o^stal,  who,  as  we  submit,  was  the 
appellant's  age^t  for  that  purpose.  The  letter  to 
him  appointed  him  agent  because  the  words  as  to 
the  payment  of  expenses,  &c.,  had  the  effect 
of  authorising  him  to  paj  freight  for  the  goods, 
and  to  recover  it  over  against  the  consignees.  As 
the  consignee  resided  at  Rouen,  it  was  necessary 
for  the  appellant  to  appoint  some  one  to  receive  the 
goods  at  Havre  uutil  the  presentation  of  the  bill  of 
lading,  and  this  was  provided  for  by  the  appoint- 
ment of  G^n^stial.  Although  the  letter  did  not 
arrive  until  after  the  first  departure  of  the  ship 
from  Havre,  yet  after  the  return  he  was  fully 
authorised  to  act  as  agent,  and  in  aocepcing 
on  board  the  lighter  he  accepted  delivery  there. 
Moreover,  there  was  an  implied  obligation  on  the 
part  of  the  appellant  to  supply  goods  which  were 
capable  of  being  carried  and  delivered,  and  he  was 
bound  to  have  known  of  the  incapacity  of  the 
cargo ;  his  ignorance  cannot  be  used  as  an  excuse 
to  relieve  him  from  the  payment  of  the  freight  due 
for  the  carriage  of  the  goods.  The  Fortuna  and 
The  Friend  (uoi  sup.)  do  not  proceed  merely  on  the 
ground  of  the  right  to  freight  arising  out  of  the 
exceptional  circumstances  of  hostile  capture,  but 
Lord  Stowell  distinctly  considers  the  question 
whether  a  shipowner  would  have  any  right  to 
freight  independently  of  capture.  If  the  agent 
was  prevented  from  taking  complete  delivery  in 
consequence  of  the  incapacity  of  the  cargo,  tha> 
cannot  affect  the  respondent's  right  to  freight. 

But  even  assuming  that  G^ndstal  was  not  ap 
pointed  agent  for  the  appellant,  then  there  remains 
the  question  of  the  duty  of  a  master  or  ship's  agent 
in  a  case  of  emergency  arising  affecting  the  cargo. 
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There  can  bo  do  doubt  that  a  master  is  bound  to 
use  all  due  diligence  to  preserve  his  cargo  from 
injury:  {Nofaray,  Henderson,  ante,  vol.  1,  p.  278; 
L.  Eep.  6  Q.  B.  346;  Id.  7  Q.  B.  225;  22  L.  T. 
Bep.  N.  8.  577 ;  27  Id.  447 ;  3  Mar.  Law.  Oas. 
O.  S.  419.)  Having  got  the  goods  to  the  port  of 
Havre,  the  master  was  no&  bound  to  bring  them 
back  to  London,  and  might,  if  he  had  been  able, 
have  landed  and  warehoused  them.  He  could  not 
land  them  in  this  case;  was  he  to  have  thrown 
them  overboard  P  If  he  had  landed  them  he 
would  have  been  entitled  to  charge  the  owners  of 
the  goods  with  the  expenses  of  keeping  them ;  and 
Burelj  it  is  reasonable  that,  having  done  the  best 
thing  for  the  goods  under  circumstances,  viz., 
brought  them  back  to  England,  the  master  is  en- 
titled to  charge  the  expense  of  so  doing — ^that  is,  to 
charge  the  return  freight.  He  is  the  agent  of  the 
owner  of  the  goods  to  that  extent.  The  expenses 
incurred  at  Havre  and  the  other  ports  arose 
directly  out  of  the  conduct  of  the  owner  of  the 
goods  in  forwarding  such  a  cargo,  and  hence  he 
should  pay  them :  {Hill  v.  IcUe,  4  Camp.  327).  (The 
rest  of  the  argument  was  the  same  as  that  in  the 
court  below.) 

The  Admiralty  Advocate  in  reply. — The  re- 
spondent was  never  ready  and  willing  to  deliver, 
nor  was  he  ever  in  a  position  to  do  so.  The  ship 
oould  not  enter  the  port  of  Havre  in  the  proper 
sense  with  these  goods  on  board,  because  she  had 
to  transship  them  before  she  was  entered  at  the 
custom  house.  If  the  respondent  had  wished 
that  any  put  of  the  port  should  be  taken  as  the 
place  of  delivery,  he  should  have  expressed  it  in 
hie  contract :  (Marquie  of  Bute  v.  Thompson,  13 
M.  A  W.  487.)  In  The  Teutcnia  (vhi  sup,)  a  fresh 
contract  was  created  by  the  demand  for  delivery 
at  another  port  than  that  named.  [Sir  Montaoue 
SiaTH. — The  resemblance  between  the  two  cases  is 
that  here  the  question  is  whether  the  delivery  at 
one  part  of  the  port  is  sufficient  when  delivery  at 
another  part  has  become  impossible ;  that  in  The 
TetUonia  it  was  held  that  delivery  at  one  of  several 
ports  named  in  the  charter  was  a  sufficient  per- 
formance of  the  contract  where  the  port  named 
became  impossible.]  There  is  no  claim  for  ex- 
penses or  back  freight,  as  there  is  no  contract, 
express  or  implied,  on  which  the  respondent  can 
fonnd  the  claim,  he  not  having  completed  his 
original  agreement.  [Sir  Montaottr  Smith  :  Sup- 
pose the  contract  had  been  dissolved  without  the 
fault  of  either  party,  what  ought  the  master  to 
have  done  with  the  goods  P  Should  he  keep  them 
or  throw  them  overboard  PI  He  should  bring 
them  back  at  the  shipowner  s  risk  and  expense. 
It  is  a  risk  he  undertakes  when  he  ships  the  goods, 
unless  he  expressly  excepts  the  risk  in  his  contract. 
[Sir  Montague  Smith  :  If  he  were  proceeding  on 
a  voyage,  could  he  not  send  them  back  in  another 
ship  '?J  Certainly,  but  at  his  own  expense,  unless 
the  contingency  was  provided  for. 

Cur,  adv.  vuU, 

May  30, 1873. — The  judgment  of  the  court  was 
delivered  by  Sir  Montague  Smith. — ^This  was  a 
cause  originally  brought  in  the  City  of  London 
Court  by  the  respondent,  the  owner  of  the  steam- 
ship Argoe,  for  freight,  demurrage,  and  expenses 
in  respect  of  147  barrels  of  petroleum,  shipped  by 
the  appellant  to  be  carried  from  London  to  Havre. 
Judgment  was  given  for  the  plaintiff  in  the  City 
of  I^ndon  Court  for  the  full  amount  claimed,  135i. 
5«.  3(i.,  and  affirmed  on  appeal  by  the  judge  of  the 


Admiralty  Court,  with  leave  to  appeal  to  her 
Majesty  in  Council.  A  statement  of  agreed  faots 
forms  part  of  the  record,  and  the  following  general 
facts  may  be  collected  from  it.  [His  Lordship 
then  shortly  stated  the  faots  as  given  in  the  state- 
ment, and  after  pointing  out  that  the  letter  from 
the  appellants  to  G^n^atal  of  Bee.  6,  1870,  did  not 
reach  Havre  till  Dec.  9,  continued.] 

It  was  contended  for  the  plaintiff  that  by  this 
letter  the  defendant  constituted  G-^ndatal  his  agent 
to  deal  generally  with  the  goods,  and  that  what  was 
done  with  them  at  Havre  was  by  his  authority  as 
such  agent.  But,  in  their  lordships'  view,  such  an 
agency  was  not  created;  in  fact,  the  Argos  was 
despatched  to  Honflenr  before  G^n^stal  had  re- 
ceived the  letter. 

The  first  question  is,  whether  the  freight  was 
earned.  The  bill  of  lading  which  forms  the  con- 
tract describes  the  ship  as  bound  *'  for  Havre," 
and  the  special  and  material  terms  are  the 
following,  viz. :  "  the  goods  to  be  taken  out 
within  twenty-four  hours  after  arrival,   or  pay 

lOL  108.  a  day  demurrage and  are  to 

be  delivered  in  good  order,  &c.,  at  the  aforesaid 
port  of  Havre  .  .  •  on  paying  freight."  The 
master,  as  a  rule,  is  only  bound  to  deliver  cargo 
upon  production  of  the  bill  of  lading ;  and  it  is 
clear  that  freight  may  be  earned  before  actual  de- 
livery, if  the  goods  have  been  brought  to  the  port 
of  arrival  ready  to  be  delivered  according  to  the 
bill  of  lading.  The  rule  was  stated  in  the  judg- 
ment of  the  Court  of  Common  Fleas  delivered  by 
Willes,  J.,  in  Dakin  v.  Oxley  (15  C.  B.,  N.  S.,  66i) 
as  follows : — "  The  true  test  of  the  ri^ht  to  freight 
is  the  question  whether  the  service  in  respect  of 
which  the  freight  was  contracted  to  be  paid  has 
been  substantially  performed ;  and  according  to 
the  law  of  England,  as  a  rule,  freight  is  earned  by 
the  carriage  and  arrival  of  the  goods,  ready  to  l>e 
delivered  to  the  merchant."  Arrival,  of  course, 
means  "  at  the  destined  port,"  as  the  next  passage 
of  the  judgment  explains.  There  is  no  doubt  that, 
in  this  case,  the  goods  were  carried  to  the  destined 
port,and  the  question  is,  whether,  when  they  had  been 
brought  to  the  port  the  master  was  ready  to  deliver 
them  there,  if  the  merchant  had  been  ready 
to  perform  his  part  of  the  contract  by  taking  them 
from  the  ship.  The  express  contract  of  the  ship- 
owner is  to  deliver  at  the  port  of  Havre ;  that  of 
the  merchant  to  "take  out"  the  goods  there 
within  twenty-four  hours  after  arrival,  or  pay  de- 
murrage. No  part  of  the  port  being  expressly 
mentioned  for  discharging,  there  can  be  no  doubt 
that  under  usual  circumstances  the  ship  ought  to 
have  been  brought  to  the  place  in  the  port  where 
cargo,  such  as  she  carried,  is  ordinarily  discharged. 
It  is  stated  that  **  in  the  ordinary  course  of  busi- 
ness petroleum  would  be  delivered  on  the  quay  at 
Havre,  on  presentation  of  the  bill  of  lading." 
Their  lordships  however  think  that,  although  this 
may  be  the  ordinary  course,  and  that  in  the  usual 
state  of  things  in  the  port,  the  quay  would  have  been 
the  proper  place  for  the  ship  to  have  gone  to  be 
discharged,  yet  that  this  being  an  implied  duty 
only,  it  does  not  amount  to  an  engagement  to  go 
there  in  all  events  and  under  all  circumstances.  It 
may  be  that  if  the  shipowner  had  expressly  agreed 
to  go  to  the  quay,  he  must  have  been  held  to  a 
strict  performance  of  wliat  he  had  contracted  to 
do ;  but  his  express  contract  is  only  to  deliver  in 
the  port  of  Havre,  and  what  is  a  compliance  with 
that  obligation  must  depend  on  and  vary  with  the 
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eziBtmg  state  of  things  in  the  port.  The  following 
ohservationa  on  this  enhject  occnr  in  the  jadgment 
of  Tindal,  C.  J.,  in  the  case  QatUffe  ▼.  Bourne, 
(4  Bing.  N.  C.  329) :  "  Bnt  we  know  of  no  general 
rnle  of  law  whioh  goTems  the  delivery  of  goods  nnder 
a  bill  of  lading,  where  snch  delivery  is  not  expressly 
in  accordance  with  the  terms  of  the  bill  of  lading, 
except  that  it  mnst  be  a  delivery  according  to  the 
practice  and  custom  usually  observed  in  the  port 
or  place  of  delivery.  An  issue  raised  upon  an 
allegation  of  such  a  mode  of  delivery  would  ac- 
commodate itself  to  the  facts  of  each  particular 
case,  and  would  let  in  every  species  of  excuse 
from  the  strict  and  literal  compliance  with  the 
precise  terms  of  the  bill  of  lading,  whioh  must 
necessarily  be  allowed  to  prevail  with  reference  to 
the  means  and  accommodation  for  landing  goods 
at  different  places,  the  time  of  the  arrival  and  de- 
parture of  the  vessel,  the  state  of  the  tide  and 
wind,  interruptions  from  accidental  causes,  and  all 
the  other  circumstances  whioh  belong  to  each  par* 
ticular  port  or  place  of  delivery."  The  petroleum 
was  not  allowed  to  be  discharged  at  or  near  the 
quay,  apparently  because  munitions  of  war  were 
lying  about.  But  the  same  impossibility  of  getting 
the  ship  up  to  it  might  have  arisen  if  the  quay 
had  been  nnder  repair,  or  the  approach  to  it  had 
been  prevented  by  a  wreck.  It  could  not  be  said 
that,  bad  such  accidents  happened,  the  ehipowner 
would  not  have  performed  his  contract  by  being 
ready  to  discharge  in  some  other  convenient  part 
of  the  port.  It  is  true  that  on  the  first  arrival  of 
the  Argos  at  Havre  she  was  not  permitted  to  stay 
anywhere  in  the  port  more  than  a  few  hours ;  but 
on  her  return,  after  her  ineffectual  efforts  at  other 
ports,  she  not  only  obtained  permission  to  stay  in 
the  outer  harbour,  but  to  discharge  the  petroleum 
there.  This  outer  harbour  is  within  tbe  port,  and 
is,  as  their  lordships  understand,  an  artificially 
protected  place  where  goods  may  be  conveniently 
and  safely  discharged.  The  petroleum  remained 
there  for  at  least  four  days,  during  which  the  de- 
livery of  it  could  have  been  given,  being,  as  their 
lordships  think,  a  reasonable  time  for  that  pur- 
pose ;  and  although  the  authorities  would  not  allow 
It  to  bo  landed  at  Havre,  the  defendant  might  un- 
doubtedly have  received  it,  if  he  had  chosen,  in 
the  harbonr,  and  given  it  any  other  destination  he 
pleased. 

But  it  was  further  contended  for  the  defen* 
dont,  that,  in  order  to  perform  his  contract,  the 
master  must  not  only  have  been  ready  to  deliver 
in  the  port,  but  to  land  the  goods  at  Havre,  or 
that,  at  the  least,  the|defendant,  on  receiving  them, 
must  himself  have  been  able  to  land  them  there ; 
and  that,  as  this  could  not  be  done,  the  contract 
became  incapable  of  performance,  and  dissolved. 
Their  Lordships  are  not  of  this  opinion.  They 
think  the  effect  of  the  stipulation  in  the  bill  of 
lading,  "The  goods  to  be  taken  out  within 
twenty-four  hours  after  arrival,  or  pav  ten  guineas 
a  day  demurrage,"  was  to  cast  upon  tne  defendant 
the  obligation  of  taking  the  goods  out  of,  or  at 
all  events  from,  the  ship,  that  is,  from  alongside. 
The  engagement  of  the  defendant  to  pay  demur- 
rage after  twentyfour  hours  clearly  implies  that 
the  parties  contemplated  that  the  ship  might  be 
detained  by  his  default  to  take  out  the  goods,  and 
that  it  was  not  int.ended  the  master  should  land  or 
take  the  risk  of  landing  them.  The  prohibition 
to  land  the  petroleum,  therefore,  did  not  prevent 
the  plaintiff  from  folfilUing  his  part  of  the  con- 


tract.   The  note  in  the  margin  of  the  bill  of  lading 
relating  to  a  landing  charge  is  probably  a  print^ 
form,  and  may  mean  that  goods,  if  landed,  are 
subject  to  such  a  charge ;  but  this  general  notice 
cannot  control  the  special  terms  in  the  body  of  the 
bill.    In  a  recent  case  (Waugh  v.  Morris,  ante, 
vol.  1,  p.  673 ;  L.  Rep.  8  Q.  B.  202),  a  cargo  of 
hay  was    brought   from    Trouville    to    London, 
under  charter  and    bill    of    lading  which   made 
the    hay    deliverable    at  the    port   of    London. 
There  was  a  stipulation  to  the  effect  that  the 
cargo  should  be  brought  and  taken    from    tbe 
ship  alongside.     The  shipper  directed  the  master 
to  proceed   to   a  particular  wharf  in  Dcptford 
Creek,    and    the    parties   contemplated    landing 
the  hay  there.  It  turned  out  that  by  an  order  in 
connoiT,  under  the  Cattle  Diseases  Act,  of  which 
they  were  ignorant,  it  was  made  illegal  to  land 
in  England  bay  brought  from  France.     After  a 
long  delay  the  shipper  received   the   hay  into 
another    ship    alongside ;    and  the    action   was 
brought  against  him  for  demurrage  whilst  the  ship 
was  detained.     The  defence  set  up  was  the  ille- 
gality of  the  contract;  but  Mr  Justice  Blackburn 
in  delivering  judgment  made  some  observations 
which  bear  on  the  objection  relied  on  in  this  case, 
that  the  contract  of  the  shipowner  was  not  per- 
formed because  tbe  petroleum  could  not  be  landed 
at  Havre.    The  learned  judge  says :  "  When  it 
turned  out  that  the  defendants  had  named  a  place 
for  the  performance  of  the  contract  where  the  per- 
formance was  impossible   because   illegal,    that 
did     not     put     an     end    to    the    contract,    if 
the  performance  in  any   other  way  was   legal 
and  practicable.     In  the  present  case  the  per- 
formance, by  receiving  the  cargo  alongside   in 
the  river  without  landing  at  all,  was  both  legal  and 
practicable."     Again,  '*  It  is  a  mistake  to  say  tbe 
plaintiff  intended  that  the  hay  should  be  landed. 
He  no  doubt  contemplated  that  it  would  be,  for, 
except  under  very  unusual  circumstances,  hay  is 
not  brought  into  the  Thames  tor  any  other  object ; 
but  all  that  the  shipowner  bargained  for,  and  all 
that  be  can  properly  be  said  to  have  intended,  was, 
that  on   the  arrival  of  the  ship  in  London,  bis 
freight  should  be  paid,  and  the  nay  taken  out  of 
his  ship."    The  learned  judge  also  says  that  The 
Teutonia,  lately  decided  by  this  committee  {ante, 
vol.  I,  p.  214,  L.  Rep.  4  P.  C.  172),  would  have 
been   precisely   in   point   if  the  order  in  force 
had  come  into  operation  after  the  contract  in- 
stead of  before.    In  Waugh  v.  Morris,  the  plain- 
tiff recovered  for  the  detention  of  his  ship,  although 
it  was   not  possible  to  land  the  hay  anywhere 
in  the  port  of  London.     The   contract  of   the 
shipper  in  that  case  does  not,  in  their  Lordships' 
view,  substantially  differ  from  the  defendant's  in 
the  present.    It  was  remarked  by  Mr.  Justice 
Blackburn  that  the  hay  might,  under  some  cir- 
cumstances, have  been  profitably  re-shipped,  and 
it  might  have  so  happened  in  this  case  with  the 
petroleum.  It  can  scarcely  be  contended  that  tbe 
master  would  have  been  justified,  when  he  found 
the  petroleum  could  not  be  landed,  in  at  once 
leaving  the  port  without  waiting  a    reasonable 
time  to  give  to  the  defendant  an  opportunity  of 
receiving  it  there.    He  might,  even  if  the  prohibi- 
tion had  not  existed,  have  desired  to  send  the 
goods  to  Bonen  or  elsewhere  by  water,  instead  of 
landing  them.    Their  Lordships,  therefore,  think 
that  the  means  of  performing  the  contract  were 
not  exhausted,  nor  the  contract  dissolved,  when  it 
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f  ouDd  tihe  ship  oonid  not  be  disoharged  at  the 
quay  and  the  cargo  landed;  and  that  they  ought  to 
hold  that,  the  master  being  ready  and  able  to  give 
deliTery  in  the  harbour,  and  having  kept  the 
goods  a  reasonable  time  there  for  the  purpose,  the 
height  has  been  earned.  It  is  admitted  that  both 
parties,  when  they  made  the  contract,  were  igno- 
rant of  the  prohibition  against  landing  petroleum, 
and  Uierefore  no  question  of  intentional  infraction 
of  the  law  of  France  arises. 

It  was  contended  for  the  plaintiff  that,  as  the 
inabQity  to  land  arose  from  the  incapacity  of 
the  goods'  and  not  of  the  ship,  the  judgment 
of  Sir  William  Scott  in  The  Fortuna  (Edwards 
26)  was  an  authority  for  declaring  the  freight 
to  be  reoorerable,  evenjif  the  contract  of  the 
ship  had  been  to  land  the  goods,  or  to  deliver 
them  on  land.  But  as,  in  their  Lordships'  view, 
that  is  not  the  contract,  it  is  unnecessary 
for  them  to  consider  whether  the  judgment 
for  the  plaintiff  could  properly  rest  upon  this 
ground.  The  counsel  for  the  defendant  relied  on 
some  of  the  reasons  given  by  the  judges  in  Ford 
and  others  v.  Coteewortk  and  others  (L.  Bep.  4 
Q.B.  127 ;  5  Id.  544).  The  action  in  that  case  was 
for  detaining  the  ship,  and  the  judges  were  con- 
sidering whether  reasonable  diligence  had  been 
used  by  the  merchant  in  unloading  the  goods. 
The  right  to  freight  did  not  arise,  and  the  atten- 
tion of  the  judges  was  directed  only  to  the  ques- 
tion whether,  under  the  peculiar  circumstances  of 
the  case,  unreasonable  delay  in  discharging  the 
ship  had  been  established. 

Ihe  next  question  to  be  considered  is,  whether 
the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  compensation  in 
the  shape  of  homeward  freight  for  bringing 
the  petroleum  back  to  England.  It  seems  to 
be  a  reasonable  inference  from  the  facts,  that 
after  the  four  days  during  which  the  petroleum 
had  been  lying  in  the  harbour  had  expired,  the 
authorities  would  not  have  allowed  it  to  remain 
there.  It  was  still  in  the  master's  possession,  and 
the  question  is,  whether  he  should  have  destroyed 
or  saved  it.  If  he  was  justified  in  trying  to  save 
it,  their  Lordships  think  he  did  the  best  for  the 
interest  of  the  defendant  in  bringing  it  back  to 
England.  Whether  he  was  so  justified  is  the 
question  to  be  considered.  As  pointed  out  by  the 
judge  of  the  Admiralty  Court,  the  same  kind  of 
question  arose  in  Christy  v.  Bow  (2  Taunt.  300). 
In  that  case  Sir  James  Mansfield  says ;  "  Where  a 
ship  is  chartered  upon  one  voyage  outwards  only, 
with  no  reference  to  her  return,  and  no  contem- 
plation of  .adisappcuntment  happening,  no  decision 
which  I  have  been  able  to  find  determines  what 
shall  be  done  in  case  the  voyage  is  defeated ;  the 
books  throw  no  light  on  the  subject.  The  natural 
justice  of  the  matter  seems  obvious — that  a  master 
should  do  that  which  a  prudent  man  would  think 
most  conducive  to  the  benefit  of  all  concerned. 
But  it  appears  to  be  wholly  voluntary ;  I  do  not 
know  that  he  is  bound  to  do  it ;  and  yet,  if  it  were 
a  cargo  of  cloth  or  other  valuable  merchandise,  it 
would  be  a  great  hardship  that  he  might  be  at 
liberty  to'  cast  it  overboard.  It  is  singular  that 
soch  a  question  should  at  this  day  remain  undo* 
cided."  The  precise  point  does  nob  seem  to  have 
been  subsequently  decided ;  but  several  cases  have 
since  arisen  in  which  the  nature  and  scope  of  the 
duty  of  the  master,  as  agent  of  the  merchant,  have 
been  examined  and  defined.  (Amongst  others, 
Troneon  v.  Peni,  8  Moore  P.  C.  0.  419 ;  Notara  v. 
YoL.  II.,  K.  S. 


Henderson,  ante,  vol.  I,  p.  278 ;  L.  Bep.  7  Q.  B.  225 ; 
Austra,lasian  Na/oigation  Oompany  v.  Morse  aaUe, 
vol.  1,  p.  407;  L.  Rep.  4  P.  0.  222.)  It  results 
from  them  that  not  merely  is  a  power  given,  but  a 
duty  is  cast  upon  the  master  in  many  cases  of  acci- 
dent and  emergency,  to  act  for  the  safety  of  the 
carcro  in  such  manner  as  may  be  best  under  the 
circumstances  in  which  it  may  be  placed,  and  that, 
as  a  correlative  right,  he  is  entitled  to  charge  its 
owner  with  the  expenses  properly  incurred  in  so 
doing.  Most  of  the  decisions  have  related  to  cases 
where  the  accident  happened  before  the  comple* 
tion  of  the  voyage,  but  their  Lordships  think  it 
ought  not  to  be  laid  down  that  all  obligations  on 
the  part  of  the  master  to  act  for  the  merchant 
ceases  after  a  reasonable  time  for  the  latter  to  take 
delivery  of  the  cargo  has  expired,  It  is  well 
established  that  if  the  ship  has  waited  a  reason- 
able time  to  deliver  goods  from  her  side,  the 
master  may  land  and  warehouse  them  at  the 
charge  of  the  merchant;  and  it  cannot  be  doubted 
that  It  would  be  his  duty  to  do  so  rather  than  to 
throw  them  overboard.  In  a  case  like  the  present, 
where  the  goods  could  neither  be  landed  nor  remain 
where  they  were,  it  seems  to  be  a  legitimate  ex- 
tension of  the  implied  agency  of  the  master  to  hold 
that,  in  the  absenco  of  all  advices,  he  had  autho- 
rity to  carry  or  send  them  on  to  such  other  place 
as  in  his  judgment,  prudently  exercised,  appeared 
to  be  most  convenient  for  their  owner ;  and  if  so, 
it  will  follow  from  established  principles  that  the 
expenses  properly  incurred  may  be  charged  to  him. 
Their  Lordships  have  no  doubt  that  bringing  the 
goods  back  to  England  was  in  fact  the  best  and 
cheapest  way  of  making  them  available  to  the  defen- 
dant, and  that  they  were  brought  back  at  less 
charge  in  the  Argos  than  if  they  had  been  sent  in 
another  ship.  If  the  goods  had  been  of  a  nature 
wnich  ought  to  have  led  the  master  to  know  that 
on  their  arrival  they  would  not  have  been  worth 
the  expenses  incurred  in  bringing  them  back,  a 
different  question  would  arise.  But  in  the  present 
case  their  value,  of  which  the  defendant  has  taken 
the  benefit  by  asking  for  and  obtaining  the  goods, 
far  exceeded  the  cost.  The  authority  of  the'master, 
being  founded  on  necessity,  would  not  have  arisen 
if  he  could  have  obtained  instructions  from  the 
defendant  or  his  assignees.  But  under  the  cir- 
cumstances this  was  not  possible;  indeed,  this 
point  was  not  relied  on  at  the  bar. 

Their  Lordships,  for  the  above  reasons,  are  of 
opinion  that  the  plaintiff  has  made  out  a  case  for 
compensation  for  bringing  back  the  goods  to 
England. 

But  they  think  the  plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  re- 
cover the  amount  claimed  for  demurrage  and  ex- 
penses in  attemping  to  enter  the  ports  of  Honfleur 
and  Trouville.  These  efforts  may  luive  been  made  by 
him  in  the  interest  of  the  cargo  as  well  as  the  ship; 
but  they  were  made  before  the  ship  was  ready  to 
deliver  at  all  in  the  port  of  Havre,  and  the  ex- 
penses of  this  deviation  and  of  the  return  to  Havre, 
after  permission  had  been  obtained  to  discharge 
there,  must  be  treated  as  expenses  of  the  vc^age, 
and  not  as  incurred  for  the  benefit  of  the  defen- 
dant. The  charges  for  the  hire  of  the  vessel  and 
of  storing  the  petroleum  in  her  at^  Havre,  after 
permission  had  been  obtained  for  its  discharge 
there,  stand  on  different  ground.  If  the  ship  had 
then  waited  in  the  outer  harbour  with  the  petro- 
leum on  board,  the  defendant  would  have  been  liable 
to  pay  demurrage  at  102.  10/r.  a  day.    It  was  oh- 
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Tioatly,  therefore,  to  his  advantage  under  the  cir- 
cnmstanceB  for  the  master  to  hire  the  vessel  and 
thus  relieve  him  from  the  heavy  demnrrage  payable 
for  the  detention  of  the  ship.  The  whole  expense  of 
this  operation  appears  to  be  about  152.  only. 

In  the  resnlt  their  Lordships  think  the  plaintiff  is 
entitled  to  recover  the  outward  freight,  and  the 
charge  made  for  the  carriage  back  to  England, 
together  482.  8«.,  and  also  the  J  52.  for  the  above 
expenses  at  Havre,  in  all  632.  Ss, 

When  their  Iiordships  remitted  the  cause, 
after  deciding  the  question  of  jarisdiotion,  they 
were  told  it  bad  been  fully  heard  by  the  judge 
of  the  Admiralty  Oonrt,  and  they  presumed 
that  the  judgment  he  was  prepared  to  give 
would  be  acquiesced  in.  The  defendant,  how- 
ever, notwithstanding  the  small  amount  in  dis- 
pute, applied  for  leave  to  appeal,  which  was 
granted  only  on  the  ground  that  questions  of  law 
of  general  importance  were  involved  in  the  deci- 
nion.  Having  failed  on  these  questions,  he  ought, 
althongh  the  decree  will  be  reduced  in  amount,  to 
pay  the  costs  of  his  appeal. 

Their  Lordships  will  humbly  advise  Her  Majesty 
that  the  judgment  given  for  the  plaintiff  ought  to 
be  affirmed,  except  onhr  that  the  amount  thereof 
phonld  be  reduced  to  632.  8«.  The  respondent  will 
have  the  costs  of  this  appeal. 

Appeal  dismissed. 

Solicitors  for  the  appellant.  Heather  and  Son, 

Solicitors  for  the  respondent,  Cattams,  Jehu, 
and  Gatlams. 


COXXBT  OF  COMMON  FLSA8. 
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Saturday,  May,  3, 1873. 

CORKLING  V.  HaSSET. 

Charter-party — Meaning  of  words,  *•  expected  to  he 

at  a  port'' — Warranty — Breach  of. 
By  a  charter-party  it  was  mutually  agreed  between 
the  plaintiff  ana  defendoAfit  that  a  ship  eespected  to 
he  at' Alexandria  about  16th  Bee.  should  proceed 
to  Alexandria,  or  as  near  thereto  as  she  could 
safely  get,  and  there  load  a  cargo. 
Held,  that  the  words  ixpeeted  to  be  at  Alexandria 
about  Ibth  Dee.  were  a  matter  of  contract  for 
the  breach  whereof  an  action  is  maintaincAle, 
also  thai  they  mean  that  the  ship  is  in  su^h  a 
place  that  she  may  reasonably  expect  to  be  at 
Alexandria  at  the  time  named. 
The  declaration   stated  that   an    agreement    or 
charter-party   was   made   by  and    between    the 
plaintiff  and  defendant  bearing  date   the    14th 
Nov.  1871,  and  that  in  the  paid  charter-party  it 
was  agreed  between  Messrs.  Massey  and  Sawyer, 
of  the  good  British  steamship  or  vessel  called  the 
Oeres,  expected  to  be  at  Alexandria  about  the  15th 
Dec.  1871,  and  B.  Corkling,  of  Manchester,  mer- 
chant, that  the  ship  being  tight,  staunch,  and 
strong,  classed  Al,  and  ever^  way  fitted  for  the 
voyage,ehould  with  all  convenient  speed  sail  and  pro- 
ceed to  Alexandria,  Egypt,  or  so  near  thereunto  as 
she  may  safely  get,  and  there  load  a  full  and  com- 
plete c»rgo  of  cotton,  seed,  <&o.  setting  out  all  the 
conditions  of  the  charter-party ;  and  averred  that 
the  said  Robert  Corkling,  in  the  said  charter- 
party  mentioned  was  the  plaintiff,  and  the  said 
Massey  therein   mentioned   was  the  defendant, 
and  that  all   things  happened,   and   all  times 


elapsed,  necessary  to  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  have 
the  said  agreement  performed  by  the  defendant, 
and  to  maintain  this  action  for  the  breaches  there- 
inafter alleged,  yet  the  said  ship  was  not  then 
expected  to  be  at  Alexandria  about  the  said  15  bh 
Deo.  1871,  but  it  was  then  in  such  part  of  the 
world,  and  under  such  engagements  that  the 
said  ship  could  not'perform  her  said  engagements 
and  arrive  at  Alexandria  about  the  said  day. 

Plea  3. — ^And  for  a  third  plea  the  defendant 
says  that  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  making 
of  the  alleged  agreement,  the  said  vessel  Ceres 
in  the  said  charter-party  mentioned,  was  on  a 
passage  to  Bevel  and  Helsingfors,  and  thence  to 
load  from  Cronstadt  or  Biga  for  a  port  on  the 
east  cost  of  England  or  a  nort  on  the  continent, 
and  thence  to  proceed  to  Alexandria  with  a  cargo 
from  a  ooal  port,  of  all  which  the  plaintiff  had 
notice,  and  the  said  above-named  defendant  says, 
that  the  alleged  charter-party  was  made  subject  to 
the  conditions  that  the  said  vessel  should  .with  all 
convenient  speed  fulfil  her  said  engagements  and 
then  sail  ana  proceed  to  Alexandria,  and  the  said 
above-named  defendant  says  that  the  said  vessel 
did  with  all  convenient  speed  fulfil  his  said  engage- 
ment, and  sail  and  proceed  to  Alexandria. 

The  defendant  demurred  to  so  much  of  the  de- 
claration as  alleged  as  a  breach,  that  the  said  ship 
was  in  such  part  of  the  world,  and  under  such 
engagements,  that  the  said  ship  could  not  perform 
her  said  engagements  and  arrive  at  Alexandria 
about  the  said  day  or  days. 

Beplication  and  joinder  in  demurrer  and  de- 
murrer to  the  defendant's  third  plea. 

Joinder  in  demurrer. 

Day,  Q.C.(  with  whom  was  Pei  Warn)  for  the  plain- 
tiff. — It  is  part  of  the  contract  that  the  ship  shall 
be  at  Alexandria  on  or  about  the  day  named,  and  it 
amounts  to  a  warranty  that  she  was  so  situated 
that  she  might  be  there,  and  under  such  engage- 
ments that  she  might  be  reasonably  expected  to 
arrive  there  at  .the  date  mentioned.  What  the 
words  "  on  or  about "  mean,  is  shown  in  the  case 
of  Behn  v.  Burness  (1  Mar.  Law  Cas.  O.  S. 
178,  329 ;  8  L.  T.  Rep.  N.  S.  207 ;  3  B.  &  S. 
751);  there  by  a  charter-party  dated  the  19th 
Oct.  it  was  agreed  that  the  ship  now  being  in  the 
port  of  Amsterdam,  should  sail  to  Newport  for 
cargo.  On  15th  Oct.  the  ship  was  at  a  place  sixty 
miles  from  Amsterdam,  and  could  have  reached  the 
docks  in  twelve  hours  with  ordinary  weather,  but 
owing  to  boisterous  weather,  she  did  not  reach  the 
docks  until  the  23rd  inst  It  was  held  that  the 
words  in  the  charter-party,  *'  now  in  the  port  of 
Amsterdam,"  implied  a  warranty,  and  that  as  the 
ship  was  not  in  the  port  of  Amsterdam  at  the 
time  the  charter-party  was  made,  the  charterer  was 
justified  in  saying  there  had  been  a  failure  of 
performance  of  an  essential  condition,  and  in  re- 
fusing to  load  the  ship  on  her  arrival  at  Newport. 
Secondly,  the  plea  is  bad,  for  the  charter-party 
being  in  writing,  cannot  be  varied  or  added  to  by 
any  parol  condition.  Young  v.  Austen  (L.  Bep.  4 
0.  P.  553 ;  20  L.  T.  Bep.  N.S.  396)  is  against  me,  but 
that  case  is  disapproved  of,  and  Brett,  J.  invites 
the  court  to  overrule  it  in  Ahrey  v.  Crux  (L.  Bep. 
5  C.  P.  46).  [Keating,  J. — We  certainly  sitting  here 
should  not  overrule  a  decision  of  our  own  court.] 

Butt,  Q.O.  and  B.  E.  Webster  for  the  defen- 
dant. — There  is  no  condition  precedent  that  the 
vessel  should  be  at  Alexandria.  It  is  a  mere 
statement  in  the  charter-party,  that  the  vessel 
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is  expected  to  be  there  aboot  the  15th  Deo. 
A  statement  of  the  tonnage  of  a  ship  in  a 
charter-party  is  mere  matter  of  description,  and 
does  not  amount  to  a  warranty:  (Barker  v.  Windle, 
6  £1.  &  BL  675 ;  see  also  Harris  ▼.  Mantle,  3  T.  B. 
307).  And  so  here  the  statement  is  too  vagne  to 
amoontto  a  warranty,  and  distinguishable  from 
Behn  y.  Bumeee  {ubi  sup.).  It  is  necessary  for 
the  plaintiff  to  aver  according  to  the  tme  constmo- 
tioa  of  the  oharter*party,  that  the  defendant  knew 
that  the  situation  of  the  ship  was  such  that  she 
could  not  be  expected  to  arrive.  The  third  plea 
does  not  attempt  to  vary  the  words  of  the  charter- 
party,  but  shows  that  the  whole  charter-party  was 
aabjeot  to  a  condition  that  the  yessel  should  fulfil 
her  enffagementSv  which  she  had  at  that  time  un- 
finished. [KisATiNG,  J.— On  that  point  we  have 
made  up  our  minds. 

Bay,  Q.O.  in  reply. 

Keating,  J. — With  reference  to  the  demurrer  to 
the  third^  i)lea,  we  have  alreadjr  expressed  our 
opinion ;  it  is  decided  by  che  opinion  expressed  by 
this  court  in  the  case  of  Young  v.  Austen  (20  L.  T. 
Bep.  N.8. 396 ;  K  fiep.  4  C.  P.  553),  and  which  case 
we  entirely  approve  of.  The  remaining  point  for 
us  to  consider  is  with  reference  to  the  breach  in 
the  declaration.  It  alleges  that  the  ship  was  not 
then  expected  to  be  at  Alexandria  about  the  15th 
Deo.  1871,  but  was  then  in  such  part  of  the  world, 
and  under  such  engagements,  tnlat  the  ship  could 
not  perform  her  said  engagements  and  arrive  at 
Alenndria  about  the  day.  It  depends  whether 
the  words  "expected  to  be  at  Alexandria"  are  words 
of  desoription,  or  are  in  the  nature  of  a  contract. 
I  am  of  opinion  they  are  in  the  nature  of  a 
warrantT,  and  that  the  brcAch  is  therefore  well 
■asigned.  No  doubt  the  words  are  somewhat 
vague  and  uncertain,  but  I  come  to  the  conclusion 
they  are  part  of  the  contract,  and  intended  to 
be  80.  It  is  of  the  utmost  importance  to  the 
charterer  that  he  should  know  when  to  expect 
the  ship  to  be  at  Alexandria,  and  such  a  state- 
ment one  would  expect  to  find  in  every  charter- 
party.  I  therefore  consider  that  the  words  *'  ex- 
pected to  be  at  Alexandria  about  the  15th  Dec. 
1871,"  mean  she  is  in  such  a  position  that  she 
may  reasonably  be  expected  to  be  &ere,  else  there 
would  be  no  binding  contract  between  the  ship- 
owner and  the  charterer,  and  the  cliarterer  would 
be  at  the  owner's  merov.  Here  we  do  no  violence 
to  hold  as  we  do.  The  proper  construction  is, 
that  it  is  in  the  nature  of  a  warranty,  for  breach  of 
which  there  is  a  cause  of  action,  and  the  breach  is 
well  assigned. 

HovTMAV,  J.— As  to  the  third  plea,  I  agree  with 
my  brother  Keating,  we  are  bound  by  the  decision 
in  Young  r.  Ausien  {uhi  sup.).  On  the  other  ques- 
tion I  consider  the  words  used  in  alleging  the 
hresdi  as  a  matter  of  contract ;  they  afford  the 
only  indication  in  the  charter-party  whereabouts 
the  vessel  is,  and  the  only  thing  that  affords  the 
charterer  any  information  when  he  will  be  likely 
to  be  able  to  ship  his  cargo.  The  words  are  not  in 
the  nature  of  description.  In  Oorrissen  v.  Perrin 
(2  G.B.,  N.S.,  681),  the  words  expected  to  arriye 
per  a  certain  ship  were  held  to  be  a  warranty  that 
the  «oods  were  then  on  their  way.  In  Oliver  v. 
t^den  (4  Bx.  135),  by  the  charter-party  it  was 
■greed  a  new  ship  now  about  to  be  launched  and 
VMdy  to  receive  cargo  in  May,  should  load  on 
board  a  cargo  of  timber,  and  it  was  there  held  that 
^  readiness  to  receive  a  cargo  in  May  was  a 


condition  precedent  to  the  plaintiff's  right  to  re- 
cover for  not  loading  a  full  cargo.  I  do  not  think 
that  the  words  can  be  made  out  to  be  matter 
of  description ;  there  must  therefore  be  judgment 
on  the  demurrer  to  the  plea  for  the  defendant, 
and  on  the  demurrer  to  the  declaration  for  the 
plaintiff. 

Attorneys  for  plaintiff,  Walter  and  Hanson. 

Attorneys  for  defendant,  Pritchard  and  Son. 


Saturday,  May  31, 1873. 

Robinson  v.  Knight  and  another. 

Charter-party — Lumjf  freight — Loss  of  part  of  cargo 

by  excepted  penis — Deduction  offreiaht. 
By  charteT'paHy  it  was  agreed  that  Uie  ship  should 
load  a  cargo  of  lathwood  and  a  deck  load,  and 
*' proceed  to  London  and  deliver  the  same,  beina 
paid  freight  as  follows,  viz.,  a  lump  sum  of  315f. 
.  .  .  the  freight  to  be  paid  in  cash,  half  on  the 
arrival,  the  remainder  on  unloading  and  right 
deliverif  of  ca/rgoJ'      The  ship  took  her  cargo 
a,ccordtngly,  but  on  the  homeward  voyage  the  deck 
load  was  washed  overboard  and  lost,  by  the  ex' 
cepted  perils  of  the  sea,  without  drfauU  of  the 
shijiovoner.     The  rest  of  the  cargo  was  rightly 
delivered ; 
Held,  that  the  charterer  was  not  entitled  to  deduct 
from  the  lump  freight  a  sum  proportioned  to  the 
amount  of  cargo  which  had  been  so  lost,  but  that 
the  whole  freight  was  earned  by  the  shipowner. 
The  Norway  (Bro.  &  L.  4/04)  followed. 

Action  in  the  Lord  Mayor's  Court  to  recover  a 
sum  of  16{.  19«.  9d,  for  freight  under  acharter-party. 
By  charter-party  of  3rd  Oct.  1870,  it  was  agreed 
between  the  owner  of  the  ship  Nile  and  the 
defendants,  merchants  of  London,  that  the  vessel 
should  go  to  Biga  there  to  load  at  two  places 
named  a  full  and  complete  cargo  of  lath  wood, 
the  ship  to  be  provided  with  a  deckload,  and 
**  that  the  ship  so  loaded  shall  proceed  to  London 
and  deliver  the  same,  being  paid  freight  as 
follows,  viz.,  a  lump  sum  of  315L>  the  cargo  to  be 
taken  hi>m  the  side  of  the  ship,  freight  to  be  paid 
in  cash,  half  on  the  arrival,  the  remainder  on  un- 
loading, and  right  delivery  of  cargo,  less  four 
months'  discount." 

The  charter  contained  the  usual  clause,  except* 
ing  losses  by  perils  of  the  sea,  &o. 

The  ship  went  to  Biga,  then  loaded  a  full  cargo 
with  a  deck  load,  and  returned ;  but  on  the  home- 
ward voyage  the  deck  load  was,  without  default  of 
the  shipowner,  washed  overboard  and  lost  by  the 
perils  of  the  sea. 
The  rest  of  the  cargo  having  been  delivered,  the 

Slaintiff  claimed  his  lump  freight,  but  the 
efendant  sought  to  deduct  there&om  a  sum  of 
16Z.  Ids,  9d.  in  respect  of  the  deok  load  lost,  where- 
upon the  plaintiff  sued  to  recover  the  16L  19s.  9d. 

The  cause  was  tried  by  the  Gommon  Serjeant 
without  a  jury,  when  the  defendants  denied  their 
liability  to  pay  freight  for  the  part  of  the  cargo 
lost.  V  erdict  for  l£e  161. 19a.  9a.  Leave  to  move 
to  enter  a  nonsuit. 

A  rule  having  been  obtained  accordingly  upon 
the  authorities  following,  viz. — 

Wright  ▼.  Cowper,  1  Browalow,  21 ; 
Abbott  <m  Shipping,  11th  edit.  3M : 
Smith's  Mercantile  Law,  7th  edit.  825 ; 
Dakin  v.  Oa;^y,  15  C.  B.,  N.  S.,  646;  and 
The  Norufay,  2  Mar.  Law  Cas.  O.  S.  17, 168, 254;  21 
L.  T.  Bep.  K.  S.  57 ;  Bro.  A  Lush.  377. 
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Chraniham  showed  oause. — There  was  in  effect  a 
demise  of  the  ship.    The  defendants  have  had  the 
use  of  the  whole  vessel,  and  the  plaintiff  is  entitled 
to  the  snm  agreed  npon  for  freight  without  deduc- 
tion in  respect  of  the  part  of  the  cargo  which  was 
lost,  throQff h  no  default  on  his  part  but,  by  the  ex* 
cepted  perils.  The  Norway  (2  Mar.  Law  Gas.  O.  8. 
17, 168, 254 ;  12  L.  T.  Rep.  N.  S.  67 ;  Br.  A  L.  377) 
was  cited  on  moving  tlie  rule.     There  it  was 
held  that  in  all  cases  of  short  delivery  under  a 
bill  of  lading,  a  deduction  may  be  made  from 
the  freight  of  such  proportion  as   would  have 
been  payable  if  the  goods  had  been  delivered,  and 
this,  even  though  the  freight  be  lump  freight, 
but  must,  if  necessary,  be  the  subiect  of  a  separate 
action.    But  here  the  cargo  was  lost  by  excepted 
perils,  which  was  not  so  in  the  Norway,  and 
which  distinguishes  this  case  from  that.    [Brbtt, 
J. — Dr.  Lushington  in  that  case  says  (2  Mar.  Law 
Gas.  O.  S.  172),  "The  freight  is  lump  freight, 
and  it  is  urged  on  behalf  of  the  defendant  that 
lump  freight  cannot  be   apportioned,  that  the 
deduction  would  be  difficult  if  not  impossible  to 
calculate,  and  consequently  that  the  only  remedy 
open  to  the  shipper  is   that  of   an  action  for 
damages.    On  the  other  hand,  Mr.  Lush  argued 
for  the  plaintiffs,  that  if  there  was  any  difference 
between  lump  freight  and  freight  per  tale,  it  was, 
that  in  the  case  of  lump  freight,  if  any  part  of  the 
cargo  shipped  was  not  brought  to  the  port  of 
destination,  the  shipowner  in  an  action  for  freight 
could  not  recover  any  freight  at  all,  because  he 
would  not  have  observed  his  own  part  of  the 
contract,  and  in  favour  of  this  proposition  he  cited 
the  old  case  of  Bright  ▼.  Cowper  (1  Brown,  21). 
There  seems  to  have  been  no  recent  decision  on 
the  point,  and  on  consulting  the  various  text-books 
on  the  subject,  I  find  that  they  all  speak  doubt- 
fully as  to  what  would  be  decided  ii  a  case  like 
the  present  was   to  arise,  and  the  court  must 
therefore  fall  back  upon  considerations  of  equity."] 
In  DaUn  v.  (Mey  (2  Mar.  Law  Gas.  O.  S.  6; 
10  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.  268;  16  G.  B.,  N.  S.,  268; 
15  0.  B.,  N.  S.,  646)  it  was  held  that  it  is  no 
answer  to  an  action    bv  a   shipowner   against 
the  charterer  to  recover  might,  that,  by  the  fault 
of  the  master  and  crew,  and  their  negligent  and 
unskilful  navigation  of  the  vessel,  the  cargo  was 
damaged  so  as,  upon  the  arrival  at  the  port  of  dis- 
charge, to  be  then  and  there  of  less  value  than  the 
freight,  and  that  the  charterer  abandoned  it  to 
the  shipowner.     [Beett,   J.— There   the    whole 
cargo  of  coal  arrived  in  specie,  though  damaged. 
But  I  find  the  Norway  went  to  the  Privy  Gouncil, 
and  the  loss  of  part  of  the  cargo  having  been  occa* 
sioned  by  perils  of  the  seas,  the  court  held  that, 
under  the  bills  of  lading  and  charter-party,  the 
master's  lien  on  the  residue  for  freight  extended 
to  the  entire  lump  freight   without  deduction 
(2  Mar.  Law  Gas.  O.  S.  254;  Bro.  &  Lush.  404). 
Now,  there  is  a  decision  directly  in  your  favour.] 
It  is.    [Brett,  J. — But  the  charter  was  in  so!7»e- 
what  different  terms,  for  the  snm  of  11,2502.  was 
to  be  paid  aa  freight  *'for  the  use  and  hire  of 
the  ship."]    A  little  stronger  phrase  than  is  to 
be  found  here,  perhaps,  but  both  cases  are  governed 
by  the  same  principle.    The  payment  here  is  in 
effect  to  be  for  the  use  and  hire  of  the  vessel. 
[Brett,   J. — ^It  is  clear  from  the  judgment  of 
Dr.  Lushington  that  he  put  the  case  entirely  on 
the  ground  of  the  jettison  having  been  caused  by 
the  neglect  of  the  master;  and  in  the  Privy  Goun- 


cil the  Gourt  say  (p.  257),  "It  is  right  tor. id  that 
we  do  not  mean  to  express  an  opinion  that, 
even  if  the  jettison  and  sale  bad  been  attributable 
to  the  negligence  of  the  master,  there  ought  to 
have  been  a  deduction.  Perhaps  in  this  case  the 
proper  remedy  of  the  shipper  would  have  been  by 
a  cross  action."] 

Goek  in  support  of  the  rule. — In  the  Norway 
(sup.)  there  was  a  dear  demise  of  the  vessel,  ana 
Knight  Brnce,  L.J.  (in  the  course  of  the  argument, 
see  B.  &  L.  406)  pointed  out  that  the  shioper 
had  had  the  full  value  of  the  use  of  the  ship.  Here, 
however,  are  no  such  precise  words.  The  contract 
for  lump  freight  was  merely  made  with  reference 
to  the  nature  of  the  cargo,  the  quantity  of  which 
could  not  be  so  easily  ascertained  by  piece  as 
when  bales,  Ao,  are  shipped.  Logs  of  wood  would 
doubtless  vary  in  size  a  ^ood  deiJ;  and,  therefore, 
it  would  be  more  convenient  to  estimate  them  in 
bulk  and  say,  "  For  the  shipload  of  wood  delivered, 
you  shall  pay  freight  3152.  And  for  so  much  aa 
is  not  delivered  a  proportionate  deduction  may  bo 
made." 

Keating,  J. — I  think  the  rule  mustbedischarged. 
This  is  a  question  which  arises  on  the  right  of 
the  shipowner  to  recover  the  whole  of  a  sum  de- 
scribed as  lump  freight,  without  any  deduction  in 
consequence  of  the  loss  of  the  deck  cargo  contem- 
plated by  the  charter-party,  which  loss  occurred 
through  no  default  on  the  part  of  the  shipowner. 
Now  the  charter  was  entered  into  on  the  3rd 
Oct  1872,  and  by  it  the  ship  was  to  go  to  Biga, 
and  there  to  load,  at  two  places  named,  a  full  and 
complete  cargo  of  lath  wood,  the  ship  to  be  pro- 
vided with  a  deck  load.    Then  it  provides  "  that 
the   ship,   so  loaded,   shall  proceed  to  London 
and   deliver   the   same,    being   paid   freight  as 
follows,  viz.  a  lump  snm  of  3152.,  the  cargo  to  be 
taken  from  the  side  of  the  ship ;  fireight  to  be  paid 
in  cash,  half  on  the  arrival,  the  remainder  on  un- 
loading and  right  delivery  of  cargo,  less  four 
months'    discount."      The  ship  took  in  a   full 
cargo,  and  took  the  deck  load  contemplated  by  the 
charter.    But  that  deck  load  was  lost  by  perils  of 
the  sea  and  withont  any  default  by  the  shipowner. 
The  question  is  whether  the  shipowner  is  entitled 
to  recover  the  full  amount  of  31 5£.,  or  whether 
there  should  be  a  proportionate  deduction  in  res- 
pect of  the  freight  payable  on  the  deck  load  which 
was  so  lost  without  the  default  of  the    ship- 
owner.   Some  things  are  quite  clear  in  this  case. 
There  seems  to  be  no  doubt  that,  under  this  charter, 
if  the  charterers  had  loaded  less  than  a  full  cargo, 
the  shipowner  would  have  been  entitled  to  a  pay- 
ment of  the  whole  lump   freight.    Gan  any  r?al 
distinction  in  principle  be  established  between  a 
deficiency  in  the  cargo  caused  by  cargo  not  having 
been  originally  put  on  board,  or  a  deficiency 
caused  by  peril  of  the  sea  without  default  of  the 
shipowner  P    It  seems  to  me  that  there  can  be  no 
such  distinction  in  principle.    The  only  case  relied 
on  in  movin|^  this  rule  seems  to  be  that  of  the 
Norway  decided  in  the  Admiralty  Gourt  by  Dr. 
Lushington,  and  afterwards  taken  to  the  Privy 
Gouncil.    We  have  before  us  the  decision  of  the 
Gourt  on  the  appeal.  There,  on  a  charter-party  not 
altogether  identical  with  this,  but,  on  the  other 
hand,  not  distinguishable  in  principle,  the  Judi- 
cial Gommittee  of  the  Privy  Gouncil  held  the 
shipowner  entitled  to  the  lump  freight  without 
any  dedndion  in  consequence  of  losses  oocurrinf^ 
without  anything  that  could  be  charged  as  negli* 
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^eDoe  in  ihe  shipowner.  The  terms  there  were, 
m  every  respeot,  very  similar  to  those  now  in 
qoeetion ;  snd  it  is  to  be  observed  that  a  por- 
tion of  ihe  lamp  sum  was  to  be  paid  in  advaooe, 
and  ^e  remainder  on  the  trne  and  safficient  de- 
livenr  of  car^  at  the  port  of  discharge,  similar 
words  to  those  in  the  present  charter,  yet,  never- 
tbelees,  they  held  that  the  whole  lamp  sum  was  re- 
coverable, sithongh  part  of  the  carffo  was  lost.  In 
the  Norway,  as  was  pointed  oat  oy  my  Brother 
Brett,  daring  this  argament.  Sir  M.  Yanghan 
Williams  says,  that  althoagh  the  charter  ex- 
pressed the  sam  to  be  paid  as  freight,  yet  it  was 
tor  the  "  nse  and  hire  of  the  ship,"  and  this  lamp 
Bom  was  to  cover  both  the  oat  and  inward  voyage. 
Now,  I  do  not  think  thst  that  makes  any  sabstan- 
tial  distinction  between  the  two  oases,  becaase  it 
was  not  the  less  one  entire  snm  to  be  paid  for  one 
entire  service.  What  was  the  service  for  which 
it  was  to  be  paid?  Was  it  the  bringing  and 
delivery  of  all  cargo  which  might  be  put  on  board, 
or  bringing  cargo  which  might  be  pat  on  board, 
and  was  not,  but  without  default  of  the  ship- 
owner P  Sir  E.  y .  Will iams  said, "  It  was  objected 
on  behalf  of  the  respondent  that  by  the  cliarter- 
party  the  remainder  of  the  lomp  sum  is  made 
payable  only  on  'true  and  final  delivery  of  the 
cargo  at  the  said  port  of  discharge.'  But  it  does 
not  neoessarily  mean  that  the  whole  cargo  origi- 
nally shipped  most  be  delivered.  It  may  well  have 
been  intended  merely  to  fix  the  time  for  payment 
to  be  the  time  of  the  delivery  of  such  cargo  as  the 
ship  brings  with  her  to  the  pore  of  discharge" 
{7  Mar.  Law  Oas.  O.  S.,  p.  257).  It  seems  to  me 
that  the  same  construction  can  be  pat  on  this 
charter-party.  I  think  the  better  opinion  is  clearly 
that  where  a  portion  of  the  cargo  has  been  lost 
without  any  default  on  the  part  of  the  shipowner, 
be  is  entitled  to  be  paid  his  lump  freight,  oven 
althoagh  there  has  been  a  partial  loss. 

Brett,  J. — It  is  quite  true  that  the  terms  of  this 
charter  are  not  exactly  the  same  as  those  ap- 
parently were  in  the  Norway.  But  in  the  pre- 
sent case  I  think  that  the  freight  is  a  stipulated 
parent  for  a  gross  sum  for  the  nse  of  the  whole 
ship  for  the  whole  yoya^e.  Under  these  circum- 
Btanoes  the  rule  is  that  m  the  first  place  the  gross 
sam  will  be  payable,  althoagh  the  merchant  has 
not  fully  laden  the  ship,  for  the  owner  has 
put  his  ship  at  the  disposition  of  the  freighter 
to  load  with  a  full  and  complete  cargo,  if  the 
freighter  so  please,  but  if  he  did  not  so  please,  and 
the  voyage  be  completed  the  shipowner  will  be 
entitled  to  the  lump  sum.  He  has  under  his 
contract  given  the  nse  of  the  ship  for  the  purpose 
of  carrying  a  cargo  to  the  extent  the  freighter 
chooses  to  puton  bmrd.  Therefore,  it  seems  to  me, 
the  charters  in  this  case,  and  in  that  of  the  Nor- 
way,  are  the  same.  In  the  Norway,  it  may  be 
observed  the  freight  was  called  in  both  courts  a 
*'lnmp  freight,"  and  was  so  treated.  I  do  not 
think  that  either  under  that  charter,  or  under  this, 
there  was  what  is  called  a  "  demise  "  of  the  ship, 
the  vessel  remaining  in  both  cases  in  the  posses- 
sion of  the  shipowner.  Bat  it  is  one  gross  sum 
for  the  use  of  the  entire  ship,  instead  of  a  sum  to 
be  paid  for  each  part  of  the  cargo  carried.  Then 
the  fact  that  the  freight  is  to  be  paid  half  on 
arrival  and  the  other  half  on  unloading  and  right 
delivery  oi  cargo,  as  in  the  Norway,  was  relied  on 
to  show  that  it  would  be  payable  on  the  delivering 
of  the  cargo.   What  cargo?  Saoh  as  the  freighter  I 


chooses  to  put  on  board.  Now,  in  this  case,  it  is 
admitted  that  the  disputed  part  of  the  cargo  was 
lost  by  perils  of  the  sea,  within  the  excepted 
perils—therefore,  not  only  lost  without  default  of 
the  shipowner  but,  positively  a  loss  within  the  ex- 
ception. In  the  case  of  the  Norway  before  the  Privy 
Council,  the  court  doubted  whether  even  if  the 
cargo  was  lost  by  the  shipowner  he  would  not  be 
entitled  to  full  freight,  leaving  the  freigVter  to 
bring  an  action  against  him.  Bat  here  the  loss  was 
without  any  default.  Then,  if  this  be  in  fact  the 
same  case  as  the  ^oru^at/,  that  is  a  distinct  authority 
for  saying  that  the  innooent  loss  of  a  portion  of  the 
cargo  does  not  entitle  the  freighter  to  deduct  any 
part  of  the  lump  sum.  Althoagh  a  decision  of 
the  Privy  Council  is  not  in  one  sense  binding  on 
us,  I  think  that  court  has  put  the  true  interpre- 
tation on  the  contract,  and  that  the  freighter 
bonnd  himself  to  pay  the  full  sum  of  315Z.  for 
whatever  things  were  brought  to  England,  (a) 

Rule  dieoharged. 

Attorneys  for  plaintiff,  Wehh  and  Pearson. 

Attorneys  for  defendants.  Parson  and  Lee, 


May  29  and  June,  2, 1873. 
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Marine  policy — Terrene  rish^Ooods  shut  up  in 
heseiged  town—'**  Restraint  of  princes  " — Notice 
of  abandonment — Total  loss. 

Plaintiffs  effected  an  insurance  with  the  defendants 
by  aJjloyds's  policy  in  the  ordinary  forrn- "  lost 

or  not  lost,  cU  and  from  Japafi  ^  Shanghai  to 

Marseilles  ^  Leghorn  ^  London,  via  MarseiUes 

mmd  or  ^  or  ' 

■^p  Southampton^  and  whilst  remaining  there  for 
transit "  on  silks  against  ihs  usual  perils-^ 
*'  arrests,  restraints,  and  detainment  of  jyrinees,*' 
&o.,  and  it  was  agreed  that  the  sUks  should  be 
shipped  by  any  ofihree  designated  lines  of  steamers, 
one  of  which  was  the  Messageries  Imper idles. 
That  company,  as  was  well  known  to  under* 
writers,  ahoays  sent  such  goods  ov&rland  through 
France,  i.e.,  by  the  Lyons  BailwoAf  from  Mar^ 
seilles  to  Paris,  and  thence  by  the  Northern  BaiU 
way  to  Boulogne,  and  thence  to  Lorhdon.  The 
silks  were  shipped  at  Shanghai  for  London  on 
board  a  steamer  of  the  Messageries  Imperiales, 
and  readied  Marseilles  on  the  27th  Aug.  1870. 
There  was  then,  and  from  the  Ibth  July  pre* 
viously  had  been  war  between  France  and  Oer* 
many.  The  sUks  were  despatched  by  the  Lyons 
Bailioay  and  arrived  in  Paris  on  or  before  the 
ISth  Sept.  The  German  armies,  which  were  at 
that  lime  advancing  upon  and  gradually  sur- 
rounding  Paris,  on  the  IQih  completely  invested 
it,  held  miliia/ry  possession  of  aU  the  roads  lead' 
ing  out  of  Parts,  and  prevented  communication 
between  it  and  all  other  places,  by  reason  whereof 
it  was  impossible  to  remove  the  silk  from  Paris. 
This  state  of  siege  continusd,  and  on  the  29th 
Sept.,  while  the  sUks  were  detained  in  Paris,  (he 
plaintiffs ga/oenoticeof  abandonment  to  the  under* 
writers: ' 

Held,  thai  the  policy  covered  the  terrene  risk  of  the 
transit  through  France,  that  the  goods  were  lost  by 
the  perils  insuredagainst,  viz.,  restraint  of  princes ; 
that  notice  of  abandonment  wcks  given  in  reason- 

(a)  Thia  oaie  has  been  sinoe  foUowed  by  the  Court  of 
Qaeen*B  Bench  in  Merchant  Shipfying  Company  r.  Armi* 
tage  (L.  Bep.  W.  N.,  June  14, 1873). 
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able  time  ;   cmd  that,  therefore,  the  plaintiffs  were 

entitled  to  recover  the  sum  instMredfrom  the  under- 

writers  as/or  a  total  loss. 

Action  to  recover  4002.  on  two  policies  of  in- 

surance — and  the  following  Case  was  stated  with- 

oat  pleadinffs. 

1.  The  puintiffs  eflfected  insDrances  on  silks  hj 
two  policies  in  the  ordinary  form  of  Lloyd's  poh- 
oies.  By  one  dated  24th  March,  1870,  which  was 
for  15,0002.,  they  oansed  themselves  in  the  words  of 
the  policy  to  be  insnred  as  follows,  that  is  to  say : 

Lost  or  not  lost  at  an    ftom  Japan  ^  Shanghai  to 

Mar8eUl68  *^  Leghorn  ^  London,  via  MarBailleB  ^ 

Southampton  and  whilst  remaining  there  for  transit, 
iHth  leave  to  oall  at  any  ports  or  plfu)es  in  or  ontof  the 
way  for  all  pnrpoeee. 

2.  The  sabjeot  matter  to  be  insured  is  in  the 
policy  described  as  follows : 

The  said  ship  and  goods  and  merohandiiee,  Ac,  for  so 
mnoh  as  oonoems  the  assured  by  agreement  between 
the  assured  and  assurers  in  the  poli<nr,  are  and  shall  be 
valued  at  15,0002.,  being  on  silks,  to  be  hereafter  valued 
and  declared. 

3.  The  risks  insured  against  are  described  in  the 
policy  described  as  follows : 

Touching  the  adventures  and  perils  which  we  the 
aisurers  are  oontented  to  bear  and  do  take  upon  us  in 
this  voyage^  they  are  of  the  seas,  men  of  war,  fire, 
enemies,  pirates,  rovers,  thieves,  jettisons,  letters 
fd  mart  and  counter  mart,  surpnsals  takings  at 
sea,  arrests,  restraints,  and  detainments  of  all  kings, 
princes,  and  people  of  what  nation,  condition,  and 
quality  soever,  bimratry  of  the  master  and  marini*rs,  and 
of  all  other  perils,  losses,  and  misfortunes  that  have  or 
shall  come  to  the  hurt,  detriment,  or  damage  of  the  said 
goods  and  merchandises  or  ships,  &c.,  or  any  part 
thereof. 

4.  In  the  margin  of  this  policy  is  a  memorandum 
in  the  following  words : 

It  is  hereby  agreed  that  the  silks  insured  by  this  policy 
sh^  be  shipped  by  Peninsular  and  Oriental  Company, 

Messageries  Imperiales  steamers^  the  steamers  of  the 
Mercantile  Trading  Company  of  Liverpool  only.  And  it 
is  further  agreed  that  on  shipments  by  the  last-men- 
tioned company's  steamers,  208.  additional  shall  be 
charged. 

5.  In  the  above  policy,  dated  tho  8fch  April 
1870,  which  was  for  lOOOl,  the  voyage  and  the 
subject  matter  insured  against  are  described  in 
terms  nearly  the  same  as  in  the  first  mentioned 
policy. 

6.  The  defendants  underwrote  each  policy  for 
2002.  (Copies  of  both  policies  were  in  the  Ap- 
pendix to  this  case,  and  might  be  referred  to  as 
part  of  thi»case.) 

7.  Sixty-four  bales  of  silk,  the  subject  of  this 
action,  were  shipped  at  Shanghai  on  board  the 
Messageries  Imperiales  steamer  Phase,  and  con- 
signecTto  the  plaintiffs  under  a  bill  of  lading  dated 
7th  Joly  1870.  (A  copy  whereof  was  in  the  Ap- 
pendix.) 

8.  The  silks  were  duly  declared  on  the  before- 
mentioned  policies  and  valned  at  11,2202.,  and 
36251.,  part  of  the  said  sam  of  11,220L,  was  de- 
clared on  the  first  policy,  and  75952.,  the  residue  of 
the  said  sam  of  11,2202.,  was  declared  on  the 
second  policy.  These  declarations  were  endorsed 
on  the  policies  respectively.  (Copies  of  these  de- 
clarations were  in  the  Appendix.) 

9.  At  the  time  of  the  said  declarations,  and 
thence  until  the  giving  of  the  notice  of  abandon- 
ment hereinafter  mentioned,  the  plaintiffs  were 
interested  in  the  silks  to  the  amount  of  the  said 
sum  of  11|2202. 


10.  The  silks  were  carried  in  the  said  steamer 
Phase  from  Shanghai  to  Hong  Kong.  They 
were  there  transsypped  to  the  steamer  Peiho  of 
the  same  company,  tne  Messageries  Imperiales, 
and  they  were  carried  on  board  the  said  steamer 
Peiho  through  the  Saez  Canal  direct  to  Marseilles. 
This  is  the  ordinary  course  of  basiness  of  the 
Messageries  ImperialeB  in  carrying  the  goods 
from  Shanp^hai  to  Marseilles.  Goods  from  Shanghai 
for  Marseilles  are  carried  by  that  company  from 
Shanghai  to  Hong  Kong  by  a  branch  line  of 
steamers,  and  the  steamers  for  Marseilles  start 
from  Hong  Kong.  The  silks  arrived  at  Mar- 
seilles on  board  the  said  steamer  Peiho  on  the 
27th  Aug.  1870. 

11.  The  Messageries  Imperials  carry  g^oods  at 
through  rates  from  Shanghai  to  London.  Freight 
upon  the  silks  was  paid  to  the  Messageries  un- 
periales  from  Shanghai  to  London. 

12.  ( As  amended  at  sag^stion  of  the  Court.)  Be- 
fore and  at  the  time  of  msarances,  the  steamers 
of  the  Massageries  Imperiales  ran  from  the  East 
to  Marseilles  and  no  farther.  Of  those  of  the 
Peninsular  and  Oriental  Company,  one  line  ran  to 
Marseilles  and  no  further ;  another  ran  direct  to 
Southampton.  Those  of  the  Mercantile  Trading 
Company  ran  direct  to  Liverpool.  Goods  were 
never  in  the  ordinary  course  of  basiness  carried 
from  China,  Japan,  or  India  to  London  vid  Mar- 
seilles, except  by  the  Messageries  Imperiales,  and 
that  company  always  sent  each  goods  overland 
throagh  France,  that  is  to  say,  by  the  Lyons 
Bailway  from  Marseilles  to  Paris,  and  thence  by 
the  Northern  Bailway  to  Bonlogne,  and  thence  to 
London.  Silk  is  usually,  but  not  invariably,  sent 
by  petite  vitesse.  It  was  well  known  among 
underwriters  that  goods  sent  from  China,  Japan, 
or  India  to  London  vid  Marseilles  were  always 
sent  overland  through  France. 

13.  At  the  time  when  the  silks  reached  Mar- 
seilles there  was,  and  from  the  15th  July  pre- 
viously had  been  war  between  France  and  Ger- 
many. 

14.  On  the  15th  Jaly  1870,  a  decree  of  the 
French  Government  was  issued  in  accordance  with 
the  Laws  of  France,  whereby  both  the  Lyons 
Bailway  Company  and  the  Northern  Bailway  Com- 
pany were  bound  immediately  to  place  at  the  dis- 
posal of  the  French  Minister  of  War  all  their 
means  of  transport ;  and  whereby  the  said  com- 
panies were  also  empowered  to  suppress  passeager 
or  goods  trains  as  far  as  might  be  necessary  to 
carry  out  the  before  mentioned  order.  (A  trans* 
lation  of  so  much  of  the  decree  as  was  material 
was  in  the  Appendix.) 

15.  Notice  of  the  before  mentioned  decree  was 
on  the  16th  Jul^r  1870  sent  to  every  station  on 
each  of  the  said  railways  respectively.  A  copy  of 
this  decree  was  posted  up  in  every  station  of  the 
said  Lyons  Bailwav. 

16.  After  the  date  of  the  before  m«Qtioned 
decree'  each  of  the  said  railway  companies  con- 
tinued to  receive  goods  for  carriage  and  to  carry 
them  in  the  ordinair  course,  except  as  hereinafter 
mentioned,  until  such  carriage  was  interrupted  at 
the  times  and  in  the  manner  hereinafter  men- 
tioned. 

17.  Goods  sent  from  Marseilles  to  Paris,  and 
carried  by  the  Northern  Bailway  from  Paris  to 
Boulogne  for  London,  continaed  to  leave  Paris 
regularly  till  the  (5th  Sept.  and  to  arrive  in  London 
reralarlv  till  the  7th  Sept.  1870.    On  the  10th 
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Sept.  1870  carriage  by  the  said  railway  from  Paris 
to  Boulogne  became,  and  thence  until  after  the 
giying  of  the  notice  of  abandonment  hereinafter 
mentioned,  and  until  after  the  commencement  of 
this  action,  continued  to  be  impossible  and  ceased 
altogether  in  consequence  of  the  German  armies 
having  taken  possession  of  parts  of  the  said  rail- 
way, and  intercepted  all  communications  by  such 
railway  between  Paris  and  Boulogne.  During  the 
month  preceding  the  said  10th  Sept.  1870,  the 
time  occupied  by  the  journey  between  Marseilles 
and  London  varied  greatly.  The  time  ordinarily 
occapied  in  that  journey  is  eight  days  for  goods 
sent  by  petite  vitesee. 

18.  On  the  29th  Aug.  1870  the  plaintiffs  re- 
ceived in  London  a  letter  from  their  agent  at 
Shanghai,  informing  them  of  the  shipment  of  the 
Bilk.  This  letter  came  from  Shanghai  to  Mar* 
seilles  by  post  in  the  same  steamer  with  the 
silks. 

19.  On  the  same  29th  Aug.  1870  the  plaintiffs 
wrote  to  their  agents,  Messrs.  Eodocanochi,  of 
Muveilles,  a  letter  containing  the  following 
terms:— 

We  hare  received  advices  from  Shanghai  of  the  sixty- 
five  bales  of  silk  B.  S.  C.  1/65  oonsigned  to  ns  by  j£e 
Phate  steamer  and  OTerland,  that  is  to  say,  by  the  mail 
which  hae  jnst  arrived,  and  we  find  in  the  ad  vices  the 
following  cUnse : — "  To  be  warehoased  at  Marseilles  at 
the  company's  expense  dnring  one  month,  and  to  await 
orders  from  the  consignee."  Be  good  enongh,  therefore, 
to  give  orders  to  the  agent  that  the  silks  may  be  for- 
warded  to  London. 

On  the  same  day  the  plaintiffs  wrote  to  their 
said  agents  at  Marseilles  another  letter  contain- 
ing the  following  terms : 

The  first  65  bales  from  Shanghai  are  coming  by  the 
French  steamer,  and  the  freight  is  paid  to  London.  We 
do  not  doubt  that  yon  have  given  orders  to  send  them 
here.    They  are  insured,  including  war  risk 

These  letters  would  in  the  [ordinary  course  of 
post  reach  Marseilles  on  the  8l8t  Au^r.  1870. 

20.  On  the  31st  Aug.  1870  Messrs.  Bodocanochi, 
of  Marseilles,  sent  the  director  of  the  Maritime 
Service  of  the  Messageries  imperiales  a  letter,  of 
which  the  following  is  the  translation : 

Marseilles,  Slst  Ang.  1870. 
The  Director  of  the  Maritime  Service  nf  the  Messa- 
geries Imperiales, — In  town.  We  receive  the  orders  of 
Messrs.  Bodocanochi,  Sons,  and  Co.  to  despatch  to  Lon- 
don the  65  bales  of  silk,  *'  £.  fif.C."  arrived  from  China 
by  the  fVench  steamboat,  Peiho,  which  you  hold  in 
warehouse  to  their  orders.  We  forward  yon  their  order 
at  onoe,  begging  yon  to  have  the  goodness  to  execute  it 
to-daj,  if  possible.  We  have,  &o. 

(Signed)  F.  &  K.  Bodocanochi. 

21.  On  the  same  Slst  Aug.  1870  Messrs  Rodo- 
oanochi,  of  Marseilles,  wrote  to  the  plaintiffs  in 
London  a  letter,  from  which  the  following  is  an 
extract : 

We  are  are  glad  to  hear  that  yon  have  insured  the  65 
bales  of  silk,  including  war  risk,  and  we  have  ordered 
them  to  be  forwarded  to  London,  as  yon  will  see  by  the 
indoted  copy  of  our  letter  to  the  Messageries  Impc' 
riales. 

22.  The  pilks  were  delivered  to  the  Lyons 
Kailway  Company  on  the  2nd  Sept.  1870,  and  a 
receipt  for  them  was  given  by  that  company.  [A 
copy  of  this  receipt,  and  of  the  endorsement  there- 
upon was  in  the  Appendix.] 

23.  The  silks  were  despatched  from  Marseilles 
on  the  3rd  Sept.  1870  by  petite  viteese, 

24  The  silks  arrived  at  Bercy  on  or  before  the 
13th  Sept.  1870.    Bercy  is  the  railway  station  in 


Paris,  at  which  goods  sent  by  the  Lyons  railway 
arrive. 

25.  At  the  time  of  the  arrival  of  the  silks  at 
Marseilles,  and  thence,  until  and  after  the  ar- 
rival of  the  silks  at  Bercy,  the  German  'armies 
had  invaded  and  occupied  a  large  part  of  France, 
and  were  advancing  upon  and  gradually  surround- 
ing Paris,  which  state  of  things  continued  until  the 
19th  Sept.  1870,  on  which  day  the  German  armies 
completely  invested  Paris.  From  the  last-men- 
tioned day  until  the  giving  of  the  said  notice  of  aban- 
donment, and  thence  until  the  commencement  of 
this  action,  they  completely  surrounded  and  be- 
seiged  Paris,  and  held  military  possession  of  all 
the  roads  leading  out  of  Paris,  and  prevented 
communication  between  Paris  and  all  other  places, 
by  reason  whereof  it  was  during  all  this  time  afore- 
said impossible  to  remove  the  silk  from  Paris. 

26.  On  the  29th  Sept.  1870,  while  the  silks  Were 
detained  in  Paris  as  above-mentioned,  Messrs. 
Bodocanochi,  of  Marseilles,  received  from  the 
Messageries  Imperiales  a  letter  informing  them  of 
the  detention  of  the  silk  at  Bercy.  (A  transla- 
tion was  in  the  Appendix.) 

27.  On  the  7th  Oct.  1870  the  plaintiffs  gave 
notice  of  abandoning  the  silks  to  the  defendant 
and  the  other  underwriters.  (A  copy  of  the  notice 
was  in  the  Appendix.) 

28.  After  the  commencement  of  this  action  the 
silks  were  forwarded  to  London,  and  they  arrived 
in  London  in  an  undamaged  state  on  the  20bh 
March  1871. 

29.  A  correspondence,  commencing  on  the  17th 
March  and  ending  on  the  9lih  May  1871,  took 
place  between  Messrs.  Markby  and  Tarry,  the 
plaintiff's  attorneys  and  solicitors,  and  Waltons 
and  Babb,  the  defendant's  attorneys.  (A  copy  of 
this  correspondence  was  in  the  Appendix.)  The 
notice  referred  to  in  the  letter  of  the  17th  March 
1871,  from  Messrs.  Markby  and  Tarry  to  Messrs . 
Waltons  and  Bubb,  was  a  notice,  of  the  arrival  of 
the  silks  in  London  received  by  the  plaintiffs 
from  the  Messageries  Imperiales.  The  plaintiffs, 
taking  upon  themselves  to  act  for  the  benefit  of 
the  underwriters,  dealt  with  the  silks  in  the  man- 
ner hereinafter  mentioned. 

30.  On  the  2nd  Sept.  1870  the  plaintiffs  had  by  a 
written  contract  bearing  date  that  day  sold  the 
silks  to  arrive,  on  the  terms  that  the  prompt  should 
be  four  months  from  making,  and  that  in  the 
event  of  the  silks  not  arriving  the  contract  was 
to  be  null  and  void.  (A  copy  was  in  the  Ap- 
pendix.) 

31.  When  the  silks  arrived  in  London  the 
prices  of  silks  were  about  the  same  as  at  the 
time  when  the  contract  of  the  2nd  Sept.  1870  was 
made. 

32.  The  purchasers  elected  to  take  and  did 
receive  the  silks  after  t.heir  arrival  in  London 
under  the  last  mentioned  contract  and  paid  the 
plaintiffs  the  net  price  of  93621 12^.  6(2.,  in  accord- 
ance with  the  terms  of  the  contract. 

33.  The  court  might  draw  inferences  of  fact. 

34.  A  claim  was  made  on  behalf  of  the  plain- 
tiffs before  the  arbitrator,  by  whom  this  case  was 
stated,  to  recover  as  for  a  partial  loss  of  the  silks, 
first  in  respect  of  an  alleged  loss  of  wei|;ht  in  the 
silks  by  a  natural  process  of  drying,  durmg  and  in 
conseqaence  of  their  detention  in  Paris,  and 
secondly,  in  respect  of  loss  of  interest  upon  the 
purchase  money  to  be  received  for  the  sillra  dnring 
the  period  of  such  detention. 
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The  qaestions  for  the  coart  were:  Firsfc, 
whether  the  silks  were  covered  by  the  policies  at 
the  time  of  the  alleged  loss ;  secondly,  whether  the 
plaintiffs  were  entitled  to  recover  for  a  total  loss 
of  the  silks ;  thirdly,  whether  the  plaintiffs  were 
entitled  in  point  of  law  to  recover  as  for  a  pa.r- 
tial  loss,  in  respect  of  the  matters  mentioned  in 
par.  34,  or  either  of  them. 

If  the  conrt  sbonld  be  of  opinion  in  favour  of 
the  plaintiffs  en  the  first  qaestion,  and  that  there 
had  been  a  total  loss,  judgment  was  to  be  entered 
for  the  plaintiffs  for  an  amount  to  be  ascertained 
as  the  court  ehall  direct,  with  the  costs  of  suit. 

If  the  court  shonld  be  of  opinion  in  favour  of 
the  plaintiffs  on  the  first  qnestion,  and  that  the 
plaintiffs  were  entitled  in  point  of  law  to  recover 
as  for  a  partial  loss,  in  respect  of  the  matters 
referred  to  in  the  third  question,  or  either  of  them, 
the  case  should  be  referred  back  to  the  arbitra- 
tor, by  whom  this  case  was  stated,  to  find  what 
sum  (if  any)  was  recoverable  in  respect  of  such 
matter  or  matters,  and  in  such  case  judgment 
shonld  be  entered  for  the  plaintiffs  for  the  amount 
(if  any)  which  should  be  foandtobeso  recoverable 
with  the  costs  of  suit.  And  if  nothing  should 
be  found  to  be  so  recoTerable,  judgment  should  be 
entered  or  the  defendant  for  his  costs. 

If  the  court  should  be  of  opinion  in  favour  of  the 
defendant  upon  the  first  question,  or  upon  the 
second  and  third  questions,  judgment  should  be 
entered  for  the  defendant  for  bis  costs. 

Field,  Q.G.  (with  him  Theaiger)  for  the  plain- 
tiffs— First,  the  risk  was  covered  by  the  policy. 
The  voyage  actually  made,  viz.  to  London  via 
Marseilles,  was  within  the  policy,  and  the  words  in 
the  description  of  the  voyage,  *'  whilst  remaining 
there  for  transit,"  apply  to  any  of  the  voyages 
stipulated  for  which  involve  land  transit,  as  the 
vovage  in  qnestion  undoubtedly  did  to  the  know- 
ledge of  the  underwriters  (par.  12).  Part  of  the 
journey  was  clearly  terrene. 

Secondly,  the  loss  was  caused  by  one  of  the 
perils  insured  against,  viz.  an  arrest,  restraint, 
or  detainment  of  princes.  There  are  no  Eng- 
lish cases  precisely  in  point,  but  the  American 
case  of  Oliveira  v.  The  Union  Insurance  Com* 
pany  (3  Wheat.  183;  4  Curtis,  193)  is  nearly 
BO,  where  it  was  held  that  a  vessel  within  a  port 
blockaded  after  the  commencement  of  her  voyage, 
and  prevented  from  proceeding  on  it,  sustains  a 
loss  by  a  peiil  within  this  clause  of  the  policy 
insuring  against  the  arrest,  restraint,  and  de- 
tention of  kinffs,  &c,  for  which  the  insurers  are 
liable.  [Brett,  J. — But  a  blockade  is  for  the  very 
purpose  of  preventing  ships  going  out  of  the 
port].  Just  as  the  investment  of  Paris,  in  Che 
present  case,  was  to  prevent  the  exit  of  men  and 
goods.  [Brett,  J. — Does  no  English  case  decide 
that  blockade  is  an  arrest  P]  None ;  but  there  is 
one  in  which  it  was  held  that  the  fear  of  arrest 
preventing  the  master  of  a  vessel  from  entering  a 
port  did  not  amount  to  a  total  loss. 

Hadkinson  v.  RohinBon,  9  Bos.  A  P.  388 ; 
Ltibbock  V.  Rawcroftf  5  Esp.  50 ; 
Barker  v.  Blakes,  9  East.  283. 

Those  three  cases  are  the  only  English  authorities 
bearing  on  the  question.  In  Oliveira  v.  The  Union 
Insurance  Company  («t«p.),  Marshall,  O.J.  de- 
livering the  judgment  of  the  Supreme  (3ourt  of 
the  United  States  says,  **  The  question,  whether  a 
blockade  is  a  peril  insured  against  is  one  on 
which  the  court  has  entertained  great  doubts.    In 


oonsidering  it,  the  import  of  the  several  words 
used  in  the  clause  has  been  examined.    It  cer- 
tainly is  not '  an  arrest,'  nor  is  it  a '  detainment.' 
Each  of  these  terms  implies  possession  of    the 
thing  by  the  power  which  arrests  or  detains ;  and 
in  the  case  of  a  blockade  the  vessel  remains  in  the 
possession  of  the  master.    Bat  the  conrt  does  not 
understand  the  clause  as  requiring  a  concurrence 
of  the  three  terms,  in  order  to  constitute  the  peril 
described.    They  are  to  be  taken  severally ;  and  if 
a  blockade  be  a  *  restraint,'  the  insured  are  pro- 
tected against  it,  although  it  be  neither  an '  arrest ' 
nor  *  detainment.' "  (p.  194.)    (He  also  read  other 
passages  of  this  judgment,  which  are  cited  by 
Bovill,  G.J.  infra.)  That  is  a  case  precisely  analo- 
gous to  the  present  one.     [Brett,  J. — ^The  ship 
there  was  within  a  blockaded  port,  but  I  believe 
the  American  courts  have  gone  still  further  and 
held  that  a  blockade  preventing  entrance  into  the 
port  is  restraint.]     The  Saliue  v.  The  United  In- 
surance Company  (15   Johns.    N.    Y.    Sop.    Ct. 
Bep.    523),    an   American    brig  bound   for   St. 
Petersburg  during   our   war  with  her  country 
put  into   Wingo  Sound,    near    Gothenburg,    a8 
a    place   of  safety;    but  it  was  impossible   for 
her   to    pursue    her   voyage    without   the   cer- 
tainty of   capture.     The   Baltic    was    thronged 
with  British  cruisers ;  several  were  stationed  in 
Wingo  Sound,  one  or  more  of  which  were  always 
in  sight  from  Grothenburg,  and  the  vessel  must 
have  attempted  to  pass  them  to  get  to  sea.    The 
voyage  was  in  consequence  abandoned.  Thompson, 
C.J.  delivering  judgment  said,  *'  The  loss  in  this 
case  may,  I  think,  fairly  fall  within  the  risk  of 
restraint  ot  princes  or  of  men-of-war.    It  is  not 
necessary  to  constitute  a  loss  by  the  peril,  that 
actual  physical  force  should  beappliedtothe  subject 
insured:"  (p. 528).  Exclusion  may  not  be  restraint; 
but  here  was  restraint.    The  American  authori- 
ties seem  to  show  that  the  fact  of  the  master 
abandoning  the  voyage  merely  quia  timet,  is  not 
enough  to  be  a  total  loss ;  but  m  the  present  case 
there  was  actual  inability  to  move,  Geipel  v.  Smith 
(ante,  vol.  1,  p.  268 ;   L.  Rep.  7  Q.  B.  404 ;  26  L.  T. 
ilep.  N.  S.  361)  was  an  action  on  a  charter-party 
against  Enf^lish  shipowners  for  refusing  to  let  the 
ship  take  goods  to  Hamburg  according  to  their 
agreement;  they  pleaded  the  blockade  of  the  port 
by  the  fleets  of  France,  and  that  an  attempt  to 
run  the  blockade  would  contravene  a  British  pro- 
clamation of  neutrality,  and  it  was  held  that  they 
were  justified  in  throwing  up  the  contract  as  the 
further  performance  was  prevented  by  an  excepted 
cause,  viz.,  the  blockade,  which  was  a  **  restraint 
of  princes."     [Brett,    J.— But  the  clause  there 
was  in  a  charter-party,  to  which  case  the  doctrine 
of  causa  prozima  does  not  apply.]    It  is  difficult 
to  understand  the  distinction  between  causa  prox' 
ima  with  xeference  to  a  charter,  and  with  reference 
to  a  policy,  although  a  distinction  certainly  exists. 
If  not  a  restraint  this  was  an  arrest :  (Bird  y.  Jones, 
7Q.B.242).     There  the  plaintiff  attempting  to 
pass  in  a  particular  direction,  was  obstructed  by 
defendant,  who  prevented  him  from  going  in  any 
direction  but  one,  not  being  that  in  which  he  had 
endeavoured  to  pass ;  and  it  was  held  to  be  no 
imprisonment,  for  as  Coleric^e,  J.  said,  "A  prison 
may  have  its  boundary  large  or  narrow,  visible 
and  tangible,  or,  though  real,  still  in    the  con- 
ception only ;  it  may   itself  be  movable  or  fixed  ; 
but  a  boundary  it  must  have."  .  .  .  The  restraint 
must  be  within  a  circumscribed  space,  and  here  it 
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was  so.  [Bkett,  J. — ^Wbat  differenoe  is  there 
between  this  case  and  capture?]  Yery  little. 
[BsETT,  J. — Considerable,  for  the  Grerman  armies 
neyer  took  yonr  goods  but  let  them  lie  in  Paris, 
sajing,  only  "if  they  come  out  we  will  capture 
them,"  Nevertheless,  the  American  cases  are 
strongly  in  your  favour,  as  the  reasooiog  in  them 
seems  to  l>e  that  an  arrest  means  taking  pos- 
session, therefore  restraint  must  mean  something 
other  than  taking  possession.]  Thirdly,  there  was 
at  the  time  of  the  notice  of  abandonment  such  a 
state  of  things  as  to  give  rise  to  a  reasonable 
probability  that  the  assured  would  be  deprived  of 
the  ownership  of  the  goods  for  an  indefinite 
period,  and  therefore  he  was  justified  in  abandon- 
ing: 

Itoux  V.  Salvador,  3  Bisg.  N.  G.  166. 
J^f  Q*^>*  («^-  G.  Mathew  with  him),  for  the  defen- 
dants.— First,  the  policy  only  covered  the  goods 
while  they  were  water  borne.  Primd  fade,  a  marine 
policy  only  applies  to  risks  which  may  be  incurred 
while  the  objects  insured  are  afloat,  and  does  not 
cover  terrene  risk.  Moreover,  there  is  in  the 
present  policy  a  clear  intention  to  cover  marine 
risk  only.  **  The  general  rule,  in  fact,  is  clear, 
that  the  underwriter  in  a  sea  policy  insures  only 
against  sea  risks ;  the  risk  on  goods,  therefore, 
ends  directly  they  are  put  on  terra  firma,  unless 
they  are  placed  there  only  for  a  temporary  pur- 
pose, or  under  such  circumstances  as  to  be  pro- 
tected by  the  usage  of  trade."  Arnould  on  In- 
surance (4th  edit.),  p.  369,  citing  Harriton  v.  Elli$ 
(7  E.  &  B.  465),  where  although  there  was  a 
memorandum  on  the  policy  giving  liberty  to  load, 
reload,  &o,  goods  on  the  coast  of  Africa,  it  was 
held  that  the  policr  embraced  only  maritime  lisks ; 
and  Lord  Campbell,  O.J.  asked  during  argument, 
"  Can  the  marine  policy  be  extended  to  goods  on 
shore  without  something  on  the  face  of  the  policy 
so  io  extend  it  P"  and  said  in  his  judgment,  '*  I  can 
see  here  no  words  th'at  can  be  reasonably  extended  to 
cover  goods  on  land:*'  (p.  480.)  So  in  S.  C. ;  26 
L.  J.  239,  Q.B.,  Orompton,  J.  says,  "  I  am  of  the 
same  opinion.  I  am  at  a  loss  to  find  any  words 
in  this  policy  which  would  apply  to  a  case  of  loss 
on  shore.  No  such  intention  of  the  parties  is  ex- 
pressed in  the  policy  :*'  (p.  243.)  No  doubt  two 
cases  exist  showing  that  terrene  risk  might  be 
included  in  a  marine  policy  (Pelly  v.  Royal  Ex' 
change  Iruurance  Company,  1  Burr.  341;  and 
Bruugh  v.  Whitmore,  4  T.  B.  206),  bnt  of  the  first  of 
them,  Campbell,  C.  J.,  in  Harrison  v.  Ellis  (sup.), 
says,  it  is  clearly  distinguishable.  ...  It  was 
an  insurance  on  specific  goods  which  were  the 
furniture  of  the  ship,  whether  they  were  in  the 
ship  or  on  land."  [Brett,  J. — Would  not  the 
same  principle  apply  to  cargo  P  If  part  of  the  land 
is  made  part  of  the  voyage  by  the  usage,  the  loss 
on  the  island  is  equivalent  to  loss  on  the  sea.]  In 
Australian  Assurance  Company,  v.  Saunders,  an 
nnrepn ted  case  decided  by  this  court  byWUles 
and  Keating,  J  J.  on  the  29th  May  1872,  a  question 
somewhat  like  the  present  arose.  (He  referred  to 
the  shorthand  notes  of  the  judgment).  The  point, 
however,  was  whether  two  policies  covered  the 
same  time.  [Brett,  J. — And  I  understand  that 
the  decision  was  that  the  policies  were  not  of 
the  same  kind,  and  therefore  it  did  not  cover 
this  point.  Moreover  there  was  no  usage,  so 
the  case  turned  on  the  terms  of  the  charter.] 

Secondiv,  the  policy  begins  by  describing  the 
voyage.  The  iourney  is  laid  out  by  the  opening  sen- 


tences. Taking  Japan  and  London  as  the  termini, 
the  insurance  is  between  those  ports.  The  earlier 
words  are  merely  to  describe  the  course  without 
extending  the  policy  to  terrene  risk.  Then  "  while 
remaining  therefor  transit,"  the  goods  are  insured 
at  the  places  named  where  they  stay  for  transit, 
not  in  transit.  If  the  goods  were  insured  over- 
land those  words  would  be  unnecessary,  for  the 
goods  would  then  be  covered  while  going  to  the 
station  and  waiting  at  the  intermediate  stations; 
and  if  it  was  intended  to  cover  them  in  transit, 
why  was  not  that  expressed  ?  [Brett,  J. — These 
words  are  always  inserted  to  cover  the  risk  of  the 
carrying  of  the  goods  from  the  great  ship  by  small 
craft  to  shore.  Yes,  they  are  absolutely  neces- 
sary to  cover  the  risks  at  the  intermediate  ports. 
If  the  silks  came  by  a  Peninsular  and  Oriental 
Company's  vessel,  they  would  have  to  be  tran- 
shipped, not  so  if  they  were  brought  by  one  of  the 
other  companies.  They  would  be  landbome  by 
the  Peninsular  and  Oriental  Company  through 
the  Desert,  and  would  not  be  insured  during  that 
period.  But,  as  the  premia  are  the  same,  why 
should  the  risks  be  so  varied  as  the  plaintiffs  seek  to 
make  them  P  Secondly  as  to  whether  this  was  a  loss 
by  the  perils  insured  against,  there  has  been  no  loss 
at  all.  The  goods  reached  Paris  in  charge  of  a 
carrier  appointed  by  the  plaintiffs.  Paris  was 
then  a  town  to  which  persons  went  at  their  peril. 
It  was  uncertain  when  they  could  proceed.  The 
silks  were  always  at  the  disposal  of  the  plaintiff, 
who  might  have  disposed  of  them  in  Paris.  There 
was  no  requisition  of  these  goods  or  threat  of 
seizure  by  the  Germans.  They  remained  in  Paris 
simply  because  the  carriers  could  not  enter.  The 
goods  were,  figuratively  speaking,  no  more  than 
windbound.  [Brett,  J. — By  the  law  of  nations 
the  goods  of  merchants  are  not  touched  by  captors 
investing  a  town,  they  are  only  confiscated  if  an 
attempt  is  made  to  bring  them  out.]  A  mere  re- 
tardation of  the  voyage  is  not  a  good  cause  of 
abandonment. 

Anderson  v.  Wallisy  2  M.  <&  S.  240 ; 

Hwnt  v.  The  Royal  Exchange  As9uranee,$  M.  &  S.  47. 

Thirdly,  as  to  the  restraint  of  princes.  There  is 
an  evident  distinction  between  Geipel  v.  Smith 
{sup.)  and  this  case  ;  for  where  a  contract  is  entered 
into  subject  to  an  exception  of  restraint  of  (irinces, 
the  parties  are  excused  from  performance  when 
even  fear  of  restraint  operates  as  restraint ;  but  a 
wide  difference  exists  between  a  charter  and  a 
policy  in  this  respect,f  or  in  a  marine  policy  the  proxi- 
mate and  not  the  reniote  risks  are  insured  agaiast. 
For  example,  in  Taylor  v.  Dunbar  (h.  Rep.  4  C.  P. 
204)  meat  delayed  on  a  voyage  by  tempestuous 
weather  became  putrid  and  was  thrown  overboard 
— held  not  a  loss  by  perils  of  the  sea,  or  within  the 
words  "  all  other  perils  and  misfortunes,"&o.,in  the 
policy.  "  Restraint  of  princes,"  has  never  been  ex- 
tended to  a  case  of  blockade :  (see  Barker  v.  Blokes, 
9  East,  283,  per  Lord  Ellenborongh,  p.  293.)  There 
the  restraint  of  princes  was  when  the  ship  was  actu- 
ally seized.  Blockade  is  not  equivalent  to  re- 
straint of  princes :  (Foster  v.  Christie,  II  East, 
205).  There  a  British  ship,  insured  from  Hull  to 
St.  Petersburgh,  having  sailed  under  convoy  to 
the  Sound,  was  afterwards  stopped  in  her  course 
by  a  king's  ship  in  the  Baltic,  from  an  appre- 
hension of  hostilities,  for  eleven  days,  and  then 
proceeded  to  a  point  of  rendezvous  for  convoy, 
when  she  waited  seven  days  longer,  and  then 
sailed  under  convoy  till  the  king's  officer  received 
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iDtelligenne  tbat  a  hostile  embarp^o  was  laid  on 
British  ships  at  St.  Petersbarp^h,  whea  he  ordered 
the  fleet  back  to  the  place  of  rendezvous,  from 
whence  the  ship  returned  to  Hull.  Held,  that  this 
loss  of  the  Yoya^i^e  was  not  attributable  to  the 
arrest  or  detainment  of  kings,  &o.  but  immediately 
to  the  fear  of  the  hostile  embargo  in  the  port  of 
destination,  and  therefore  not  within  the  policy, 
though  if  the  ship  had  not  been  detained  in  the 
first  instance  by  the  king's  officer,  she  would  have 
arrived  in  time  at  St.  Petersburgh  to  have  de- 
livered her  cargo  before  the  embargo.  And  see  the 
judgment  of  Lord  Ellenborough  thereon  (p.  209). 
[Brett,  J. — The  immediate  cause  of  retardation  of 
the  voyage  was  the  king's  officer  of  the  ship's  own 
country — clearly  not  a  restraint  of  princes.  Those 
cases  are  where  there  was  a  blockade  of  the  port  into 
which  the  ship  was  going,  but  here  you  warn*  a 
case  of  blockade  of  the  pore  in  which  th^  goods 
are.  [Bovill,  C  J. — If  there  had  been  an  embargo 
here,  would  that  be  a  restraint  of  princes  P J  Cer- 
tainly ;  and  there  is  little  or  no  difference  between 
restraint  and  arrest.  [Baett,  J. — Capture  is 
taking  possession  with  intent  to  change  the  pro- 
perty ;  arrest  is  taking  with  intent  ultimately  to 
restore  to  the  owner;  restraint,  a  prevention  of 
the  goods  going].  No  case  iu  England  dis- 
tinguishes between  exclusion  and  inclusion, 
[Brett,  J. — ^What  is  the  difference  between  em- 
bargo and  blockade  of  a  port  ?]  Blockade  of  a 
port  with  neutral  goods  inside  is  the  same  case  as 
where  a  hostile  power  for  the  sake  of  naval 
operations  refuses  to  allow  the  goods  to  pass  out, 
but  there  is  no  war  on  the  goods,  nor  anything 
done  to  them  so  long  as  they  rest  qaiet.  [Brett, 
J. — Embargo  still  leaves  the  goods  with  the  owner; 
it  is  no  claim  to  seize  and  sell].  It  is  a  step  to 
seizure.  [Brf.tt,  J. — Not  so;  but  a  mere  prohi- 
bition]. In  Wheaton's  International  Law,  842, 
we  read  that  "a  neutral  ship  can  only  carry  out 
the  goods  brought  in,"  which  tends  to  show 
that  there  is  no  analogy  between  this  case  and 
one  of  naval  blockade.  Here,  the  Prussians  sur- 
rounding Paris,  the  carriers  do  not  go  out  for  fear, 
— a  remote  and  not  proximate  cause  of  loss.  In 
Hadkinson  v.  Bobinaon  (3  Bos.  &  P.  392)  Lord 
Alvanley,  C.J.  says,  "  Detention  of  the  cargo  on 
board  the  ship  at  a  neutral  port,  in  consequence 
of  the  danger  of  entering  the  port  of  destination, 
cannot  create  a  loss  within  the  meaning  of  the 
policy,  because  it  does  not  arise  from  a  peril  in- 
sured against."  [Brett,  J.-^You  may  assume 
it  to  be  settled,  by  a  number  of  cases,  that 
exclusion  from  a  port  is  not  restraint  according 
to  English  law.]  The  peril  is  only  collateral, 
and  in  this  respect  there  is  no  difference  in 
principle  between  an  exclusive  and  inclusive 
blockade  [Grove,  J. — Save  the  material  distinc- 
tion, that  in  the  latter  case  the  goods  are  re- 
strained, and  in  the  former  they  are  not  so.  One 
is  a  restraint,  the  other  an  injunction.]  [Brett,  J. 
— What  is  your  distinction  between  a  blockaded 
port  and  a  besieged  town  P]  There  is  a  well  re- 
cognised law  of  nations  applicable  to  the  port,  and 
none,  apparently,  to  a  town  beseiged. 

Field,  Q.C.  replied. 

BoviLL,  C.J. — ^I  have  never  entertained  the 
least  doubt  but  that  the  object  of  the  insurance  in 
this  case  was  to  cover  the  goods  from  the  time  of 

departure  from  Japan    ^  Shanghai J[ until    they 

should  have  arrived  at  the  terminus  of  the  our- 


ney,  viz.,  at  London,  and  that  the  general  inten- 
tion was  that  all  risks  should  be  covered,  both 
during  the  transit  on  land  as  well  as  during  the 
transit  by  water,  and  on  board  ship.  The  ques- 
tion is  whether  that  intention  is  or  is  not  ex- 
pressed by  the  terms  in  which  the  policy  is 
framed.  That  must  depend,  of  course,  on  the 
language  of  the  instrument  itself.  But  in  dis- 
cussing the  question  as  to  the  meaning  of  the 
policy  we  must  not  forget  what  was  the  whole 
course  of  business ;  and  therefore,  to  what  par- 
ticular mode  of  transit  the  terms  of  the  policy 
must  be  considered  to  apply.  The  course  of 
business  is  stated  in  par.  12  as  amended.  [His 
Lordship  read  that  paragraph.]  It  has  been  ad- 
mitted, and  properly  so, by  the  learned  counsel  for 
the  defendants  in  argument  (although  there  is 
no  statement  in  the  case  to  that  effect)  that  silks 
for  London  coming  via  Southampton,  would  pass 
from  Southampton  to  London,  overland,  in  the 
ordinary  course  of  business.  That,  also,  must  be 
assumed  to  have  been  known  to  the  under- 
writers here.  Now,  what  are  the  terms  of  this 
policy?  The  statement  of  the  insurance  is  this  : 
the  plaintiffs  caused  themselves  to  be  insured, 

"  Lost  or  not  lost,  at  and  from  Japan  ^  Shang- 
hai to  Marseilles  ^   Leghorn    ^    London  vld 


or 


or 


Marseilles  ^  Southampton,  and  whilst  re- 
maining there  for  transit  with  leave  to  call  at 
any  ports  or  places  in  or  out  of  the  way  for  all 
purposes."  According  to  the  understood  usage  ia 
mercantile  business,  the  words  "  °i^  London  via 

or 

Marseilles,"  necessarily  include  a  passage  from 
Marseilles,  overland,  through  France,  and  the 
meaning  to  be  placed  upon  these  words  must  be 
the  same  as  if  it  had  been  expressly  stated  on  the 
face  of  the  policy  ^*^  London,  vid  Marseilles,  b  7 

railway  through  France  and  then  to  Boulogne  and 
London,"  clearly  including  a  journey  overland. 

Then  come  the  words,  "  ^^  Southampton ;"  and  it 

is  equally  admitted  that  they  would  mean  the 
voyage  or  journey  to  Southampton,  and  then  ce 
overland  to  London.  The  description,  there- 
fore, of  the  nature  of  the  voyage  or  journey 
insured,  clearly  describes  a  journey  both  by 
land  or  water ;  and  I  should  say,  under  these 
circumstances,  the  fair  interpretation  of  the 
policy  is  that  the  goods  were  intended  to 
be  covered  by  a  policy  insuring  them  against 
loss  by  the  risks  mentioned,  during  the  whole 
transit,  whether  by  land  or  water.  Mr.  Day  con- 
tended that  the  addition  of  these  words,  "and 
whilst  remaining  there  for  transit,"  shows  it  was 
not  intended  to  oover  goods  while  in  their  transit 
on  land,  but,  while  stopping,  or  remaining  at 
rest,  during  the  sea  passage.  I  do  not  think  these 
words  have  any  such  e£feot.  The  general  terms 
of  the  policy  would  cover  the  goods  in  course  of 
transit,  and  those  words,  if  necessary  at  all,  would 
apply  to  cases  where  there  were  detained  for  some 
time  while  in  course  of  transit,  either  by  land 
or  water.  There  is  another  part  of  the  policy 
which  also  shows  it  was  contemplated  by  both 
parties  that  a  portion  of  the  voyage  would  be  by 
land,  viz.,  the  description  of  the  vessel,  **by 
steamer  or  steamers  per  overland  or  vid  Suez 
Canal,"  which  seems  to  contemplate  the  possibi- 
I  lity  of  the  good  coming  altogether  by  water 
I  through  the  Suez  Canal,  or  a  portion    coming 
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OTorland.  Now,  "steamer  overland"  cannot 
mean  by  steamer  coming  overland,  and  the  policy 
seems  iotended  to  cover  the  transit  whether 
by  land  or  water.  The  adventure  is  to  begin  on 
goods  from  being  loaded  on  board  ship,  bat  is  to 
oontinne  "until  the  goods  or  merchandise  shall 
be  arrived  at  as  above."  At  where  P  Why,  in 
this  case,  at  London,  by  a  route,  partly  by  water, 
partly  by  land,  acooiding  to  the  usage  and  under- 
standing of  merchants.  Policies  of  the  kind  in 
question  are,  I  believe,  not  uncommon  in  cases 
which  have  come  under  my  notice.  I  have 
known  cases  where  the  insurance  has  been 
effected  covering  goods  from  the  west  coast  of 
America,  coming  overland  through  America, 
and  then  in  vessels;  and  here  the  insurance 
has  covered  stopping,  &c,,  not  only  on  the 
joamey  to  Southampton  but  to  London,  and 
I  can  see  no  possible  reason  why  an  insurance 
should  not  be  effected,  covering  the  whole  transit. 
My  opinion  is  that  the  intention  was  to  cover 
the  transit  of  their  goods  until  the  arrival  in 
London,  whether  they  were  upon  land  or  water, 
and  therefore  that  the  risks  of  transit  through 
Tnnoe  are  covered  by  this  policy. 

The  question  then  arises  whether,  by  reason  of 
what  occured  after  the  arrival  of  the  goods  in  Paris, 
there  has  been  a  loss  within  the  terms  of  the  policy 
which  insures  the  plaintiff  from  loss  '*  by  arrests, 
restraints,  and  detainment  of  all  kings,  princes, 
and  people  of  what  nation,  condition,  and  quality 
whatsoever  .  .  .  and  of  all  other  perils,  losses,  and 
misfortunes  that  have  or  shall  come  to  the  hurt, 
detriment,  or  damage  of  the  said  goods  and  mer- 
chandises, or  ships,  &o.,or  any  part  thereof."  These 
latter  words  of  course  must  mean  matters  ejusdem 
generis  as  the  preceding.  The  goods  having 
arrived  at  Marseilles  were  sent  in  the  usual  coarse 
by  the  Lyons  Bailway  for  Paris,  and  reached  there 
on  or  before  the  13th  Sept.  1870,  and  what  hap- 
pened thereafter  is  set  out  in  the  case.  [His 
Lordship  read  pars  25,  26,  and  27.]  The  question 
is  whether  tbere  was  a  loss  of  these  goods  within 
the  meaning  of  the  policy ;  and  it  has  been  con- 
tended that  there  was  not  a  partial,  but  a  total 
loss  which  entitled  the  assured  to  abandon ;  and 
that  notice  of  abandonment  having  been  given, 
they  are  entitled  to  recover.  No  doubt  those 
goods  existed  in  specie  and  were  insured.  It  is 
equally  clear  according  to  our  law,  that  mere 
delay  and  interruption  of  delivery  in  the  ordinary 
course  of  things  do  not  give  the  assured  a  claim 
against  the  underwriters,  but  it  is  different  if  caused 
by  perils  insured  against.  Now  has  there  been  a 
taking  or  detention  of  these  goods  by  any  of  the 
matters  covered  by  the  policy  P 

It  is  said  there  was  a  restraint  or  detention 
l^  the  German  army  surrounding  Paris,  which 
city  was  in  a  state  of  siege  and  all  exit  there- 
from was  impossible.  Mere  delay  will  not  suffice. 
There  must  be  a  loss  by  the  perils  insured  against. 
Has  that  loss  been  made  outP  First,  what  is 
the  nature  of  a  siege  such  as  that  which  existed 
at  the  time  in  question  preventing  all  goods 
from  passing  out  of  Paris.  It  has  been  argued 
that  it  is  not  like  a  blockade,  but  in  the  American 
courts  the  judges  have  treated  a  blockade  as  in 
the  nature  of  a  siege,  and  a  siege  is  d  fortiori 
an  interruption  of  transit  in  the  passage  of  goods. 
Blockade  and  siege  are  placed  very  much  on 
the  same  footing  by  Grotius  and  Wheaton,  nor 
can  I  find  any  distinction  between  them ;    and 


for  cases  of  this  kind  I  see  no  difference  between 
an  embargo  and  blockade  in  so  far  as  each  is  a 
restraint  of  princes.  Now  is  blockade  a  restraint 
of  princes  P  Various  authorities  have  been  cited 
wherein  the  question  arose  how  far  a  blockade 
is  a  restraint  of  princes  causing  loss  within  a 
policy  of  insurance ;  but  those  cases  were  where 
the  goods  or  ships  were  prevented  entering  the 
blockaded  port,  and  it  was  contended  there  was 
loss  by  restraint  of  princes ;  but  the  answer  is, 
that  the  immed:ate  loss  was  the  laudable  desire  of 
the  assured  not  to  incur  the  risk  of  attempting  to 
enter  the  blockaded  port,  and  therefore  was  no 
restraint  of  princes,  because  the  insured  objects 
never  were  within  the  port.  Then  suppose  they 
were  within  the  blockaded  port ;  would  there  be 
a  restraint  of  princes  P  Oeipel  v.  Smith  {swp,)  is  a 
clear  and  distinct  authority  on  that  point.  True, 
the  question  there  arose  on  a  charter-party,  the 
shipowner  having  abandoned  the  voyage  in  conse- 
quence of  the  blockade,  and  it  became  essential  to 
consider  whether  the  blockade  was  a  restraint  of 
princes  or  not.  The  Lord  Chief  Justice  of  England 
m  giving  judgment  says  :  **  First,  is  a  blockade  a 
restraint  of  princes  P  I  think  it  is.  It  is  an  act  of 
a  sovereign  state  or  prince ;  and  it  is  a  restraint, 
provided  the  blockade  is  effective ;  and  in  the  eye 
of  the  law  a  blockade  is  effective  if  the  enemies' 
ships  are  in  such  numbers  and  position  as  to 
render  the  running  of  the  blookade  a  matter  of 
danger,  although  some  vessels  may  succeed  in 
getting  through.  In  such  a  case  the  obstacle 
arises  from  an  act  of  state  of  one  of  the  (belligerent 
sovereigns,  and  consequently  constitutes  a  restraint 
of  princes.  The  case,  therefore,  is  brought  within 
the  exception  in  the  charter-partv:"  (p.  410.)  And 
Blackburn,  J.  says :  ''  I  am  unable  to  see  why  this 
was  not  a  restraint  of  princes;  it  was  clearly  a 
TCstraint  by  the  then  Emperor  of  France  prevent- 
ing the  cargo  from  being  carried  on  to  Hamburg:  *' 
(p.  412.)  The  question  then  arose  as  to  the 
defendant  being  justified  in  breaking  the  charter; 
but  throughout  the  case  it  is  assumed  that,  if  the 
vessel  had  been  within  the  blookade,  that  would 
have  been  a  restraint  of  princes  and  the  case 
decided,  not  on  any  distinction  as  to  the  nature 
of  a  charter-party,  but  on  general  principles, 
that  that  was  a  restraint  of  princes.  Another 
authority  cited  for  the  defendant  was  Foster  v. 
Christie  (sup,)  and  there,  indeed,  it  was  held 
that  the  not  continuing  the  voyage  for  fear  of  an 
embargo  was  not  a  loss  within  the  meaning  of  the 
policy ;  but  the  whole  argument  assumes  that  if 
the  vessel  had  been  made  or  subject  to  embargo, 
that  would  have  been  a  restraint  of  princes. 

Mr.  Day  further  contended  there  was  a  differ- 
ence in  the  meaning  of  the  words  "restraint of 
princes  *'  as  employed  in  a  charter-party,  and  as 
used  in  a  policy.  I  am  not  aware  of  any  such 
distinction,  nor  have  any  cases  been  cited  to  show 
it.  There  may  be  a  difference  in  a  contract  as  to 
restraint  of  princes  justifying  the  breaking  off  of 
the  agreement,  as  in  Oeipel  v.  Smith  (sup,)  and 
the  [cases  where  a  party  is  liable  on  a  policy  as  an 
underwriter.  But  that  does  not  make  any  differ- 
ence in  considering  what  is  a  restraint  of  princes. 
Moreover  there  is  an  important  case  in  the  Ame- 
rican courts  decided  in  1815,  viz.,  Oli/oeria  v. 
The  Union  Insurance  Company  (sup,),  which  has 
I  believe,  been  acted  upon  as  law  from  that  time 
to  the  present.  One  passage  of  peculiar  bearing 
as  to  blockade  or  embariEO  being  a  restraint  is 
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afc  p.  189  of  3  Wheaton's  Reports  (4  Gartis,  193), 
where  Marehall,  C.  J.  says :  "  What  then  according 
to  common  understanding  is  the  meaning  of  the 
term  restraint?'  Does  it  imply  that  the  limita- 
tion, restriction,  or  confinement,  must  be  imposed 
by  those  who  are  in  possession  of  the  person  or 
thing  which  is  limited,  restricted,  or  confined ;  or 
is  the  term  satisfied  by  a  restriction  created  by 
the  application  of  external  force  P  If,  for  example, 
a  town  be  beseiged,  and  the  inhabitants  confined 
within  its  walls  by  the  besieging j^rmy,  if  in 
attempting  to  come  out  they  are  forced  back, 
would  it  be  inaccurate  to  say  that  they  are  re- 
strained within  those  limitn ;  the  conrt  believes 
it  would  not :  and  if  it  would  not,  then  with  equal 
propriety  may  it  be  said,  when  a  port  is  blockaded 
that  the  vessels  within  are  confined  or  restrained 
from  coming  out.  The  blockading  force]is  not  in 
possession  of  the  vessels  incloseid  in  the  harbonr,  • 
but  it  acts  upon  and  restrains  them.  It  is  a  vis 
major,  applied  directly  and  effectnally  to  them, 
which  prevents  them  from  coming  out  of  port. 
This  appears  to  the  court  to  be,  in  correct 
language  'a  restraint'  by  the  power  imposing 
the  blockade ;  and  when  a  vessel,  attempting  to 
come  out,  is  boarded  and  turned  back,  this  re- 
straining force  is  practically  applied  to  such 
vessel."  Those  observations  seem  to  me  very 
applicable  to  this  case,  and  I  entirely  concur  in 
them,  and  think  they  ought  to  be  applied  to  the 
present  case.  There  is  an  external  force  of  a 
snfiieient  power  applied  to  the  whole  of  Paris  and, 
infer  alia,  u)  those  goods  which  are  absolutely 
prevented  by  force  from  going  to  their  destina- 
tion. 

Under  these  circumstances    was    the   assured 
entitled  to  abandon  or  not  P    The  case  seems  to 
me  to  be,  not  a  case  of  capture  where  the  property 
is  intended  to  be  appropriated  and  taken  possession 
of,  and  there  is  no  hope  of  recovery  by  speedy 
process  but,  a  restraint  in  the  nature  of^an  em- 
oargo ;  and  it  is  impossible  to  distinguish  it  from 
an  embargo  on  the  goods  in  port,  or  something 
in  the  nature  of  an  arrest  and  detention  of  a  com- 
petent authority,  and  restraint  of  princes.    Then 
what  is  the  right  of  the  assured  ;  The  point  was 
raised  in  Qo88  v.  TFt^^er^  (2  Burr.  683),  when  the 
vessel  was  under  capture  for  eight  days  only ;  but 
in  the  course  of  delivering  judgment.  Lord  Mans- 
field, G.J.  took  occasion  to  refer  also  to  cases 
of  restraint  or  embargo,  saying,  at  p.  696,    '*! 
cannot  find  a  single  book,  ancient  or  modern, 
which  does  not  say,  *that  in  case  of  the  ship 
being  taken,  the  insured  may  demand  as  for  a 
total  loss,  and  abandon.*    And  what  proves  the 
general  proposition  most  strongly,  is,  that  by  the 
general  law  he  may  abandon  in  the  case  merely 
of  an  arrest,  or  an  embargo,  by  a  prince  not  an 
enemy.    Positive  regulations  in  difierent  countries 
have  fixed  a  precise  time  before  the  insured  should 
beat  liberty  to  abandon  in  that  case.    The  fixing 
a  precise  time  proves  the  general  principle."    We 
have  no  fixed  time  in  our  law ;  but  I  think  there 
must  be  a  reasonable    time    within    which    the 
insured  must  exercise  the  power  or  privilege  of 
abandoning,  subject  to  that  he  has  in  case  of 
restraint  of  princes  the  right  to  abandon  to  the 
underwriters;   if  he  does  so  in  proper  time  the 
underwriters  are    liable.      Here   no  question   is 
raised  as  to  notice  of  abandonment  having  been 
too  early  or  too  late ;  and  I  do  not  think  any  such 
question  could  arise,  because  a  reasonable  time  was 


allowed  to  elapse  to  see  if  the  goods  were  perma- 
nently detained  or  whether  it  was  a  mere  temporary 
detention.  The  detention  having  taken  place  was,  I 
think,  a  restraint  by  a  power  within  the  meaning 
of  the  policy,  and  therefore  our  judgment  muse 
be  for  the  plaintiff. 

Keating,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  If  this 
case  rested  altogether  and  exclusively  on  the  terms 
of  the  policy  I  should  have  desired  more  time  to 
consider  whether  it  was  not  a  policy  intended  ex- 
clusively to  cover  marine  risks  and  not  terrene 
risks.  But  coupling  it  with  the  findings  of  the 
special  case,  I  come  to  the  conclusion,  without 
difficulty,  that  it  was  the  intention  of  the  parties 
that  this  policy  should  cover  terrene  risks.  It  is 
expressly  provided  that  the  goods  are  to  be  shipped 
by  any  one  of  three  modes  of  transit,  and  two  out 
of  those  three  modes  necessarily  involve  a  terrene 
risk.  They  contemplated  by  the  policy  to  send 
the  goods  as  they  were  sent,  viz.,  to  Marseilles, 
then  through  France,  and  thence  by  the  Straits  of 
Dover  to  London.  Therefore  I  think  that,  having 
regard  to  the  facts  found,  the  meaning  of  the 
policy  was  clearly  to  include  the  risk  by  land, 
because  the  case  expressly  finds  that  it  was 
known  to  both  parties  that  such  was  the 
usual  and  ordinary  mode  of  transit.  Conse- 
quently, I  cannot  doubt  that  that  was  the  voyage 
from  Shanghai  to  London  which  was  in  oontem- 
plation. 

Then,  if  the  land  risk  be  within  the  policy, 
was  there  such  a  loss  as  justified  an  abandon- 
ment P  Now,  I  quite  agree  with  my  Lord  with 
respect  to  the  analogy  between  the  siege  of  a  town 
and  blockade  of  a  port.  There  are  not  a  great 
many  English  cases,  fortunately,  which  gave  rise 
to  the  question  as  to  the  position  of  English 
goods  blockaded  in  a  port.  But  there  are  many 
cases  relating  to  goods  which  could  not  get  into 
a  blockaded  port.  I  think,  however,  it  stands  to 
reason  that  the  position  of  goods  within  the 
blockaded  port  would  be  precisely  analogous  to  an 
embargo.  True,  in  cases  of  embargo,  it  is  the 
sovereign  power  of  the  place  which  directly  inter- 
venes, whereas  with  respect  to  blockade  it  is  an 
adverse  foreign  power  preventing  the  escape  of 
the  vessel;  but  that  seems  to  me  a  distinction 
without  a  difference.  There  is  equally  a  restraint 
imposed  on  tne  party  by  the  sovereign  power ;  and 
I  think  thatthecaseas  stated  is  a  particularly  strong 
one,  for  it  is  found  that  during  the  period  referred 
to  it  was  impossible  that  the  goods  could  leave 
Paris.  What  rendered  it  impossible  P  Why  the 
presence  of  the  German  army.  That  surely  is 
restraint  of  a  sovereign  prince  within  the  meaning 
of  the  policy.  I  have  not  from  the  beginning  of  the 
case  had  the  slightest  doubt  on  this  policy  that 
there  was  a  restraint  of  princes.  If  so,  was  there 
a  loss  within  the  terms  of  the  policy  P  It  is 
equally  clear  that  if  goods  are  inclosed  beyond  the 
oontrol  of  the  assured  they  are  lost  to  him  for  an 
indefinite  time,  and  then,  no  doubt,  he  had  a  right 
to  abandon ;  and  as  he  did  abandon,  he  is  entitled 
to  recover  as  for  a  total  loss  from  the  under- 
writers. 

Brett,  J. — ^I  am  of  opinion  that  this  policy 
covered  the  land  transit  from  Marseilles  to  Bou- 
logne ;  and,  indeed,  if  a  loss  occured  during  the 
land  transit  it  was  within  the  policy  just  as  if 
during  the  passsge  by  sea.  I  think  that  by  the 
terms  of  the  policy  the  land  transit  is  made  part 
of  the  voyage  insured.    Every  individual  polioy 
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10  to  be  oonstraed  as  any  other  contranb  between 
the  parties.    Most  policies  ore  in  ordinary  form, 
and  with  respect  to  sach  there  hare  been  many 
decisions.    If  the  policy  is  in  nnasnal  form  the 
roles  applied  to  ordinary  policies  mast  be  applied 
as  far  as  they  can  be,  and  beyond  this  the  court 
moat  attempt  to  pat  a  oonstraction  upon  them 
aooording  to  the  meaning  of  the  parties.     All 
policies  aro  framed  in  somewhat  the  same  manner ; 
the  first  thing  done  is  to  describe  the  voyage 
insured,  afterwards  the  duration  of  the  risk  is 
described  and  made  applicable  to  the  voyage  al- 
ready described  in  the  policy.    Now,  in  the  case 
before  ns  one  of  the  voyages  (which  is  saffioient 
for  our  consideration)  is  described  as  from  Shang- 
hai to  Marseilles  and  London  vicL  Marseilles.    By 
itself  we  cannot  tell  what  that  voyage  is.    What- 
ever the  voyaffe  described  in  a  policy  may  be,  one 
most  look  at  the  known  and  nsaal  mode  of  going 
from  one  place  to  another,  and  here  we  find  that 
it  is  well  known  to  underwriters  that  the  journey 
to  London  vid  Marseilles  is  invariablv  by  land 
transit  through  France,  and  then  from  Boulogne 
to  London  by  ship.    That  being  so,  the  land  tran- 
sit by  ordinary  railway  through  France  is  made 
part  of  the  voyage  insured ;  but  it  is  said  here 
there  are  other  parts  of  the  policy  showing  it  is 
not  part  of  it.    Mr.  Day  relied  on  the  phrase 
"  and  whilst  remaining  there  for  transit  ;*'  but  I 
apprehend  and  believe  the  ordinary  voyage  de- 
scribed is  the  mnning  voyage,  with  the  ordinary 
tioppagea  on  such  running  voyage;  and  whereas 
there  was  to  be  a  further  delay  or  landing  of  the 
goods  during  the  voyage,  there  must  be  a  further 
description  to  apply  to  the  time  during  which  the 
ffoods  were  not  in  course  of  conveyaoce.    Now, 
here  the  YOjt^e  neoessarilv  involves  several  trans- 
shipments of  goods,  and    landings  during    the 
voyage  at  different  places ;  and  but  tor  those  words, 
**  whilst  remaining  there  for  transit "  the  period 
of  time  during  which  the  goods  were  not  actually 
in  transit  would  not  have  been  covered.    And  it  is 
very  usual  in  a  policy,  to  cover  such  period  of 
time  darinc;  which  the  goods  were  not  actually  in 
transit,  and  wonld  not  have  been  covered.  And  it 
is  very  nsaal  in  a  policy  to  cover  such  period  of 
time  as  is  required  for  landing  the  goods.    The 
phrase  *'  including  all  risk  of  craft  out  and  from 
steamers,"  was  also  relied  on   by  the   couDsel 
for  the  defendants.    Now,  it  is  peculiar  to  this 
pdicy  that  several  steamers  are  to  be  employed, 
and  cot  as  more  usual  one  steamer  only ;  and  ob- 
vionsly  the  goods  are  to  be  covered  whilst  in  each 
steamer;  and  construing  the  policy  as  nearly  as 
possible  as  we  should  construe  an  ordinary  one,  it 
would  not  attach  until  the  goods  were  in  the  first 
steamer,  and  if  it  had  not  been  for  the  last- men- 
tioned phrase  I  should  not  have  thought  the  goods 
covered  while  in  the  craft  going  to  and  from  the 
steamers ;  and  I  should  think  any  careful  Assured 
would  pat  in  these  words  to  include  the  times 
dariog  which  the  goods  were  carried  to  and  from 
the  first  and  to  and  from  the  last  steamer.  It*  seems 
to  me  these  words  do  not  interfere  with  the  de- 
scription of  the  transit  voyage  which  id  eluded  the 
jonrnfy  from  Marseilles  to  Boulogne.    The  cases 
of  PtUy  v.The  Royal  Insurance  Gompam^y  {sup.)  and 
Brough  v.  Whitmore  (sun.)  are  authorities  to  show 
that  when  either,|by  a  koown]or  agreed  usage,  or 
by  the  terms  of  the  policy,  land  is  made  part  of 
the  voyage,  the  risk  covered  applies  to  that  part 
as  well  as  to  the  other.  Therefore,  on  these  antho- 


tities  and  on  the  oonstraction  of  the  policy,  I  think 
this  passage  through  France  was  part  of  the  vovago 
insured.  If  so,  then  the  description  of  the  dura- 
tion of  risk  in  the  af  terpart  of  the  policy  must  be 
made  applicable  to  the  voyage.  And  the  inten- 
tion is  that  the  policy  shall  apply  from  the  be* 
ginning  to  the  end  of  the  voyage.  Quite  true, 
one  mast,  in  some  sense,  apply  the  words  in  an 
unusual  way,  as  Mr.  Day  contended ;  and  when  Mr. 
Field  relied  on  them  in  support  of  his  argument, 
he  went  too  far  as  was  met  properly  by  the  ob- 
servation of  my  brother  Grove. 

If  this  part  of  the  transit  was  covered,  the  next 
question  is  whether  there  was  a  loss  during  that 
transit  by  the  perils  insured  against.  I  think  there 
was  a  loss  here  occurring  by  restraint  of  princes. 
It  was  argued  that  there  was,  because  the  restraint 
was  like  to  that  pat  on  goods  in  all  ships 
which  are  within  a  blookaoed  port,  and  that 
under  these  circumstances  the  goods  or  ships 
have  been  held  to  be  within  the  words,  "  restraint 
of  princes,"  and  therefore  that  these  goods  within 
a  besieged  town  mast  be  held  to  be  within  the 
words  **  restraint  of  princes."  True,  the  Ameri- 
can authorities,  except  as  to  the  description  given 
by  Marshall.  O.J.  in  Oliveira  v.  The  Union  Marine 
Insurance  Company  (sup,)  would  cot  assist  us  much 
because  in  America  they  admit  to  a  great  extent 
that  retardation  of  the  voyage  is  a  loss  which 
may  be  considered,  and  that  if  a  person  is  pre- 
vented from  going  into  a  blockaded  port  that  is 
a  loss  by  restraint  of  princes.  It  has,  however, 
been  clearly  decided  in  this  country  that  it  is  not  so, 
and  our  law  differs  from  that  of  America  in  that 
respect.  Such  cases  as  have  been  decided  in 
England  have  proceeded,  not  on  the  ground  that 
a  blockade  U  a  restraint  of  princes  but,  ou  the 
ground  that  if  the  master,  bv  his  own  conduct, 
stops  the  ship  going  into  the  blockaded  port, 
that  is  the  cama  proxima ;  or  if  an  order  of  an 
officer  of  our  Queen  stops  the  vessel  the  act  of 
the  officer  is  causa  proxima,  and  not  the  blockade 
itself.  But  there  is  no  case  on  a  policy  which  has 
decided  that  when  ships  or  goods  are  within 
the  blockaded  port  then  the  lofis  is  a  loss  within 
the  phrase  **  restraint  of  princes."  It  is  quite  clear 
the  goods  are  not  captured,  because  capture  within 
the  terms  of  the  policy  means  where  the  goods 
are  seized  by  a  hostile  power  with  intent  to 
change  the  property  in  them.  Such  a  case  can- 
not either  be  an  arrest,  because  the  word  "  arrest " 
requires  an  actual  taking  of  the  goods ;  and  in  the 
case  of  blockade  or  embargo  there  is  no  sach 
taking  possession,  for  the  goods  are  left  in  the 
possession  of  the  master  of  the  ship  for  the 
owner.  But  there  are  other  words  in  the  policy, 
and  the  words  "  restraint  of  prinoes"  are  the  im- 
portant ones  and  we  must  apply  to  this  policy  the 
ordinary  rule,  that  where  different  words  are  used 
in  a  mercantile  instrument  one  must  give  sense  to 
each.  Here  the  phrase  seems  to  apply  to  the  case 
where  goods  are  not  taken,  but  restrained  from 
being  carried  to  their  distinction  by  a  sovereign 

Cower.  That  that  applies  to  an  embargo  seems 
eyond  doubt — that  it  applies  to  a  blockade  seems 
alsjo  beyond  doubt,  because  in  both  cases  there  is 
an  order  by  a  sovereign  power  that  the  goods  shall 
remain  where  they  are,  and  if  an  attempt  is  made 
to  remove  them  they  shall  be  confiscated.  That 
seems  to  me  as  much  a  restraint  as  can  be  when 
we  look  to  Marshall's,  C.J.,  observations  in  OU' 
veira  v.  The  Union  Marine  Insurance  Company 
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(«ifp.)  which  Kive  a  strong  aathoritj  for  the  in- 
terpretation of  the  words  "  restraint  of  princes  " 
in  an  ordinary  policy.  I  thought  at  one  time 
there  might  be  a  distinction  between  the  case  of 
a  bMieged  town  and  that  of  an  embargo  where 
goods  are  within  the  port,  on  the  ground  that  if 
any  one  attempts  to  remove  the  goods  they  are 
oonfiscated,  whereas  it  is  not  shown  that  in  inter- 
national law  with  respect  to  goods  in  a  besieged 
town  they  woald  be  snbjeot  to  confiscation  if  re- 
moved. But  although  they  are  not  to  be  oonfis- 
cated by  international  law,  yet  it  seems  to  me  if 
any  one  attempted  to  carry  them  out  they  woald 
be  lost  by  the  besieging  army  stopping  the  goods, 
and  to  suppose  they  would,  having  stopped  them, 
hold  them,  to  see  whose  they  are,  does  not  appear 
likely  in  the  ordinary  course  of  business.  They 
would  be  lost  to  the  owner.  Therefore,  practically, 
the  goods  are  just  as  much  restrained  in  a  besieged 
town  as  they  are  in  a  blockaded  town.  Moreover, 
we  have  the  two  authorities  justifying  us  in  our 
decision,  viz.,  the  passage  from  Wbeaton  at 
p.  819,  which  obviously  applies  to  the  two  cases 
on  the  same  leaf,  and  also  that  of  Marshall,  C.J. 
I  think  these  goods  were  restrained.  Then  the 
question  is  what  is  the  amount  of  restraining 
force  which,  when  exercised,  will  justify  an  aban- 
donment. I  am  of  opinion  that,  as  when  goods  are 
in  a  besieged  town,  no  one  can  say  how  long  that 
restraint  will  last,  there  is  so  great  a  loss  that 
the  owner  is  entitled  to  give  notice  ot  abandon- 
ment immediately,  or  within  a  reasonable  time 
after  he  has  news  of  such  restraint  as  puts  his 
goods  into  such  a  degree  of  loss.  Here  notice  of 
abandonment  was  given  in  proper  time,  and  con- 
sequently there  was  constructive  total  loss  by  the 
perils  insured  against  which  became  a  total  loss 
by  notice  of  abandonment. 

Grove,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  It  has 
been  contended  that  the  strongest  words  in 
favour  of  the  plaintiff,  '*or  London  vtd  Mar- 
seilles" might  be  fulfilled  because  the  goods 
might  come  to  London  via  Marseilles  by  sea. 
But,  according  to  the  ordinary  construction  of 
the  policy  it  would  involve  a  certain  portion  ot 
land  transit.  Then  Mr.  Day  further  contended 
(and  that  seems  to  be  the  most  forcible  argu- 
ment) that  throughout  this  policy  are  words  con-* 
nected  with  maritime  matters  and  a  maritime 
mode  of  transit,  as  "  all  risks  of  craft,"  and  then 
that  which  I  pointed  out  to  Mr.  Field  in  answer 
to  a  part  of  his  argument,  viz.,  that  when  the  ter- 
mination of  the  voyase  is  dealt  with,  the  words 
used  are,  "  and  upon  the  goods  and  merchandises 
until  there  discharged  or  safely  landed,"  which 
certainly  seems  jprimd  facie  applicable  to  landing 
from  a  ship,  and  not  delivering  from  a  railway 
carriage  or  van.  Probably,  the  reason  is  that  this 
passage  is  copied  from  some  old  form  of  marine 
policy ;  and,  instead  of  the  policy  being  entirely 
remodelled  to  suit  the  present  mode  of  transport, 
the  old  form  of  expression  has  been  maintsmed. 
It  was  further  arflcued  that  the  phrase  ''  whilst  re- 
maininjB^  there  for  transit,"  meant  to  apply  to 
remainmg  on  land.  But  it  seems  to  me  that  this 
was  intended  to  protect  the  goods  eundo  et  morando. 
Then  the  policy  is  **from  Shanghai  or  Japan  to 
London  tnd  Marseilles."  Now  it  is  found  in  par. 
12  that  goods  coming  from  Shanghai  to  Japan 
and  to  London  vid  Marseilles  do  come  a  consider- 
able portion  of  the  way  by  land;  and  if  this 
policy  was  not  intended  to  be  more  than  a  marine 


policy,  why  should  it  have  gone  further  than 
Marseilles,  for,  except  the  short  ship  passage  from 
Dover  to  Calais,  the  marine  risk  would  have  been 
ended.  Why,  if  those  who  prepared  this  policy, 
which  must  be  taken  fortius  contra  proferenies* 
meant  to  limit  it  to  the  marine  risk,  they  should 
not  have  said  so,  I  cannot  understand.  Therefore, 
I  think  that,  so  far  as  the  risk  is  concerned,  it  was 
intended  to  cover  the  whole  voyage  from  Japan 
or  Shanghai  to  London. 

Next,  as  to  the  question  whether  there  was 
restraint  of  princes.  Now  there  are  English 
oases  on  insurances  in  which  it  has  been  held 
that  where  there  is  a  blockade  at  the  port  of 
destination,  the  goods  being  outside  thereof,  or 
where  the  captain  of  a  vessel  is  only  prevented 
by  possibility  or  probability  of  risk  he  will  run  in 
arriving  at  the  port  of  destination,  this  kind  of 
hindrance  does  not  come  within  the  word  restraint, 
it  would  be  more  in  the  natuie  of  an  injunction 
than  restraint.  So  on  land,  a  person  might 
be  kept  out  of  a  place  by  a  cordon  of  troops 
surrounding  it,  when  he  would  simply  be  told, 
"You  must  not  go  there,  or  if  you  do  yon 
will  be  captured."  But  when  we  consider  tho 
converse  case  of  a  person  enclosed  by  stone  walls 
or  shut  up  by  locked  doors,  if  that  be  not  restraint 
I  know  not  to  what  the  word  *'  restraint "  would 
apply.  For  I  cannot  apply  it  only  to  mere 
physical  restraint,  such  as  that  ef  a  man  held  by 
the  hand,  or  with  a  chain  round  his  body.  A  man 
in  prison  is  as  much  restrained  as  if  enchained. 
It  is  further  said  thaA  a  blockade  of  a  port  is  dif- 
ferent from  a  blockade  of  an  inland  town.  The 
authorities  of  Wheaton  and  Grotius  are  distinct  on 
this  point. 

Now,  there  are  two  kinds  of  blockade  specified 
in  treatises  on  international  law,  viz.,^  an  effec- 
tive blockade  and  a  nominal  or  what  is  called  a 
paper  blockade — the  latter  being  a  mere  declara- 
tion that  the  place  is  to  be  deemed  actually 
blockaded.  The  most  effective  blockade  of  a 
port  is  when  sufficient  ships  are  there  to  prevent 
egress  and  ingress,  yet  still  that  is  not  absolutely 
perfect  and  certain  for  the  blockade  mav  be  "  run." 
But  in  this  instance  the  case  absolutely  finds  not 
only  that  the  siege  and  investiture  of  Paris  was 
effected,  but  also  that  it  was  certain.  The  Ger- 
man armies  "completely  surrounded^  and  be- 
sieged Paris,  and  held  military  possession  of  all 
the  roads  leading  out  of  Paris,  and  prevented 
communication  between  Paris,  and  all  other  places, 
by  reason  whereof  it  was  during  all  the  time 
aforesaid  impossible  to  remove  the  silks  ft'om 
Paris : "  (par.  25).  There  is  a  direct  and  absolute 
finding  that  the  ^ goods  could  not  be  remoyed 
from  Paris.  Therefore,  this  seems  tome  even  an 
a /or^ton  case  of  blockade.  The  only  remaining 
question  is  whether  there  was  a  loss  which  justi- 
fied the  notice  of  abandonment.  The  total  and 
absolute  loss  in  specie  of  the  goods  could  hardly 
be  contemplated  by  the  parties  stipulating  as  to 
tho  particular  peril  insured  against,  viz.,  restraint 
of  princes,  because  when  under  restraint  the  goods 
can  scarcely  be,  in  one  sense,  said  to  be  lost. 
Therefore  "  restraint "  involves  the  idea  of  the 
goods  not  being  lost  in  the  more  common  accep- 
tation of  the  term.  So  restraint  must  mean  some- 
thing other  than  loss  of  goods.  Then  what 
restraint  could  be, '  presumptively,  of  greater 
duration  than  that  caused  by  the  late  siege  of  Paris 
in  a  war  which  had  then  been  waged  a  consider- 
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able  time,  and  when  the  risk  of  bombardment 

appeared  almost  possible  P 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 
Attorneys  for  the  plaintiffs,  Marhby  and  Tarry, 
Attorneys  for  the  defendants,  Walton  and  Bulih, 
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B«portad  by  T.  W.  SAmrDSBs  and  H.  Lsias,  Eiqn., 

Barristen-atXaw, 


Friday,  Jan.  25, 1873. 

Feathbbston  V,  Wilkinson  and  another. 

Charter-parly — Damages  in  consequence  of  neglect 
of  shipowner-^Hiring  of  other  vessels,  and  in- 
creased  cost  of  cargo-^Evidence — Onus  of  proofs 

By  a  chetrter^arty  between  the  plaintiff  and  the 
defendants,  the  latter  agreed  that  they  would  have 
a  ship  ready  at  a  certain  time  to  receive  a  certain 
quantity  of  coals  to  he  shipped  for  a  certain 
foreign  port.  The  defendants  having  failed  in 
the  performance  of  this  contract,  ilie  plaintiff  was 
obliged  to  cha/rter  other  vessels  at  a  higher  rate, 
and  to  pay  a  greater  price  for  his  coais,  which  had 
risen  during  the  delay  occasioned  by  the  defend' 
ants'  default.  It  did  not  appear  whether  or  not 
the  plaintiff  was  enabled  to  dispose  of  such  coal 
at  a  higher  price  in  consequence  of  the  rise  in 
value.  An  action  having  been  brought  by  the 
plaintiff  to  recover  the  loss  sustained  by  the 
chartering  of  other  vessels,  and  the  difference  in 
the  price  of  the  coals : 

Hdd,  that  he  was  entitled  to  recover. 

This  action  was  tried  before  Brett,  J.,  at  the  last 
Sommer  Assizes  for  Northumberland,  when  a 
Terdict  was  entered  for  the  plaintiff,  leave  being 
reserved,  to  the  defendant  to  move  to  enter  it  for 
him. 

The  action  was  upon  a  charter-party,  and  the 
deolaraiioD  alleged  that  it  was  agreed  thereby  that 
the  defendants'  ship,  the  Edith  Emily,  should 
proceed  to  the  Northumberland  dock  on  the  river 
Tyne,  and  there  in  the  first  or  second  week  in  Jan. 
1872  shoald  load  1300  tons  of  coal,  and  carry  the 
same  to  Havre  for  delivery  on  payment  of  freight ; 
and  the  declaration  alleged  that  the  said  ship  was 
not  ready  to  load  in  the  first  or  second  week  of 
January  as  aforesaid,  whereby  the  plaintiff  was  put 
to  expense  in  chartering  other  ships,  and  in  buymg 
coal  to  load  them  with  at  an  increased  price. 

To  this  the  defendants  pleaded  payment  into 
court  of  27Z.  10s.,  the  amount  of  increased  freight, 
and  never  indebted  as  to  the  residue. 

At  the  trial  it  appeared  that  after  the  making  of 
the  charter-party  the  plaintiff  agreed  with  the 
proprietors  of  the  Bebside  Colliery  to  take  of  them 
1300  tons  of  coal  at  lOs.  6d.  a  ton  in  the  first 
or  second  week  in  Jan.  1872,  and  the  ship  Edith 
Emily  was  according  to  custom  named  by  him  as 
the  ship  to  be  loaded  with  such  coal,  and  she  was 
according  to  custom  put  on  the  "  turn  book  "  for 
BQch  weeks.  The  ship  lost  her  turn  by  not  being 
ready  by  the  default  of  the  defendants,  and,  as 
by  the  custom  of  the  l^ne,  ships  are  loaded  in 
regular  turn,  the  plaintiff  could  not  get  his  coal 
until  he  had  procured  another  ship  to  carry  it 
away,  which  ship  would  have  to  wait  its  turn.  The 
defendants  were  aware  of  the  custom  of  the  Tyne. 
It  farther  appeared  that  the  plaintiff  lost  no  time 
in  chartering  and  loading  two  other  vessels  with 
the  coal,  but  in  the  meantime  the  price  of  coal 


had  advanced  Is,  6d.  per  ton,  and  which  advance 
he  was  obliged  to  pay  to  obtain  the  coal.  No 
evidence  was  given  that  the  plaintiff  was  under 
any  contract  to  deliver  coal  at  Havre  at  any 
stipulated  price,  and  it  was  contended  by  the 
defendants  that  they  were  not  liable  for  the  higher 
price  which  the  plaintiff  had  to  pay  for  the  coal,  as 
what  he  had  was  proportionately  more  valuable.  At 
the  trial  a  verdict  was  returned  for  the  plaintiff  for 
972.  lOf.,  being  the  total  additional  cost  to  which 
he  was  put,  leave  being  reserved  as  before  men- 
tioned, and  the  court  being  at  liberty  to  draw 
inferences  of  fact. 

Herschell,  Q.O.  having  obtained,  in  Michaelmas 
Term  1872,  a  rule  to  enter  the  verdict  for  the 
defendants  upon  the  ground  that  the  damages 
were  not  recoverable  as  being  too  remote. 

G,  Bruce  {Holher,  Q.G.  with  him)  shewed  cause, 
and  contended  that  the  custom  being  known  to 
the  defendants,  the  damages  were  the  direct  con- 
sequence of  the  breach  and  neglect  of  the  defen- 
dants in  not  having  the  ship  ready  for  being 
laden  according  to  the  charter-party;  that  there 
was  primd  facie  evidence  of  the  loss;  and 
that  the  onus  of  rebutting  this  presumption  lay 
upon  the  defendants,  who  should  show  that  the 
plaintiff  could  have  realised  at  Havre  or  else- 
where. 

Herschell,  Q.O.,  in  support  of  the  rule,  argued 
that  there  was  no  evidence  that  the  custom  as  to 
loading  was  known  to  the  defenduits,  nor  did  it 
appear  that  the  plaintiff  had  suffered  any  loss 
from  having  to  give  more  per  ton  for  the  coal, 
since  he  may  have  made  an  equal  sum  upon  its 
re- sale. 

Kellt,  C.B. — I  am  of  opinion  that  this  rule 
should  be  discharged.  The  plaintiff  contracted 
with  the  defendants  that  he  would  be  ready  at  a 
given  time  to  ship  a  cargo  of  coals,  and  that  the 
defendants  should  have  their  ship  ready  to  receive 
it.  The  defendants  failed  to  comply  with  their 
agreement,  and  the  plaintiff  had  to  charter  other 
ships,  and  purchase  coal  at  a  higher  price — at  an 
increased  price  amounting  in  the  whole  to  971.  lOs. 
I  think  that  was  primd  facie  evidence,  and  indeed 
conclusive  evidence  of  loss,  unless  rebutting  evi- 
dence had  been  produced  on  the  other  side,  and 
that  such  loss  was  occasioned  by  the  default  of  the 
defendants.  It  was  argued,  because  the  coal  bought 
was  worth  the  extra  Is.  6d,  a  ton  given  for  it,  there 
was  no  loss,  inasmuch  as  although  the  plaintiff  had 
paid  971.  lOs,  more  than  he  would  have  paid  if  the 
defendants  had  performed  their  contract,  he  could, 
upon  resale,  get  back  the  extra  price.  We  have, 
however,  no  evidence  in  the  case  that  the  coal  Was 
of  more  value  at  Havre  after  its  rise  than  before. 
If  the  ooal  had  risen  in  value  at  Havre,  it  was  for 
the  defendants  to  have  shown  it,  and  they  should 
have  proved  what  really  was  the  value  of  such 
ooal  at  Havre,  and,  moreover,  that  the  coal  was 
intended  not  for  the  plaintiff's  consumption,  but  for 
resale.  If  they  had  shown  that  they  could  have 
obtained  an  increased  price  at  Havre,  that  would 
have  gone  in  reduction  of  damages. 

Martin,  B. — ^I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The 
only  fact  for  consideration  is,  whether  there  was 
evidence  to  go  to  the  jury  that  they  might  assess 
damages  for  the  difference  in  the  price  of  the  coal. 
It  is  argued,  how  can  it  be  said  that  the  coal  is  not 
of  the  same  value  P  That  was  for  the  defendants 
to  prove.  They  might  have  eiven  evidence  of  its 
rise  at  Havre,  but  they  did  not. 
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Pigott,  B. — ^I  qaite  agree  with  the  rest  of  the 
court.  It  was  a  qoestioQ  for  thejary,  and  I  think 
there  was  a  pri/ma  facie  case  of  a  loss  to  the  extent 
of  the  damages  awarded.  It  is  clear  that  the 
plaintiff  had  to  give  Is.  6d,  per  ton  more  in  con- 
eecmenoe  of  the  defendants'  breach  of  contract, 
ana  any  circumstance  mitisating  the  loss,  such  as 
a  rise  in  the  market  price  cS  coal  at  Havre,  ought  to 
have  been  proved  by  the  defendants,  and  not  left  to 
as  to  infer  from  a  rise  at  the  pit's  month. 

Rule  diecJuirged. 

Attorney  for  the  plaintiff,  8.  B.  HoyU,  for  Lisle, 
Durham. 

Attorneys  for  the  defendants,  Shum,  Orossman, 
and  Grossman,  for  Tumhull,  West  Hartlepool. 


Beported  by  J.  Shobtt,  Esq.,  Barrister-at-LAW. 

June  18  and  27, 1873. 

(Before  E^elly,  C.B.,  Maktin  and  Oleasby,  BB., 
Brett,  Grovb,  and  Denman,  JJ.) 

Stewart  v.  The  West  India  and  Pacific  Steam- 
ship Company. 

Ship  and  skipping — General  average — Loss  to 
cargo  by  water  let  into  ship  to  extinguish  fire — 
Bniish  custcm — Agreement  to  he  hormd  by  custom. 

Certain  bark  was  skipped  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiffs 
on  board  a  vessel  of  the  defendants  for  carriage 
from  Santa  Martha  to  London,  under  bills  of 
lading  containing  the  words  "  average,  if  any,  to 
be  adjusted  according  to  British  custom,"  The 
vessel  having  loaded  her  cargo  was  about  to  sail 
to  her  port  of  destination,  when  afire  broke  out  in 
iheforehold.  Every  effort  was  made  to  extinguish 
the  fire  by  playing  water  down  the  hatchways  and 
through  holes  cut  in  the  forecastle  deck  ;  and  this 
not  being  sufficient  to  subdue  the  fire,  a  hole  was 
cut  in  the  sxae  of  the  ship,  a/nd  her  fore^compart' 
ment  was  thereby  filled  with  water.  The  fire  was 
in  this  manner  extinguished,  and  if  this  course 
had  not  been  taken,  the  remaining  cargo  {a 
portion  having  been  discharged  into  lighters) 
would  in  all  probability  have  been  destroyed,  and 
ills  shim  most  seriously  damaged,  if  not  rendered 
a  toiat  wreck,  and  the  waler  poured  into  the  ship 
having  destroyed  a  large  portion  of  the  plaintiffs 
bark,  fhe  plaintiffs  brought  an  action  against  the 
defendants  in  respect  qf  the  loss.  It  having 
hitherto  been  the  practice  of  British  average 
adjusters  to  treat  a  loss  occasioned  by  water  in 
the  manner  above  described  as  not  a  general 
^average  loss, 

Held  {affirming  the  decision  of  the  Court  of  Queen* s 
Bench),  without  determining  whether  ilie  loss  was, 
or  was  not,  properly  the  subject  of  a  general 
average  contribution,  that  the  plaintiffs  were 
precluded  from  recovering  by  the  words  of  the 
bills  of  lading  that  average,  if  any,  should  be 
**  adjusted  according  to  Brttish  custom,**(a) 

Error  from  the  Queen's  Bench  on  a  special  case. 

(a)  Sinoe  the  deoiaion  of  this  oase  in  the  Court  of 
Qaeen's  Bench  and  the  intimation  of  opinion  there  given, 
there  has  been  a  meeting^  of  average  staters,  bj  whom  it 
was  resolved  that  a  fntore  loss  by  water  used  to  extin- 
guish a  fire  shonld  be  treated  as  a  treneral  average  loss. 
As  the  meeting  praotioally  represented  the  whole  body  of 
average  staters,  it  may  be  taken  that  the  **  British 
cnstom"  will  be,  from  the  date  of  the  meeting,  in  aooord- 
ance  with  the  resolution. — Ed. 


See  report  of  the  case  in  the  conrt  below,  ante^ 
vol.  1,  p.  628;  27  L.  T.  Rep.  N.  S.  820. 

The  action  was  brought  in  respect  of  the  loss  of 
certain  bark  shipped  on  board  the  defendants' 
steamship  Venezuelan,  and  consigned  to  the 
plaintiffs;  and  by  consent  of  the  parties  the 
following  special  case  withont  pleadings  was  stated 
for  the  opinion  of  the  court : — 

1.  The  plaintiffs  are  merchants  carrying  on 
business  at  Manchester  nnd^r  the  style  of  firm 
of  Robert  Barbonr  and  Brothers.  The  defendants 
are  a  company  and  registered  pursuant  to  the 
provisions  of  tne  Companies*  Act  1862,  and  are  the 
owners  of  vessels  trading  regularly  between  the 
United  Kingdom  and  the  West  Indies  and  South 
America,  and  amongst  others  of  the  steamship 
Venezuelan, 

2.  On  the  19th  Sept.  1871,  the  defendants' 
steamship  Venezuelan  left  Liverpool  with  a  general 
cargo  of  merchandise  on  a  voyage  to  the  West 
Indies.  She  arrived  on  the  8th  Oct  at  St.  Thomas, 
and  after  discharging  her  cargo  for  that  port  pro- 
ceeded on  her  voyage  to  the  ports  of  Curaooa, 
Santa  Martha,  Savanilla,  and  Colon,  and  having 
called  at  Curacoa  and  there  delivered  her  cargo 
for  that  place,  came  to  an  anchor  in  the  port  of 
Santa  Martha  on  16th  Oct.  The  Venezuelan  after 
discharging  at  Santa  Martha  all  her  cargo  for  that 
port,  took  on  board  there  a  general  cargo  of 
produce  and  merchandise  for  Savanilla,  Colon, 
London,  and  Liverpool. 

3.  The  general  cargo  taken  on  board  the  Vene' 
zuelan  at  Santa  Martha,  consisted  of  goods  shipped 
by  various  persons,  and  amongst  these  goods  were 
180  serous  of  bark  which  were  shipped  on  behalf 
of  the  plaintiffs  for  carriage  to  London  under  the 
terms  of  two  bills  of  lading,  one  for  100,  and  the 
other  for  80  serous.  These  bills  of  lading  were 
in  the  same  form,  and  the  following  is  a'  copy  of 
the  one  comprising  the  100  serous:—"  Shipped  in 

good  order  and  condition  by  Mr.  Ide  Mier,  of 
anta  Martha,  in  and  upon  the  good  steamship  or 
vessel  called  the  V&nezuelan,  whereof  Bremner  is 
master  for  this  present  voyage,  or  whoever  else 
may  go  as  master,  now  lying  in  or  off  the  port  of 
Santa  Martha,  100  serous  bark,  covered  by  con* 
signee's  open  policy  of  insurance,  being  marked 
and  numbeted  as  per  margin,  and  to  be  delivered 
in  the  like  good  order  and  condition,  subject  to 
the  terms  and  conditions  stated  in  this  bill  of 
lading,  which  constitute,  the  contract  between  the 
shippers  and  the  Company,  unto  Messrs.  Robert 
Barbour  and  Brother,  of  Manchester,  or  to  his  or 
their  assigns,  at  the  port  of  London,  or  so  near 
thereanto  as  steamers  may  safely  get ;  freight  to 
be  paid  at  the  port  of  destination  of  the  goods 
(wiihout  any  dedaction,  and  before  delivery  if 
required)  upon  the  gross  weights  or  measure- 
ments taken  on  the  landing  of  the  goods  from  the 
above  named  steamer,  as  per  present  tariff  issued 
by  the  West  Indian  and  raciuc  Steamship  Com- 
pany (Limited),  unless  otherwise  specially  stipu- 
lated in  the  margin  hereof ;  average,  if  any,  to  be 
adjusted  according  to  British  castom.  The  com- 
pany reserves  to  itself  liberty  for  the  steamers  to 
sail  with  or  without  pilot,  to  tow  and  assist  vessels 
in  all  situations,  to  proceed  to  the  port  stated  in 
this  bill  of  lading,  via  any  other  port  or  ports,  in 
any  order  or  rotation,  whether  in  or  out  of  the 
customary  or  advertised  route,  without  the  same 
being  deemed  a  deviation,  whatever  may  be  tho 
reason  for  calling  at  or  entering  8uch  port  or  ports. 
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to  transship  or  land  and  reship  by  lighter  or 
otherwise  the  goods  at  the  port  of  sbipment 
and  transshipment  or  at  any  port  or  port8,  or 
into  any  other  steamer  or  steamerR,  or  to  forward 
them  from  any  port  or  ports  by  railway,  and  land, 
and  water  conyeyance  to  porD  of  destination ;  also 
to  discharge  the  goods  from  the  steamer  as  soon 
as  she  is  ready  to  unload  into  hnlk  or  temporary 
depot  or  lighter,  or  on  a  wharf  ac  the  shipper's  or 
consignee's  risk  and  expense  after  they  leave  the 
ship's  deck.  The  company  is  not  liable  for  any 
loss  or  detention  of  or  damage  or  injary  to  the 
goods,  or  the  oonseqaences  thereof  occasioned  by 
any  or  several  of  the  following  caases,  viz. : — the 
acb  of  God,  enemies,  pirates,  theft  on  land  or 
afloat,  Termin,  barratry  of  master  or  mariners, 
restraint  of  princes,  rulers,  or  people,  fire  on 
board,  in  hulk,  or  in  craft,  or  on  shore,  or  wagons, 
stranding,  collisions,  explosions,  or  straining; 
perils  of  the  seas,  rivers,  navigation,  land  transit, 
lighterage,  storage  afloat  or  ashore,  interruption 
to  navigation  by  ice,  transshipments,  ao^  act, 
neglenty  or  default  of  the  pilot,  master,  mariners, 
engineers,  servants,  or  agents  of  the  company; 
accidents  from  machinery,  boilers,  steam,  or  de- 
fects in  hull,  engines,  or  boilers,  sweating,  leakage, 
breakage,  rust,  decay,  rain,  spray,  contact  with,  or 
smell  or  evaporation  from  other  goods,  effect  of 
climate  or  heat  of  holds,  absence,  obliteration  or 
inaccuracies  of  marks,  numbers,  destination  or 
address  on  packages  (in  such  cases  the  consignees 
to  accept  the  goods  as  allotted  by  the  agents  of 
the  ship),  injury  to  wrappers,  want  of  strength  of 
packages,  detention  on  board  or  ashore,  however 
cansed,  at  the  ports  of  transshipment,  or  at  other 
port  or  ports.  The  shipper  or  consignees  to  be 
responsible  for  the  proper  description  of  the  goods 
and  the  due  compliance  with  all  regulations  im- 
posed by  the  authorities  at  ports  of  shipment  and 
discharge,  and  to  be  liable  for  any  fines,  expenses, 
loss,  or  damage.  The  company  is  not  liable  for 
gold  or  silver — manufactured  or  trinkets — watches, 
clocks,  timepieces,  mosaics,  bills,  bank-notes .  of 
any  country,  orders,  notes,  or  securities  for  pay- 
ment of  money,  stamps,  maps,  writings,  title 
deeds,  paintings,  engravings,  pictures,  statuary, 
silks,  furs,  lace,  hats,  cashmere,  manufactured  or 
unmanufactured,  made  up  into  clothes  or  other- 
wise contained  in  any  parcels  or  packages,  unless 
the  value  thereof  be  expressed  in  the  bill  of  lading, 
and  such  extra  freight  paid  as  may  be  agreed 
upon,  weight,  contents,  and  description  unknown." 
4.  While  the  Venezuelan  was  at  Santa  Martha  so 
loaded  as  aforesaid  andabont  to  sail,  a  fire  broke  out 
at  about  11  p.m.  of  the  18th  Oct.  in  the  forehold. 
Every  effort  was  at  once  made  to  extinguish  the 
fire  by  playing  water  do?ni  the  hatchway  by  means 
of  the  fire-hose,  and  by  catting  holes  in  the  fore- 
castle deck  and  pouring  water  down  on  the  cargo 
stowed  in  the  forehold.  This  was  to  be  continued 
to  be  done  until  about  4  am.  of  the  next  day, 
when  the  men  at  work  near  the  forehold  were 
driven  out  by  the  heat  and  smoke.  The  steamship 
was  then  turned  stern  on  to  the  wind  to  keep  the 
fire  forward,  and  portions  of  the  cargo  stowed  in 
the  afterholds  of  the  vessel  were  discharged  into 
lighters.  The  fire-hose  was  kept  oontinually-play- 
ipg  down  the  forehatch  and  the  forecasiile  sky- 
lights, but  it  did  not  subdue  the  flames,  and  about 
8  a.m.  the  fire  reached  the  upper  deck.  A  hole 
was  then  cut  in  the  side  of  the  vessel,  and  her  fore 
compartment  was  thereby  filled  with  water.    By 

YoL.  II.,  N.  S. 


this  means  the  crew  ultimately  succeeded  in  ex- 
tinguishing the  fire.  If  this  had  not  been  done, 
the  remaining  cargo  would,  in  all  probability, 
have  been  destroyed,  and  the  ship  most  seriously 
damaged,  if  not  rendered  a  total  wreck. 

5.  The  whole  of  the  contents  of  the  forehold 
were  entirely  destrojred  by  fire,  and  a  great  part 
of  the  cargo  stowed  in  the  adjoining  holds  was 
damaged  or  destroyed  by  the  water  which  was 
poured  or  let  into  the  vessel  as  aforesaid,  in  order 
to  extinguish  the  fire. 

6.  It  IS  admitted  for  the  purposes  of  this  case, 
that  152  of  the  180  aerons  of  bark  shipped  on 
behalf  of  the  plaintiffs  were  destroyed  by  the 
water  poured  or  let  into  the  said  steamship  in  the 
manner  above  described. 

7.  It  has  been  the  practice  of  British  average 
adjusters  in  adjusting  losses,  to  treat  a  loss  occa- 
sioned by  water  in  the  manner  above  described  as 
not  a  general  average  loss. 

8.  The  Venezuelan,  after  discharging  and  un- 
loading cargo  and  undergoing  temporary  repairs 
at  Santa  Martha,  subseqaently  proceeded  on  her 
voyage,  and  delivered  the  various  portions  of  the 
cargo  to  the  respective  owners  or  consignees 
thereof. 

9.  The  court  is  to  be  at  liberty  to  draw  such 
inferences  of  fact  as  a  jury  would  be  justified  in 
drawing. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  court  was, 
whether  the  plaintiffs  were  entitled  to  recover 
from  the  defendants  any  sum  of  money  by  way  of 
general  average,  contribution,  or  otherwise,  in 
respect  of  the  aforementioned  loss  of  the  said 
152  serons  of  bark.  If  the  court  should  be  of 
opinion  in  the  affirmative,  then  the  court  was 
respectfully  requested  to  direct  on  what  principles 
such  sum  was  to  be  ascertained,  and  judgment 
was  to  be  entered  for  the  plaintiffs  for  such  sum 
as  should  be  ascertained  in  accordance  with  the 
said  directions  of  the  court  by  the  parties  them- 
selves, or  if  thoy  could  not  agree,  by  Messrs. 
Bailey,  Lowndes,  and  Streakley,  of  Liverpool,  ave- 
rage adjuster,  with  costs  of  suit.  If  the  court 
should  be  of  a  oontrarv  opinion,  then  judgment 
was  to  be  entered  for  the  defendant  with  costs  of 
defence. 

The  Oourt  of  Queen's  Bench,  Oockburn,  C.  J., 
Mellor,  Hannen,  and  Quain,  JJ.)  held,  that  the 
loss  of  the  plaintiffs'  bark  was  properly  the  subject 
of  a  general  average  contribution,  being  a  vo- 
luntary and  intentional  sacrifice  of  the  bark,  made 
under  the  pressure  of  imminent  danger,  and  for 
tbe  benefit,  and  with  a  view  to  secure  the  safet^r  of 
the  whole  adventure  then  at  risk ;  but,  it  having 
been  hitherto  the  practice  of  English  averago 
adjusters  to  treat  a  loss  occasioned  by  water,  in  tbe 
manner  described  in  the  case,  as  not  a  general 
average  loss,  that  the  plaintiffs  were  precluded 
from  recovering  by  the  words  of  the  bills  of  lading 
stipulating  that  average,  if  any,  "  should  be  ad- 
justed according  to  British  custom."  On  this 
judgment  error  was  brought. 

Butt,  Q.O.  (with  him  Oohen),  for  the  plaintiffs. 

MUtoan'd,  Q.C.  (with  him  B,  0.  WilUama),  for 
the  defendants. 

The  following  authorities  were  cited  :~^ 

Beneoke  on  Average,  p.  243 ; 

Baily  on  Average,  p.  40 ; 

Johnson  v.  Chapman,  19  C.  B.,  N.S.,  563 ; 

2  Arnold  Mar.  Ins.  pp.  813,  872; 

Partons  on  Shipphig,  book  1,  o.  9,  s.  21 ; 
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Nvmtck  and  Co,  y.  Holmea^  25  Pensy  St  Bep.  36 ; 
The  brig  Mary,  1  8pThgnB  (Amer.)  57 ; 
Stevens  on  Average.  ?•  12 ; 
Simmonds  y.  White,  2  B.  A  Cress.  805 ; 
Hopkins'  Handbook  of  average,  p.  59 ; 
Harris  t.  Scaramanga,  41  L.  J.  170,  C.P. 

Cur.  adv,  vuU, 

June  27. — The  judgment  of  the  court  was  deli- 
vered a8  follows : — 

Bbett,  J. — If  it  was  necesaarj  in  this  case  to 
determine  whether  the  destruction  of  merchandise 
by  water  thrown  upon  it  in  the  course  of  throwing 
water  to  extinguish  a  fire  which  is  burning  other 
merchandise  in  the  same  ship,  is  the  subject  of 
general  average,  we  should  desire  time  to  consider 
a  question  which  is  no  doubt  of  great  importance, 
and  upon  which  we  know  of  no  direct  authority  in 
the  law  of  this  country.  But  the  bill  of  lading, 
which  in  express  terms  provides  that  *'  average, 
if  any,  is  to  be  adjusted  accordins;  to  British 
custom,"  appears  to  us  to  admit  of  no  oiher  con- 
struction than  that  which  has  been  put  upon  it  by 
the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench.  The  custom  or  usage 
prevailina:  among  average  staters  in  England  is 
uniform  and  invariable,  that  goods  thus  damaged 
or  destroyed  are  not  brought  into  account  in  an 
average  adjustment.  We  agree  with  the  court 
below  that  the  phrase  "British  custom''  in  this 
bill  of  lading  was  intended  to  refer,  and,  upon  a 
truo  construction,  does  refer,  to  this  custom  or 
usage,  even  if  it  be  different  from  the  British  law, 
a  point,  which  in  this  case,  we  do  not  determine. 
The  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench 
must  therefore  be  afRrmed. 

Judgment  affirmed, 

.Attorneys  for  iJ^a\niiS, Milne, Riddle,Q,ndMellor, 
Attornevs  for  defendants,  Chester  and  Co.  for 
Haigh  and  Co,,  Liverpool. 


COUBT    OF    ADMIRALTY. 

Beported  by  J.  P.  Aspihall,  Esq.,  Barri8ter«at-Law. 

Tuesday,  April  29, 1873. 

Thb  Abraham. 

Collision— Plea  of  inevitable  accident — Onus   of 

proof— Duty  to  begin — Practice, 
In  a  cause  of  collisiofi,  where  the  defendants  plead 
inevitable  accident  alone,  it  lies  upon  the  plaintiff 
1o  show  a  primd  facie  case  of  negligence  against 
the  defendants,  and  the  plaintiffs  must  therefore 
begin. 
This  was  a  cause  of  collision  instituted  on  behalf 
of  the  owners  of  the  ship  Uherslone,  against  the 
barque  Abraham,  and  her  owners  intervening. 
The  petition  of  the  plaintiffs   alleged    that  the 
J &ra^ am, being  a  vessel  overtaking  the  Ulverstone, 
neglected  to  comply  with  Ait.  17  of  the  Regula- 
tions for   preventing  Collisions  at  Sea,   in   not 
keeping  out  of  the  way  of  the  latter  vessel.    The 
answer   of   the    defendants    admitted    that    the 
Abraham  was  overtaking  the   Ulverstone,  but  al- 
leged that  tho  Abraham  had  become  unmanage- 
able by  reason  of  her  rudder  chains  becoming 
entangled  with  her  rudder   head,    and    pleaded 
inevitable  accident. 

The  Admiralty  Advocaie  (Dr.  Deane,  Q.C.)  and 
Webster,  for  the  plaintiffs,  submitted  that  on  this 
state  of  the  pleadings,  the  defendants  ought  to 
begin  in  accordance  with  the  practice  of  the  court. 
Clarkson,for  ihe  defendants. — According  to  The 
Marpesia  (26  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.  333 j  L.  Rep.  4  B.C. 


212 ;  1  Asp.  Mar.  Law  Cas.  261),  the  onus  is  on 
the  plaintiffs  to  show  a  primd  facie  case.  [Sir  R. 
Phillimobe. — I  find  that  the  practice  of  the  court 
has  hitherto  been  for  the  defendants  to  begin 
where  the  sole  plea  is  that  of  inevitable  accident : 
{The  Thomas  Lea,  2  Mar.  Law  Cas.  O.S.  261 )] 
That  is  now  overruled  by  the  Marpesia. 

SirR.FHiLLiMORE. — I  think  Mr.  Clarkson's  view 
is  correct,  and  that  the  Marpesia  rightly  expresses 
what  ought  to  be  the  practice  of  the  court,  and 
the  Thomas  Lea  must  therefore  be  considered  as 
overruled. 

Solicitors  for  the  plaintiffs,  Lowless,  Nelton, 
and  Jones. 

Solicitor  for  the  defendant,  Thomas  Cooper. 


The  Bio  Lima. 

Transfer  of  cause — Arrest —Warrantee aveat-^ 

Practice. 

Where  an  admiralty  cause,  instituted  in  rem  a giintt 
a  ship,  has  been  transferred  from  a  County  Court 
to  the  High  Court  of  Admiralty,  and  no  bail  Juis 
been  givetiin  either  court,  and  the  ship  is  already 
under  the  arrest  of  the  High  Court  in  otlher  suits, 
the  High  Court  unll  order  the  issue  of  a  caveat 
to  prevent  her  release,  in  case  the  other  causes 
should  be  witJidrawn, 

This  was  a  motion  for  leave  to  arrest  the  vessel 
Rio  Li/ma  in  the  sum  of450Z.,  or  for  such  an  order 
as  the  court  might  deem  meet  for  the  purpose  of 
affording  the  plaintiffs  security  for  the  amount  of 
their  claim  ana  costs.  The  claim  against  the  ship 
was  for  necessaries ;  the  cause  was  originally  in- 
stituted in  tho  Newcastle  County  Court,  but  was 
hj  order  of  the  judge  of  the  High  Court  of  Ad- 
miralty, transferred  to  that  court,  under  the  8th 
section  of  the  County  Courts  Admiralty  Jurisnic- 
tion  Act  1868,  on  the  ground  that  there  were 
other  suits  pending  in  the  High  Court  against  the 
ship,  in  which  she  was  under  arrest.  After  the 
transfer  the  County  Court  released  the  ship.  An 
appearance  was  entered  in  the  County  Court  by 
one  of  the  owners,  and,  on  the  cause  being  trans- 
ferred, by  two  others,  but  no  bul  was  given 

0.  J^.  Jemmett,  for  the  plaintiffs,  submitted  that 
the  arrest  yn%a  necessary,  because  the  County  Court 
had  released  the  ship,  and  the  plaintiff  would 
otherwise  lose  all  security  for  his  claim.  If  the 
County  Court  had  retained  possession  of  the 
vessel,  two  sets  of  possession  fees  might  have  been 
incurred,  whilst  now  that  the  vessel  was  released, 
the  plaintiffs  would  not  have  any  security  unless 
some  order  were  made  by  the  High  Court  to  arrest 
her,  or  to  transfer  the  possession  to  the  High 
Court. 

Cohen,  for  the  defendants,  contra. — The  arrest  is 
unnecessary,  as  by  rule  55  of  the  rales  and  regu- 
lations of  this  court,  it  is  provided  that  where  a 
ship  is  already  under  arrest,  a cat^eaf  may  be  issued 
to  prevent  her  release.  [Sir  R.  Pbillimore. — The 
registrar  tells  me  that  the  practioe  has  hitherto 
been,  to  issue  a  warrant  for  arrest  in  each  suit. 
It  appears  to  me  that  the  rule  53  is  intended  to 
apply  rather  to  the  case  where  the  proctor  seeking 
a  caveat  is  concerned  in  a  cause  in  which  the  ship 
is  already  under  arrest.]  I  submit  that  the  rule 
applies  to  any  case  where  the  ship  is  under  the 
arrest  of  the  court  in  any  suit.  The  effect  of  a 
caveat  will  be,  that  the  ship  cannot  be  released 
without  notice  to   the    plaintiff's  proctor.    If  & 
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wamnt  subseqiiontly  becomes  necessary  b^  the 
withdrawftl  of  the  arrest  in  the  other  salts,  it  can 
be  leaned  on  a  fntnre  application. 

O.  F.  JemmeU,  in  reply. — Hale  53  applies  onlj 
to  cases  where  several  snits  of  salvage  are  insti- 
tated,  or  where  a  proctor  wishes  to  preserve  his 
lien  on  the  rw  for  his  costs. 

Sir  B.  Philumore. — I  do  not  see  how  the  plain- 
tifls  can  be  injured  by  the  issntni^  of  a  caveat 
instead  of  a  warrant  for  the  arrest  of  the  ship.  I 
think  he  mnst  be  content  with  a  cavecU,  and  I  shall 
order  that  a  cavecU  issaes  to  prevent  the  release 
of  Qke  ship. 

Solioitora  for  the  plaintiffs,  Ingledew,  Ince,  and 
tiroefiiii^. 

Solicitor  for  the  defendants,  Rowland  MiUer, 


The  Proceeds  or  the  Cordelia. 

Discovery — Suit  for  master's  wages — PrMiiee, 
To  obtain  discovery  of  documents,  the  affidavit  in 
support  of  the  application  must  allege  some  one 
partieular  document  to  he  in  the  possession  of  the 
party  from  whom  discovery  is  sought. 

Tms  was  an  application  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff 
in  a  roaster's  caase  of  wages  and  disbarsements, 
for  discovery  of  docnments  in  the  possession  of 
the  defendant.  The  affidavit  of  the  master,  filed  in 
inpport  of  the  application,  alleged  as  follows  :— 

1.  This  oauM  has  been  institated  by  me  to  recover  the 
•mount  doe  to  me  for  wegee  and  diabursements,  earned 
and  made  whilst  I  was  matter  of  the  said  veeiel. 

2.  During  the  time  I  was  master  of  snoh  vessel,  I 
wrote  several  letters  to  A.  Bragaw,  the  defendant  in  this 
eanse,  relating  to  the  sailing  of  the  said  ship,  and  my 
soooonts  and  vonohera,  of  whioh  letters  I  kept  no  copies. 
I  also  sent  him  acoonnts  and  vonohers,  of  seme  of  which 
I  kept  no  copies.  The  said  letters,  acoonnts,  and 
Yovcosrs  related  to  my  claim  in  this  canse. 

3.  I  am  adyised  and  believe,  that  it  is  material  to  me, 
in  order  to  snpport  my  claim  on  the  trial  in  reference  of 
this  caoae,  and  to  prepare  for  the  trial  or  reference 
thereof,  to  have  snch  letters,  acoonnts,  and  vouchers,  or 
asy  other  documents  which  the  defendant  may  have  in 
his  possession  relating  to  the  matters  in  dispute  in  this 
cause,  produced  to  me  or  to  my  solicitors,  and  that  I  shall 
dtttve  material  adTsatage  and  support  from  the  produc- 
tion  of  the  same. 

4.  I  am  advised  and  believe  that  I  am  entitled  to  the 
prodnctioB  of  the  said  letters,  vouchers,  accounts,  and 
documents,  for  the  purpose  of  discovery  and  establishing 
my  claim  in  this  cause. 

5.  I  believe  the  said  letters,  aooounts,  and  vouchers, 
are  in  possession  or  power  of  the  nid  defendimt. 

GlarTcson  moved  the  court  to  order  the  defen- 
dant to  answer  on  affidavit,  stating  what  docu* 
ments  he  had  in  his  possession  or  power  relating 
to  the  matters  in  dispute  in  the  cause,  or  what  he 
knew  as  to  the  custody  sach  documents  were  in, 
and  whether  he  objected  to  the  production  of  such 
as  were  in  his  possession  or  power.  The  plaintiff 
is  entitled  to  know  what  documents  are  in  the 
defeadants'  possession,  under  the  Common  Law 
Procedure  Act  1854,  sect.  50.  The  affidavit  suffi- 
ciently shows  that  the  defendant  has  in  his  control 
or  possession  documents  relatini^  to  this  claim. 

CHhson^  for  the  defendant.-— The  plaintiff  is  not 
entitled  on  this  affidavit  to  discovery.  By  the  role 
at  common  law,  he  must  earmark  some  document 
before  he  is  entitled  to  discovery.  The  mere  alle- 
gation that  some  documents  are  in  the  defendant's 
possession  is  too  vague :  (Evans  v.  Louis,  L.  Bep. 
1 C.  P.  e56). 


OlarJcson,  in  reply. — ^The  plaintiff  has  shown 
that  letters  and  vouchers  are  in  the  defendant's 
possession,  and  that  is  enough.  [Sir  B.  Phillimore. 
— ^The  dates  are  not  in  any  way  specified.]  They 
are  stated  to  have  been  during  the  time  he  was 
master. 

Sir  B.  PHiLLUCoaE. — ^I  am  not  disinclined  to 
grant  the  application,  provided  that  the  documents 
are  more  earmarked  than  they  are  in  the  present 
affidavit.  There  oaght  to  be  some  guide  to  the 
dates.  For  the  sake  of  the  practice  of  the  court 
I  think  the  i^davit  ought  to  be  more  precise.  On 
an  affidavit  being  filed  which  shall  state  specifi- 
cally some  one  documeot  to  be  in  the  possession 
of  the  defendant,  I  will  make  an  order  for  dis- 
covery. The  application  may  be  renewed  at  an 
early  date,  (a) 

Solicitors  for  the  plaintiff ,  Ingledew.  Inee,  and 
Greening, 

Solicitor  for  the  defendant,  Thomas  Oooper* 


JUDICIAL  COMMITTEE  OF  THE 
FSIVY  COUNCIIi. 

Beported  by  J.  P.  Aspxxall,  B8(i.,Banister-st-Iiaw. 

March  20  and  April  5, 1373. 

(Present :  The  Bight  Hon.  Sir  J.  W.  Colvile,  Sir 
Barnes  Peacock,  Sib  Montague  Smith,  and 
Sir  B.  P.  CoLLiBE.) 

Bbowninq  (app.)  V.  The  Peovincial  Insurance 
Company  op  Canada  (resps.). 

Marine  insurance — Policy — Principal  and  agent-^ 
Right  to  sue^Oertificate  or  slip— Contract — 
Cargo — Total  loss— Limitation  of  action, 

A  contract  of  marine  insurance,  entered  into  with 
underwriters  hy  an  agent  in  his  oum  name,  htU 
without  expressing  the  iriterest  in  the  subject  of 
insurance  to  he  in  any  particular  person,  may  be 
sued  upon  hy  thejprincipal  in  whom  the  interest  is 

Where  the  common  form  of  policy  of  a  marine 
insurance  compan/y  contains  the  usual  clause, 
"  A,  B,  as  weU  in  his  oum  name  as  and  for  and 
in  the  names  of  all  and  every  other  f>erson  or 
persons  to  whom  the  same  shall  appertain,  &c,,** 
and  it  is  the  usage  of  the  eomoany  on  aecepting  a 
risk  to  issue  a  certificate  or  slip  as  a  provisional 
agreement  entitling  the  assured  to  a  policy  in 
their  common  form,  the  certifi^eate  is  to  be  con* 
etrued  as  a  contra^  containing  the  above  clause, 
and,  if  the  certificate  is  made  out  inihe  name  of 
an  agenU  the  prvncipal  on  whose  behalf  the  con^ 
tract  is  ma4e  may  (%n  Canadawhere  ihere  are  no 
Stamp  Acts  as  to  agreements  for  marine  insur- 
ance)  sue  upon  the  certifioale  in  his  own  name. 
Where  ship  and  cargo  are  wrecked  and  cast  ashore, 
but  part  of  the  cargo  continues  to  exist  in  specie 
and  is  taken  out,  and,  it  being  impossible  to 
forward  it  to  its  destination,  is  sold  by  the  salvors 
on  the  spot,  there  is  no  total  loss  of  the  cargo, 
actual  or  constructive,  until  the  sale  has  taken 
place  ;  and,  consequently,  a  condition  in  a  ^^oUcy 
on  the  goods,  that  no  action  shaU  be  maintainable 
on  the  policy  unless  commenced  within  twelve 

(a)  A  farther  deposit  was  filed,  aUeginff  the  posSM- 
sion  by  the  plaintifr  of  letters  from  the  defendant,  in 
whioh  reference  was  made  to  letters  of  the  plaintiff  re- 
ceiyed  by  the  plaintiff  on  paridcnlar  dates,  and  ^o 
alleging  the  possession  by  the  plaintiff  of  a  oopy  of  a 
letter  sent  by  him  to  the  defendant,  and  its  date.  On 
tidsaffidaTit  the  applioation  was  granted. 
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months  afler  any  loss  shall  have  occurred,  is 

complied  with  if  an  action,  to  recover  for  a  total 

loss  of  the  goods,  is  commenced  within  twelve 

months  after  the  sale  has  taken  place  ;  the  action 

need  not  he  commenced  within  twelve  months  after 

the  wreck. 
This  was  an  appeal  from  a  jadgment  of  the  Court 
of  Queen's  Bench  for  Lower  Canada,  affirming  a 
jadgment  of  the  Saperior  Coart  for  Lower  Canada, 
district  of  Montreal,  in  an  action  brought  by  the 
appellant  against  the  respondents  on  an  alleged 
contract  of  insurance  of  a  cargo  of  flour. 

The  writ  was  issued  on  the  3rd  March,  1869. 

The  declaration  was  also  filed  the  3rd  March, 
1869,  and  the  first  count  set  out  a  certificate  of 
cargo  insurance  granted  by  the  defendants  to  one 
Joel  Lednc  for  7,000  dols.  on  a  cargo  of  flour,  and 
alleged  that  the  said  Joel  Leduo  had  insured 
the  Baid  goods  as  agent  for  the  plaintiff,  that  the 
plaintiff  was  interested  in  the  goods  to  the  full 
yalue  of  the  sum  insured,  and  that  the  goods  had 
been  lost  by  perils  of  the  sea.  The  count  also 
contained  an  averment  that  the  defendants  were 
bound  by  custom  to  issue  to  the  plaintifi  a  policy 
of  insurance  in  accordance  with  the  terms  of  the 
certificate,  either  in  his  own  name  or  the  name  of 
Joel  Leduc,  and  all  others  interested  in  the  goods, 
and  that  they  had  not  done  so.  The  second  count 
alleged  generally  that  the  plaintiff  had  insured  the 
goods  viith  the  defendants  through  the  agency  of 
Joel  Leduc,  and  the  loss  of  the  goods.  The  third 
count  was  a  common  money  count  for  money  had 
and  received  by  the  defendants  to  the  use  of  the 
plaintiff. 

The  defendants  filed  on  the  11th  May,  1869,  two 
pleas,  and  a  defense  au  fonde  en  fait* 

The  first  plea  set  up  that  the  said  Joel  Leduc 
had  previously  insurea  the  ship  Ba^ineau  and 
Qaudry  with  the  defendants,  on  the  express  con- 
dition that  it  should  not  remain  in  the  Gulf  of  St. 
Lawrence  after  the  16th  Nov.,  that  the  insurance 
of  the  cargo  of  fiour  being  between  the  same 
parties  and  for  carriage  by  the  said  ship  was  im- 
pliedly subject  to  the  same  condition,  and  that  the 
loss  occurred  through  the  ship  remaining  in  the 
Gulf  of  St.  Lawrence  after  that  date.  The  second 
plea  set  up  a  condition  contained  in  the  certi6cate 
of  insurance  that  no  action  should  be  brought  for 
any  loss,  except  within  one  year  next  after  the 
loss  occurred,  and  averred  that  the  loss  of  the 
cargo  occurred  more  than  a  twelvemonth  before 
action  brought.  The  defense  aufonds  en  fait  tra- 
versed all  the  averments  in  the  plaintiff's  declara- 
tion, and  in  particular  expressly  alleged  that  the 
contract  with  Joel  Leduc  haa  been  made  with 
him  personally,  and  not  as  agent  of  the  plain- 
tiff. 

The  plaintiff,  on  the  15th  May,  1869,  filed  answers 
traversing  the  defendants'  pleas,  and  he  joined 
issue  on  the  defendants'  defense  aufonds  en  fait. 

The  defendants  on  the  20th  May  took  issue  on 
the  plain tifi^s  answers. 

The  facts  as  proved,  or  admitted,  were  as  fol- 
lows: 

The  plaintiff,  who  was  a  baker  and  merchant, 
living  at  St.  John's,  Newfoundland,  instructed 
one  Joel  Lednc,  who  had  acted  as  the  plaintiff's 
agent  for  a  long  time  previously,  to  purchase  flour 
for  him  at  Montreal,  and  forward  it  to  him  at  St. 
John's,  Newfoundland.  Leduc  accordingly  pur- 
chased 1,063  barrels  of  flour  and  Icmded  them  on 
board  a  ycseqI  called  the  Bahineau  a/nd  Qaudry f 


and  drew  bills  upon  the  plaintiff  for  the  amount 
of  the  flour,  including  his  own  commission. 

In  Nov.  1867,  Leduc  applied  to  the  defendants 
agent  at  Montreal,  B.  T.  Kouth,  to  insure  the  flour 
for  the  voyage  to  St.  John's,  and  Bouth,  after 
bommnnicating[  u^ith  the  head  office,  granted  him 
a  certificate  of  insurance,  which  was  in  the  follow* 
ing  terms : 

Provincial  IntnraaoA  Company  of  Canada, 
Certificate  of  Cargo  Insoranoe,  No.  116, 
Montreal,  15ih  Nov.,  1867. 
Joel  Lednc,  Esq.,  has  this  day  effected  an  assurance 
to  the  extent  of  seven  ihoneand  dollars  on  the  nnder- 
mentioned  property,  from  Montreal  to  St.  John's,  New- 
foundland, shipped  m  good  order  and  well-oonditioned 
on  board  the  achooner  Bakineau  and  Goudry,  whereof 
£.  Vignean  is  master  this  present  voyage. 

Said  insurance  to  be  subject  to  all  the  forms,  con- 
di^ons,  provisions,  and  exceptions  contained  in  the 
policy  of  the  company,  copies  of  which  are  printed  on 
the  iMbck  hereof. 

(Sd.)       B.  T.  EouTH,  Agent. 
P.  Albbbt  Vass. 


Besoiiption  of  GUkkU  Innued. 

Amount. 

Bate. 
4% 

Premium. 

On  1063  barrelB  floor,  paid 
2l8t  Not.  1867. 
(Signed)  B.  T.  Bouth, 
P.  Albibt  Tabs. 

$7,000    0   0 

$290   0   0 

On  the  back  were,  amongst  others,  the  following 
conditions  : 

It  is  furthermore  hereby  expressly  proTided  that  so 
suit  or  action  against  said  company  for  the  reooYcry  of 
any  claim  upon,  under,  or  by  yirtue  of  this  policy  shall 
be  Bustainea  in  any  court  of  law  or  chancery,  unless  such 
suit  or  action  shall  be  commenced  within  the  term  of 
twelye  months  next  after  any  loss  or  damage  shall  occur, 
and  in  case  any  such  suit  or  action  shall  be  commenced 
against  said  company  after  the  expiration  of  tweWe 
months  next  alter  such  loss  or  damage  shall 
haye  occurred,  the  lapse  of  thne  shall  be  taken  and 
deemed  as  conclusiye  eyidence  again  the  yalidity  of  the 
claim  thereby  so  attempted  to  be  enforced. 

The  interest  of  the  insured  in  this  policy  is  not  assign- 
able unless  by  consent  of  this  corporation,  manifested 
in  writing,  and  in  case  of  transfer  or  termination  of  the 
interest  of  the  insured,  either  by  sale  or  otherwise  with- 
out such  consent,  the  policy  snail  from  thenceforth  be 
void  and  of  no  efFeot. 

Leduc  paid  the  premium  of  insurance,  and 
included  tne  amount  in  the  invoice  he  sent  to  tho 
plaintiff  and  the  bills  that  he  drew  on  him.  At 
the  time  the  goods  were  insured  the  plaintiff  had 
not  paid  the  bills  drawn  upon  him,  and  Leduc 
took  the  certificate  of  insurance  in  his  own  name, 
that  he  might  be  secure  if  the  plaintiff  did  not 
meet  the  bills.  No  policy  was  ever  issued,  and 
there  was  no  evidence  of  any  agreement  ezpreaa 
or  implied  to  issue  a  policy  other  than  the  certifi- 
cate of  cargo  insurance,  except  the  statement  by 
one  of  the  plaintiff's  witnesses,  Bouth,  the  agent, 
who  issued  the  certificate,  that  it  was  the  custom 
of  the  defendants  to  issue  policies  of  insarance 
in  a  form  produced  by  him  on  all  certificates 
of  cargo  insurance,  the  certificate  of  cargo  in- 
surance being  a  temporary  substitute  and  bind- 
ing till  the  policy  was  issued.  The  policies  used 
by  the  company  were  in  a  regular  printed  form, 
and  commenced  as  follows :  "  A.  jB.  as  well  in 
his  own  name  as  for  and  in  the  name  and  names 
of  all  and  every  other  person  and  persons  to  whom 
the  same  doth,  may,  or  shall  appertain,  in  part  or 
in  all;  doth  make  assurance,  and  cause  to  be 
insured  lost  or  not  lost,  &c."  The  plaintiff  was 
proved  to  have  paid  the  bills  drawn  on  him  by 


MARITIME  LAW  OASES. 


37 


Fbiv.  Co.]       B&owjiing  (app.)  v.  The  P&otuicial  Insurancb  Co.  of  Cana.da  (reaps.)       [Peiv.  Co. 


Ledoc  when  dae,  and  to  ha^e  been  interested  in 
the  goods  to  the  amonnt  of  the  sam  iDsored  at 
the  time  of  their  loss,  bat  no  transfer  was  ever 
made  to  him  of  the  insurance  with  the  ooasent  of 
ihe  defendants.  It  was  admitted  by  the  plaintiff 
that  Ledac  had  previoasly  insured  the  vessel 
BiMmeau  and  Cfaudry  with  the  defendants,  by  a 
policy  oontatning  a  condition  that  the  vessel  should 
not  remain  in  the  Gulf  of  St.  Lawrence  after  the 
16th  Nov.  1867. 

The  facts  as  to  the  sailing  and  loss  of  the  vessel 
and  cargo  are  fully  set  out  in  the  judgment 

The  case  was  heard  in  the  superior  conrt, 
before  Beaudry,  J.,  on  the  21st  March,  1870, 
and  CO  the  31st  o£  March  that  court  gave  judg« 
ment  in  favour  of  the  defendants,  on  the  gronnd 
that  the  loss  occurred  more  than  twelve  months 
before  the  commencement  o£  the  action. 

The  plaintiff  appealed  to  the  Court  of  Qaeen's 
Bench,  and  the  case  was  heard  on  the  3rd  Dec., 
1870,  before  Daval,  C.  J.,  and  Caron,  Badgley  and 
Monk,  JJ.;  and  on  the  9th  March,  1871,  that 
court  gave  judgment,  confirming  the  judgment  of 
the  court  below.  The  majority  of  the  court  were 
of  opinion  that  the  action  had  been  brought  in 
due  time  and  that  the  judgment  of  the  superior 
court  was  in  that  respect  erroneous.  The  jadg- 
ment  of  the  superior  court  was  confirmed  upon 
the  ground  that  the  contract  of  insurance  was  in 
the  name  of  Leduc  only,  and  that  Browning  could 
not  sue  upon  it  except  it  were  made  for  Browning 
and  in  his  name. 

Against  this  judgment  Browning  appealed  to 
Her  Majesty  in  council,  and  alleged  as  the  grounds 
of  his  appeal  the  following  reasons : — 

First,  because  it  is  established  by  the  evidence 
that  the  said  Joel  Leduc  in  entering  into  the  said 
contract  of  insurance  was  acting  as  the  agent  of 
the  said  Gilbert  Browning;  secondly,  because  the 
general  rule  of  law  that  an  undisclosed  principal 
may  take  advantage  of  the  contract  entered  into 
by  his  agent  applies  to  policies  of  marine  in- 
surance ;  thirdly,  because  policies  of  marine  in* 
Burance  according  to  universal  usage  and  the 
custom  of  the  respondent  company  enure  to  the 
benefit  of  any  one  beneficially  interested  at  the 
time  of  loss  in  the  property  insured;  fourthly, 
because  the  language  of  the  policies  of  the  respon- 
dent company  is  specially  adapted  to  cover  the 
interest  at  the  time  of  the  loss  whoever  may  be 
the  owner  of  the  property ;  fifthly,  because  the 
policy  on  the  hull  of  the  Babineau  and  CUudry  did 
not  in  any  manner  control  the  insurance  made 
upon  the  appellant's  flour;  sizthlv,  because  no 
breach  of  warranty  was  established  by  the  respon- 
dents; seventhly,  because  the  action  was  com« 
menced  within  due  time ;  eighthly,  because  even 
although  the  court  may  have  been  of  opinion  that 
the  agency  of  the  said  Joel  Leduc  in  effecting  the 
said  insurance  was  not  established,  the  appellant 
should  under  the  counts  for  money  had  and 
received  in  his  action  have  recovered  the  proceeds 
of  his  flour  taken  possession  of  and  sold  by  the 
agents  of  the  respondent  company  at  Gasp^,  the 
said  proceeds,  having  been,  as  admitted  by  their 
inspector  and  manager,  received  by  the  said 
respondent  company.  The  appellant  submits  that 
under  the  said  counts  for  money  had  and  received 
he  should  have  had  judgment  for  ei&her  533 
dollars  at  least  as  the  balance  of  the  alleged  pro- 
ceeds of  the  flour  after  payment  of  salvage,  or  the 
total  amoupt  of  1796  dollars  realised  by  the  sale 


of  his  flour,  there  being  no  proof  of  the  value 
of  the  salvage  services,  but  merely  a  state- 
ment of  salvage  made  by  the  respondent  Com- 
pany. 

Watkin  William$,  Q.C.  and  W.  W.  Kerr,  for  the 
appellants. — First,  on  the  question  whether  the 
appellant  may  sue  on  the  contract  made  by  his 
agent.  In  8im$  v.  Bond  (5  B.  &  Ad.  389),  it  is 
said  bv  Denman,  C.J.,  **  It  is  a  well-established 
rule  of  law  that  where  a  contract,  not  under  seal, 
is  made  with  an  agent,  in  his  own  name,  for  an 
undisclosed  principal,  either  the  agent  or  principal 
may  sue  upon  it."  An  agent  cannot  escape  liabi- 
lity under  a  contract  which  he  has  signed  in  his 
own  name,  but  his  principal  may  still  take  advan- 
tage of,  or  be  sued  upon  the  contract : 

H%ggin8  v.  Senior,  8 M  AW.  834 ; 
Hwnible  ▼.  Hunter,  12  Q.B.  810  ; 
Snouth's  Leadingr  Cmob,  6th  edit.  p.  355  ; 
Bamatoiii  y.  Bowring,  7  C.  B.  N.  S.  851. 

In  Arnould  on  Marine  Insurance  (4th  ed.  p.  223), 
it  is  certainly  said  that  if  it  were  not  for  the 
assignment  clause  in  a  policy,  only  the  person  in 
whose  name  it  is  effected  could  sue.  In  answer  to 
this,  however,  I  submit  that  there  is  no  distinc- 
tion between  a  contract  of  insurance  and'^  other 
contracts  not  under  seal.  If  the  agent  has  taken 
out  the  words  "  as  well  in  bis  own  name,  <&o.,"  and 
expressly  described  himself  as  owner  of  the  goods, 
it  might  then  be  contended  that  the  appellants 
could  not  come  forward  and  claim  an  interest  in 
them  as  against  the  respondents,  and  that  is  pro- 
bably Arnould's  meanmg.  This  distinction  is 
clearly  pointed  out  by  Duer  on  Marine  Insurance 
(vol.  ii.  lect.  ix.  §  18).  Moreover,  his  certificate  of 
insurance  was  not  the  contract  itself ;  it  was  only 
the  memorandum  of  the  contract.  By  the  respon- 
dent's custom  they  were  bound  to  issue  a  policy, 
in  accordance  with  the  certificate,  containing  the 
assignment  clause.  Where  a  memorandum  for  an 
agreement  refers  to  another  instrument  containins; 
full  particulars  of  the  contract,  then  both  instru- 
ments are  to  be  read  together,  as  forming  one  and 
the  same  contract :  (Bidgway  v.  Wharton,  6  H.  of 
L.  Cas.  238).  It  was  clearly  the  intention  of  these 
parties  that  the  policy  and  not  the  certificate  alone 
was  to  be  the  contract  between  them.  The  cer- 
tificate is  like  the  slips  used  in  this  country. 
There  can  be  no  doubt,  on  the  evidence,  that  the 
flour  was  purchased  on  behalf  of  the  appellant. 
When  the  flour  was  shipped  deliverable  to  the 
appellant,  the  property  at  once  passed  to  him,  and 
he  became  liable  for  it : 

Bnmme  y.  Ha/re,  4  H.  &  N.  822  ; 
Joyce  y.  8wann,  17  O.B.  N.  S.  84. 

Secondly,  with  regard  to  the  point  that  the  action 
ought  to  have  been  brought  within  a  year  after 
the  loss  occurred.  The  loss  haying  been  proved, 
it  lies  on  them  to  show  when  it  occurred  if  they 
wish  to  avoid  their  contract.  This  is  a  limitation 
of  our  right  to  sue  by  express  agreement.  Such  a 
limitation  must  be  governed  by  the  same  rule  of 
construction  as  is  applicable  to  limitations  imposed 
by  law.  It  is  quite  clear  that  by  Canadian  law  the 
appellant  is  only  bound  to  brink  this  action  within 
a  reasonable  time  after  the  loss  came  to  his  know- 
ledge, if  it  was  impossible  for  him  to  have  made 
his  claim  sooner :  (Civil  Code  of  Lower  Canada, 
Nos.  2232,  2478.)  The  rule  was  the  same  by  ciyil 
law:  (Mackenzie's  Boman  Law,  p.  186  et  seq,) 
Moreover,  there  is  no  evidence  to  show  that  the 
loss  of  the  vessel  did  not  occur  just  before  it 
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came  to  the  appellant's  knowledge.  The  loss  oa 
the  goods,  however,  clearly  did  not  occur  more 
than  a  year  before  action  brought.  This  is  a  claim 
for  a  total  loss,  and  at  the  time  of  the  discovery  of 
the  loss  of  the  vessel  the  goods  still  existed  in  part 
at  least,  and  any  loss  to  be  total  ooald  be  constrac- 
tive  only,  and  the  underwriters  must  have  re- 
ceived notice  of  abandonment,  and  until  this  there 
could  be  no  loss  within  the  meaning  of  the  limita- 
tion. Even  if  the  loss  is  to  be  considered  total,  and 
no  notice  of  abandonment  necessary,  the  actual 
total  loss  did  not  take  place  until  after  the  sale  of 
the  flour,  whereby  it  was  lost  to  the  assured.  The 
acts  of  the  directors  of  the  company,  after  the  loss 
became  known,  must  be  considered  as  a  waiver  of 
the  condition  that  the  action  must  be  brought 
within  a  year. 

Sir  J,  KarslaJce,  Q.C.  and  Bompas  for  the  re- 
spondents.— Leduc  was  not  a  mere  agent;  he 
bought,  and  resold  on  commission,  and  so  had  an 
actual  interest  in  the  goods  beyond  the  mere  com- 
mission charged.  He  was  a  factor,  or  commission 
merchant,  and  had  power  to  deal  with  the  goods  as 
he  chose :  (see  Story  on  Agency,  §  33.)  This  in- 
surance was  intended  to  cover  Leduc's  own  interest 
and  not  that  of  the  appellant.  Until  such  time  as 
the  appellant  accepted  and  paid  the  bills  of  ex- 
change drawn  upon  him  by  Leduc,  the  interest  in 
the  goods  remained  in  the  latter,  and  it  was  for 
him  to  cover  them  by  insurance.  This  he  did,  in 
his  own  name,  and  really  for  the  purpose  of 
securing  himself  in  case  the  appellant)  failed  to 
pay  for  the  goods  and  not  for  the  benefit  of  the 
appellant.  Leduc  having  clearly  an  insurable 
interest,  it  must  be  taken  that,  as  he  has  insured 
exclusively  in  his  own  name,  his  intention  was 
to  cover  his  own  risk  only.  When  a  contract  of 
insurance  is  not  expressed  to  be  for  the  benefit 
of  all  concerned,  but  a  particular  person  is 
named  therein  for  whose  benefit  the  insurance  is 
apparently  efiected,  the  contract  must  be  tidcen 
to  be  limited  to  that  particular  person  so  far  as 
the  power  to  sue  is  concerned.  Where  a  party 
insures  on  behalf  of  himself  and  others,  but  in  his 
own  name,  the  action  must  be  brought  in  the 
name  of  the  party  to  the  contract.  It  cannot  be 
said  that  the  usual  form  of  the  company's  policy, 
and  not  this  certificate,  is  to  be  considered  the 
contract  between  the  parties,  because,  although 
a  court  of  equity  would  compel  the  issuing  of  a 
policy,  yet  it  would  do  so  only  on  condition  that 
the  terms  were  no  more  extensive  than  those  of 
the  certificate  and  that  the  risks  covered  were  no 
larger.  In  Phillips  on  Insurance  it  is  said  (§  379), 
"only  those  interested  in  the  subject  at  the  com- 
mencement of  the  suit  can  be  original  parties  to 
the  policy,  and  they  continue  to  be  parties  only 
while  they  have  an  interest.  Others  may  become 
parties  by  stipulation,  or  transfer,  either  with 
them  or  in  their  stead.  (§  380.)  Insurance  made 
hy  CI,  person  in  his  own  name  only,  without  any 
indication  in  the  policy  that  any  other  is  interest- 
ed, can  be  applied  only  to  his  oion  prober  interest 
in  the  subject,  or  his  interest  as  trustee,  &o.  In 
other  words,  a  contract  with  A  cannot  be  con- 
strued into  a  contract  with  B."  A  principal  can- 
not sue  upon  a  contract  made  in  an  agent's  name 
and  for  the  agent's  benefit,  and  even  if  Leduc  in- 
tended ohe  policy  to  cover  the  interests  of  both,  it 
is  not  enforceable,  for  a  contract  of  insurance  can- 
not be  made  by  one  man  to  cover  the  interests  of 
several. 


Wat8on  V.  8wann,  11  C  B.,  N.  S.,  756. 
United  States  y,  Parmele,  1  Poine'i  U.  S.  Giro.  CL 
Bep.  252. 

[Sir  B.  P.  CoLUER  referred  to  BeU  v.  OUson, 
1  B.  &  P.  345  and  to  Vignier  v.  Swanson,  I B.  &  P. 
346.  note.]  No  doubt  a  consignee  may  sue  upon  a 
policy  effected  by  an  agent,  but  then  it  must 
appear  that  it  was  efiected  for  the  sole  benefit  of 
the  consignee,  and,  moreover,  it  must  appear  on 
the  face  of  the  policy  that  it  was  as  agent  that  the 
agent  efiected  it.  A  contract  of  marine  insurance 
is  an  undertaking  to  insure  a  particular  interest, 
and  not  more  than  one  unless  so  expressly  stated. 
In  this  case  the  contract  was,  as  the  respondents 
had  reason  to  believe,  to  insure  Leduc's  interest, 
and  he  could  not  by  one  and  the  same  contract 
cover  the  interest  of  the  appellant  without  notice 
of  such  intention  to  the  respondents.  In  Daer, 
on  Marine  Insurance  (Leot.  IX.  §  18),  it  is  said, 
"  Where  a  policy  is  effected  in  the  name  of  a  par- 
ticular person,  without  general  words,  or  by  an 
agenc  on  the  sole  account  of  a  person  named,  the 
form  of  the  contract  necessarily  fixes  and  limits 
the  construction.  The  insurance  can  only  be 
applied  to  protect  the  interest  of  the  person 
named,  and  parol  evidence  to  show  that  other 
interests  were  meant  to  be  covered,  or  that  other 
persons  were  interested  in  the  subject  insured, 
whether  offered  by  the  assured  to  enlarge,  or  by 
the  underwriter  to  diminish  the  amount  of  a  re- 
covery, must  be  rejected.  It  is  not  explanatory, 
but  repugnant  and  contradictory."  Then  as  to 
the  limitation.  The  loss  occurred  more  than  a 
year  before  the  bringing  of  the  action.  This  is 
the  fair  presumption  from  the  evidence.  After 
the  vessel  was  last  seen  there  was  sufficient  to 
cause  her  loss.  The  cargo,  as  soon  as  the  vessel 
was  wrecked,  ceased  to  be  of  any  use  to  any  one, 
and  therefore  became  at  once  a  total  loss.  The 
respondents  are  not  bound  to  show  more  than 
reasonable  evidence  that  the  loss  took  place  at  a 
time  which  precludes  the  action.  If  they  establish 
the  presumption  that  is  sufficient.  It  is  said  that 
this  condition  as  to  limitation  was  waived  by  the 
directors  of  the  company.  If  so,  they  had  no 
authority  to  do  so.  They  have  authority  to  issue 
policies  and  insure  vessels,  but  not  to  deprive  the 
shareholders  of  any  rights  they  may  acquire  under 
the  contract:  (^Montreal  Assurance  Go.  v.  Mc 
QUUvray,  13  Moore,  P.  C.  89.) 

WilUams,  Q.C.  in  reply. — Leduc,  as  a  com- 
mission merchant,  had  a  lien  upon  the  goods 
and  the  policy  for  the  price  paid,  and  was  in  the 
position  of  a  quasi- vendor,  and  could  have  stopped 
im,  transitu :  (Feise  v.  Wray^  3  East,  93.)  The  in- 
surance effected  by  him  was  not  upon  his  interest 
in  the  goods,  but  upon  the  goods  themselves,  aad 
was  for  the  benefit  of  his  principal,  to  whom  the 
property  passed  on  shipment,  sobjeot  only  to  the 
agent's  lien.  The  agent,  therefore,  had  a  right  to 
insure  in  his  own  name,  and  either  he  or  his  prin- 
cipal could  sue  upon  the  contract. 

Wolff  Y,  Homcastle,  1  B.  A  P.  316 ; 
Bkinner  v.  Btocks,  4  B.  A  Aid.  487 ; 
Story  on  Agenoy,  §§  161, 162. 

Watson  V.  Swann  (uhi  sup.)  is  not  in  point,  as  there 
the  agent  had  effected  the  insurance  for  other 
purposes  before  attempting  to  apply  it  to  his 
principal's  risk.  The  loss  did  not  actually  occur 
on  the  goods  until  the  sale  by  the  company's 
agent :  {Famworth  y.  Hyde,  L.  Bep.  2  C.  P.  204) 
April  5.  —  The  juderment   of  the   court   was 
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delivered  by  Sir  Moxtaoue  Smith. — This  is  an 
appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Qaeen's 
Bench  for  Lower  Canada,  affirming  a  jadgment  of 
tbe  superior  court  for  the  province,  which  dis- 
missed the  appellant's  suit.  The  action  was 
brought  on  a  contract  of  insurance  made  with  the 
respondents  on  1063  barrels  of  flour  shipped  in 
the  schooner  Bahineau  and  Gaudry,  on  a  voyage 
from  Montreal  to  St.  John'p,  Newfoundland.  The 
contract  was  in  the  name  of  Mr.  Joel  Leduc,  who 
had  purchased  and  shipped  tbn  flour  for  the  appel- 
lant. Two  objections  have  been  made  to  the 
appellant's  right  to  maintain  the  action,  viz :  (I) 
that  he  cannot  sue  on  the  contract  made  in  Leduo's 
name;  and  (2)  that  under  a  clause  of  limitation 
contained  in  the  contract,  his  action  is  too  late. 
The  judge  of  the  superior  court  decided  against 
the  appellant  on  the  second  objection.  Upon  the 
appeal  in  the  Court  of  Qaeen's  Bench,  three 
judges  held  the  action  was  brought  in  time,  but 
that  the  appellant  could  not  sue  in  his  own  name ; 
one  judge  (Mr.  Justice  Badgley)  alone  upheld  both 
objections. 

The  following  general  facts  appeared  on  the 
evidence: — Tbe  appellant,  who  carried  on  busi- 
ness as  a  baker  at  St.  John's,  had  for  some 
time  employed  Mr.  Leduc,  a  commission  mer- 
chant, to  make  purchases  at  Montreal  of  flour  and 
ship  it  to  St.  John's.  In  the  usual  course  of  this 
agency,  Ledac,  in  November  1867,  purchased  1064 
barrels  of  flour,  shipped  it  on  board  the  Bahineau 
and  Gaudry  (a  vessel  owned  by  himself)  for  St. 
John's,  and  insured  it  for  7000  dollars  with  the 
respondents  in  the  form  and  manner  which  will  be 
hereafter  stated.  The  bill  of  lading  stated  the 
flour  to  be  shipped  by  Leduc  deliverable  to  the 
appellant  or  his  assigns,  and  an  invoice  was  sent 
by  Leduc  to  tho  appellant,  debiting  the  latter  with 
tbe  price  paid  for  the  flour,  commission,  the  ex- 
penses of  cartage,  cooperage  and  wharfage,  and 
the  premium  on  tbe  insurance.  Bills  were 
drawn  by  Leduc  on  the  appellant  for  the  amount 
of  this  invoice,  which  were  duly  accepted  and  paid. 
The  Bahineau  and  Gaudry  sailed  from  Montreal 
on  the  16th  Nov.  1867,  and  left  Quebec  on  her 
voyage  down  the  Culf  of  St.  Lawrence  on  the 
20th.  She  was  last  seen,  proceeding  on  her 
voyage,  on  the  22nd,  and  no  more  was  heard  of 
her  until  the  middle  of  May,  1868,  when  the  news 
reached  Montreal  that  she  was  ashore  on  the 
Island  of  Anticosti  in  the  Gulf  of  St.  Lawrence. 
An  agent  of  the  respondents  reached  tbe  island  in 
tbe  middle  of  June,  and  found  the  echooner  lying 
bottom  up.  None  of  tbe  crew  appeared  to  have  been 
saved.  A  hole  had  been  cut  in  tbe  ship,  out  of 
which  part  of  her  cargo,  including  some  of  the 
appellant's  flour  had  been  taken, and  some  remained 
on  board.  The  flour  saved,  or  so  much  of  it  as 
could  be  recovered,  viz.,  547  barrels,  was  taken  to 
6asp6  and  sold  by  thft  respondent's  agent  there, 
for  the  gross  price  of  1796  dels.  An  account  was 
made  out  by  tbe  agent,  which,  after  debiting  the 
flour  with  the  share  of  salvage  expense,  and 
other  charges,  showed  the  net  proceeds  to  be  533 
dels.    The  schooner  was  recovered  and  repaired. 

It  was  contented  in  support  of  the  first  objection 
by  the  respondent's  counsel  that  the  insurance  was 
iu  fact  made  by  Leduc  on  his  own  behalf  to  protect 
bis  own  interest,  or,  at  all  events,  partly  on  his 
own  behalt,  and  partly  on  that  of  the  appellant. 
Their  Lordships,  however,  feel  little  diflBculty  in 
coming  to  the  conclusion,  upon  the  evidence  iu  the  * 


case,  that  the  insurance  was  effected  by  Leduc,  as 
agent  on  behalf  of  the  appellant,  his  principal. 
Leduc,  who  was  called  as  a  witness  by  both  parties, 
states  that  the  appellant  from  the  purchase  of  the 
flour  up  to  its  loss  was  le  serd  proprietaire,  et  le 
seul  qui  y  avail  vnteret.  Again,  when  examined  by 
the  respondent,  he  says  in  English,  "  the  insurance 
was  in  my  name,  though  it  was  really  the  plain- 
tiff's." He,  no  doubt,  also  says  that  he  made  the 
insurance  in  his  own  name  "in  case  of  some 
accident,  or  that  tbe  appellant  should  not  have 
met  his  drafts;"  but. further  explanation  given  by 
him  shows  that  what  he  wanted  to  have,  and  con- 
sidered he  had,  was  a  lien  on  the  policy  which 
would  end  when  his  drafts  were  honoured.  All 
the  facts  are  consistent  with  what  seems  to  be  the 
effect  of  Leduc's  evidence  taken  as  a  whole,  viz., 
that  the  insurance  was  effected  for  tbe  appellant 
and  that  Leduc  bad  a  lien  upon  the  policy.  Having 
paid  for  the  flour  with  his  own  money,  Leduc 
might  in  the  event  of  the  appellant's  insolvency 
have  had  the  right,  as  a  quasi  vendor,  to  stop  in 
transitu,  but  it  nowhere  appears  that  he  kept  any 
control  over  the  bills  of  lading,  under  which  the 
goods  were  deliverable  to  the  appellant  or  his 
assign.  The  result  of  the  evidence  is  that  the 
property  in  tbe  flour  passed  to  the  appellant,  that 
it  was  shipped  at  his  risk,  insured  at  his  cost,  and 
that  the  insurance  was  effected  by  Leduc  for  him 
as  the  owner  of  it. 

It  was  next  urged  that,   if  this  were  so,  the 
appellant  could  not  sue  on  the  contract  effected 
in  the  name  of  his  agent.    This  objection  makes 
it  necessary  to  consider  the  form  of  the  present 
contract,    and    how   it    was    made.      The   chief 
office    of    the    respondents    is    at  Toronto,  and 
their  agent  at  Montreal,    in    taking    insurances 
there,  issues  what  are  called  "  certificates  of  insur- 
ance "  of  a  provisional  kind,  signed  by  the  agent, 
upon  which  policies  under  the  seal  of  the  company 
are  afterwards  issued  at  Toronto.    Tbe  certificate 
in  this  case,  dated  on  the  15th  Nov.  1867,  com- 
mences as  follows: — "Joel  Leduc,  Esq.,  has  this 
day  effected  an  insurance  to  the  extent  of  7000 
dols.  on  the  under-mentioned  property  from  Mon- 
treal to  St.    John's,  Newfoundland,  shipped    on 
board  the  Bahineau  and  Gaudry,**  &o.    The  pro- 
perty is  described  as  "  1063  barrels  flour."    The 
certificate  also  states  "the  insurance  to  be  subject 
to  all  the  forms,  conditions,  provisions,  and  excep- 
tions contained  in  the  policy  of  the  company,  copies 
of  which  are  printed  on  the  back  thereof."    Bouth, 
tbe  agent  of  the  respondents  at  Montreal,  proved 
the  form  of  policy  used  by  the  respondents,  and  it 
is  set  out  in  tbe  record.    This  form  runs  thus  : — 
"A.B.,  as  well  in  his  own  name  as  for  in  the 
name  and  names  of  all  and  every  other  person  and 
persons  to  whom  the  same  doth,  may,  or  shall  ap- 
pertain in  part  or  in  all,"  do  make  insurance,  &c. 
These  words  are  tbe  same  as  those  usually  in« 
sorted  in  Lloyd's  and  other  English  policiei^    It 
was  contended  that  the  certificate  was  a  complete 
contract,  and  that  as  it  did  not  contain  these  words 
the  appellant    could    not  sue    upon  it.      Some 
authorities,  principally  American,  were  cited  for 
this  proposition,  and  Arnould  on  Marine  Insurance 
vol.  i.  p.  223,  3rd  edit.)  was  also  referred  to.    Mr. 
Arnouid  no  doubt  in  this  place  states  this  to  be  so : 
but  in  another  part  of  his  book,  it  is  stated  as  a 
general  rule  that  actions  may  be  brought  either 
by  the  broker  whose  name  appears  in  the  policy, 
or  by  tbe  principal  who  instructed  him  to  make  it 
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(vol.  ii.  p.  1032).  In  England,  polioies  are  nsaally 
made  in  the  name  of  the  insurance  broker,  and  it 
was  long  ago  decided  that  the  broker  need  not  be 
described  as  agent  to  enable  the  principal  to  sae 
upon  them  (see  De  Vignier  v.  Swanson,  1  Bros.  & 
Pal.  346  n).  In  a  recent  case,  in  which  it  was  held 
that  the  plaintiff  nnder  the  circamstances  there 
existing  oonld  not  maintain  an  action  on  saoh  a 
policy  because  the  insurance  could  not  be  shown  to 
have  been  made  on  his  behalf,  the  right  of  the 
person  who,  in  a  case  like  the  present,  has  been 
throughout  the  real  principal,  to  sue  on  a  policy 
made  in  the  name  of  his  agent,  was  not  doubted 
(Wa*8on  ▼.  Bwann,  11  C.  B.,  N.  S.,  769).  By  the 
law  of  England,  speaking  generally,  an  undis- 
closed principal  may  sae  and  be  sned  upon 
mercantile  contracts  made  by  his  agent  in  his  own 
name,  subject  to  any  defences  or  equities  which 
without  notice  may  exist  againt  the  agent  (see 
Higgim  v.  Senior  8  M.  &  W.  834;  Oalder  v. 
Bohell,  L.  Eep.  6  C.  B.  486).  There  seems  no 
sufficient  ground  for  making  a  distinction  in  the 
case  of  marine  policies  of  insurance,  especially 
when,  having  regard  to  the  ordinary  course  of 
business,  it  must  be  known  they  are  commonly 
made  by  agents.  If,  indeed,  any  particular  interest 
were  described  in  the  policy  to  belong  to  the  per- 
son named  in  it,  an  objection  might  arise  founded 
on  the  rule  that  written  contracts  cannot  be  con- 
tradicted by  parol  evidence.  This  objection,  how- 
ever, does  not  occur  in  this  case,  where  the  in- 
surance is  general  on  the  flour,  and  no  interest  is 
espressly  described.  Bat  if  this  were  not  the  law 
in  the  case  of  a  policy  which  did  not  contain  the 
usuiftl  clause  *'  as  well  in  his  own  name,"  &c.,  it  is 
not  denied  that  it  would  be  so  in  the  case  of  one 
which  does ;  and  their  Lordships  think  that  in  this 
case  the  certificate  ought  to  be  construed  with 
reference  to  the  proved  usage  of  the  respondents 
to  treat  buoh  a  document  as  provisional,  entitling 
the  assured  to  a  policy  in  their  common  form, 
which  would  contain  the  above  clause.  This  com- 
mon form  of  the  lespondent's  policy  clearly  shows 
that  in  their  coutemplation  the  person  named  in 
the  certificate  might  be  contracting  as  an  agent 
for  another ;  and,  therefore,  as  against  them,  the 
contract  ought  to  be  interpreted  as  if  the  above 
clause  were  contained  in  it.  It  may  be  observed 
that  the  condition  against  assignment  contained 
in  the  policy  cannot  affect  the  riicht  of  the  appel- 
lant, on  whose  behalf  the  contract  was  originally 
made.  The  law  of  the  province  does  not  appear 
to  differ  from  that  of  England  upon  the  question 
under  discussion.  The  code  of  Lower  Canada 
allows  policies  to  be  made  in  the  names  of  agents. 
Article  2402  commences  as  follows  : — *'  The  policy 
of  marine  insurance  contains  the  names  of  the 
assured  or  of  his  agents."  thus  giving  the  express 
sanction  of  the  law  to  well-know  u  mercantile  usage. 
It  is  right  to  observe  that  although  it  was  sug- 
gest^ at  the  bar  that  there  might  be  defences 
available  against  Leduc,  if  the  action  had  been 
brought  by  him,  none  were  stated  which  could 
have  been  established  against  him.  For  the  above 
reasons  their  Lordships  think  that  the  Judges  of 
the  Court  of  Qaeefi's  Bench  were  wrong  in  giving 
effect  to  the  first  objection. 

The  second  objection,  that  the  action  was  not 
brought  in  time,  is  founded  upon  the  following 
clause  endorsed  on  the  certificate: — *'It  is 
furthermore  hereby  expressly  provided  tdat  no 
suit    or  action   against   the    said   company   for 


the  recovery  of  any  claim  upon,  under,  or  by 
virtue  of  this  policy,  shall  be  sustained  in  any 
court  of  law  or  Chancery  unless  such  suit  or 
action  shall  be  commenced  within  the  term  of 
twelve  months  next  after  any  loss  or  damage  sha^l 
occur ;  and  in  case  any  such  suit  or  action  shall  be 
commenced  against  said  company  after  the  expi- 
ration of  twelve  months  next  after  such  loss  or 
damage  shall  have  occured,  the  lapse  o£  time  shall 
be  taken  and  deemed  as  conclusive  evidence  against 
the  validity  of  the  claim  thereby  so  attempted  to 
be  enforced."  The  action  was  brought  on  the  3rd 
March  1869,  which  it  was  said  was  more  than 
twelve  months  after  the  loss.  It  appears  that  the 
Babineau  and  Gaudry  left  Quebec  on  the  20th 
Nov.  1867,  in  company  with  a  vessel,  the  B.  L. 
George,  The  latter  anchored  at  Les  Eboulements, 
and  whilst  there  the  Babineau  and  Gaudry  passed 
that  place  on  her  voyage  down  the  Galf  of  St. 
Lawrence.  This  was  on  the  22nd  Nov.,  and 
nothing  was  heard  of  her  at  Montreal  from  thab 
day  until  the  middle  of  May  1868,  when  news  came 
of  her  being  ashore  at  Anticosti.  It  was  proved 
that  on  the  29th  Nov.  a  violent  storm  raged  in  the 
Grulf,  which  continued  until  the  1st  Dec,  and  a 
strong  probability  is  raised  by  the  evidence  that 
the  schooner  was  capsized  and  driven  on  shore 
during  that  gale.  But  although  this  probability 
is,  in  their  Lordships*  opinion,  exceedingly  strong, 
they  do  not  find  it  necessary,  in  their  view  of  the 
case,  to  determine  whether  the  evidence  affords  a 
presumption  of  fact  of  such  strength  that  the 
majority  of  the  Court  of  Qaeen's  Bench  were 
wrong  in  refusing,  as  they  did,  to  act  upon  it.  For, 
in  this  case,  the  insurance  was  not  on  the  ship  bub 
on  goods,  and  the  point  of  time  to  be  considered  is 
not  when  the  peril  was  encountered  and  the  vesnel 
driven  ashore,  but  when  the  loss  on  the  flour,  for 
which  indemnity  is  sought,  accrued.  It  must 
often  be  uncertain  whether  the  damage  done  to 
cargo  by  a  peril  insured  against  will  result  in  a 
partial  or  total  loss,  and  the  assured  is  not  bound 
in  such  cases  to  make  his  election  how  to  treat  it 
as  soon  as  some  incipient  damage  has  occurred. 
It  is  obvious  that,  in  many  cases,  there  must  be 
some  laps^  of  time,  greater  or  less  according 
to  circumstances,  before  the  extent  of  the  damage 
is  developed,  and  that  the  assured  must  in  the 
nature  of  things  wait  until  it  can  be  ascertained 
what  the  ultimate  loss  for  which  he  is  entitled  to 
claim  indemnity  will  really  be.  In  the  present 
case  the  disaster  to  the  ship  was  not  known  either 
to  the  assured  or  the  respondents  until  May  1868, 
and  when  the  agert  for  the  respondents  reached 
the  ship  he  found  a  hole  had  been  cut  in  her 
side  by  the  inhabitants  of  the  island,  through 
which  they  had  taken  out  some  of  the  flour.  Pi^rt 
of  the  flour  so  taken  out  he  recovered,  and  some 
barrels  he  took  from  the  ship  ;  the  total  quantity 
saved  amounted  to  547  barrels.  The  flour  so 
saved  existed  in  specie,  and  was  sold  as  flour, 
realising  the  gross  sum  of  1796  dels.  It  must 
be  taken  as  against  the  respondents,  by  whose 
agent  the  sale  was  made,  that  the  flour 
saved  could  not  have  been  taken  ou  to  St. 
John's,  and  that  the  sale  of  it  was  necessary. 
It  results  from  these  facts  that  a  part  only  of  the 
flour  having  perished,  and  more  than  one  half 
having  been  saved,  the  loss  was  not  in  its  incep- 
tion total,  and  only  became  so  when,  by  the  coarse 
of  events  consequent  upon  the  peril  encountered, 
it  was  found  to  be  impossible  from  the  state  of 
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the  flour  to  carry  it  to  its  destination,  and  that  it 
was  necessary  to  sell  it.  The  sale  under  this 
neceesity  at  an  intermediate  port  caused  a  total 
loss  of  ^e  flour  to  the  assured,  whether  actual  or 
construotiTe  is  immaterial  as  regards  the  present 
point;  for  not  until  that  time  were  the  facts  con- 
stituting a  total  loss  ascertained,  and  the  right  of 
the  assured  to  claim  indemnity  for  soch  a  loss 
naatured.  The  present  suit  was  commenced  with- 
in a  year  afterwards,  and  the  condition,  which 
must  receire  a  reasonable  interpretation,  was 
therefore  in  their  Lordship's  opinion  complied 
with :  (see  with  reference  to  this  subject  Boux  v. 
Saloador,  3  Bing.  N.  C.  266 ;  Farnworth  v.  Hyde, 
18  C.  B.,  N.  S.,  835 ;  Stringer  v.  English  and 
S^-oUish  Marine  Insurance  Company,  L.  R.  6  Q.  B. 
676;  Canada  Code,  Articles  2521,  2522.  2541, 
2544 )  In  the  result  their  Lordships  are  of  opinion 
that  no  yalid  objection  can  be  opposed  to  the 
right  of  the  appellant  to  maintain  the  present 
actioD,  to  which,  it  may  be  observed,  there  is  no 
defence  whatever  on  the  merits. 

It  appears  from  the  English  authorities  above 
referred  to  that  the  sale,  supervening  upon  the 
existing  state  of  things,  would  cause  an  actual, 
and  not  merely  a  constructive,  loss  of  the  flour. 
Whether  this  would  be  so  under  Article  2522  of 
the  Canada  Code  need  not  be  considered,  for  no 
objection  was  taken  for  the  want  of  notice  of 
abandonment.  Both  parties  at  the  bar  assumed 
there  had  been  a  total  loss  of  one  kind  or  the  other, 
and  no  question  having  been  made  that  the  flour 
was  not  worth  the  sum  insured,  the  appellant  is 
entitled  to  recover  the  full  amount  of  the  insur- 
ance, the  respondents  taking  the  salvage,  i.e.,  the 
proceeds  of  the  sale. 

Their  Lordships  will  humbly  advise  Her  Majesty 
that  the  judgments  of  the  Courts  in  Lower  Canada 
ought  to  be  reversed,  and  that  judgment  in  the 
action  oaght  to  be  entered  for  the  plaintiff  for  the 
sum  of  7000  dels.,  with  interest,  according  to  the 
practice  of  the  courts  below,  and  that  the  appel- 
lant ought  to  be  paid  his  costs  in  the  courts  below 
by  the  respondents.  They  must  also  pay  the  costs 
of  this  appeal.  Appeal  allowed. 

Solicitor  for  the  appellant,  T.  Simpson, 

Solicitors  for  the  respondents,  Bisdioff,  Bompas, 
and  Biachoff. 


Friday,  March  21, 1873. 

(Present :  The  Right  Hons.  Sir  James  W.  Col- 
vile.  Sir  Babnbs  Peacock,  Sir  Montague  E. 
Smith,  and  Sir  Bobbbt  Colueb.) 

SXITH  AND  OTHBBS  V.  ThE  St.  LaWBBNCE  ToW 

Boat  Company. 

Contract  to  tow^Running  iow  aground — Fog — 
Pilot — Contributory  negligence. 

A  steam-tug  towing  a  sailing  ship  directs  the  course 
f]f  both  vessels  so  long  as  no  directions  are  given 
by  the  person  in  charge  of  the  ship  in  tow.  The 
steatn-tug  is  the  moving  power,  but  it  is  under  the 
control  of  the  master  or  pilot  on  board  the  ship 
in  tow. 

Where  a  s^ip  in  tow  of  a  steam-tug,  and  in  charge 
of  a  licensed  pilot  who  has  the  control  over  and 
directs  the  course  of  both  vessels,  is  navigating  a 
river  in  a  fog  so  dense  that  the  banks  of  the  river 
cannot  be  seen,  ar^  those  on  board  the  tug  and 
ship  in  tow  do  not  know  in  what  direction  they 
are  going,  it  is  negligence  on  the  part  of  both 


vessels  to  proceed  ;  but  as  it  is  the  duty  of  the  pilot 

in  charge  to  give  orders  to  the  tug  to  stop  so  as  to 

enable  the  ship  in  tow  to  come  to  an  anchor,  the 

neglect  on  the  part  of  the  pilot  to  gine  such  orders 

is  contributory  negligence,  which  will  preclude  the 

owners  of  the  sailing  ship  from  recovering  agaimt 

the  owner  of  the  steam-tug  in  an  action  jfor  negli' 

gently  running  the  sailing  ship  ashore  by  proceed- 

ing  during  the  fog. 

This  was    an  appeal     from  a   judgment  of  Her 

Majesty's  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  for  the  province 

of  Quebec,  Lower  Canada,  confirming  a  judgment 

of   Her  Majesty's  Superior     Court    for    Lower 

Canada,  district  of  Quebec. 

The  appellants  are  merchants  residing  at  Toronto, 
in  the  province  of  Ontario,  Canada,  Hand  were,  at 
the  time  of  the  occurrence  which  gave  rise  to  this 
action,  the  ownors  of  a  vessel  called  the  Silver 
Cloud,  The  respondents  are  the  owners  of  certain 
tow-boats  on  the  Saint  Lawrence,  and,  amongst 
others,  of  a  tow-boat  called  the  Hero. 

In  tbe  year  1865  the  appellants  commenced  an 
action  in  the  superior  court  against  the  respondents, 
to  recover  damages  for  the  loss  of  the  said  Silver 
Cloud,  which  ran  aground  in  a  fog  while  being 
towed  by  the  respondents'  said  tow-boat  the  Elero, 
The  declaration,  filed  the  23rd  Jan.  1865,  in 
effect  alleged  that  the  plaintiffs  were  the  owners  of 
the  Silver  Cloud,  and  that  the  defendants  agreed 
for  100  dels,  to  tow  her  safely  from  Montreal  to 
Quebec ;  that,  relying  on  the  defendants'  promise  , 
tbe  plaintiffs  placed  her  in  tow  of  one  of  the 
defendants'  tug-boats,  which  took  her  in  tow  ;  that 
whilst  on  the  voyage  the  weather  became  foggy 
and  navigation  was  thereby  rendered  dangerous; 
that  the  defendants'  and  their  servant  ought  then 
to  have  brought  the  tug  and  vessel  to  anchor, 
which  they  could  have  done ;  that  they,  however, 
continued  to  prosecute  the  said  voyase  against  the 
will  of  the  persons  in  charge  of  the  plaintiffs^' 
vessel,  and  so  carelessly  navigated  and  directed  the 
course  of  the  tug  that  the  vessel  was  run  aground 
and  greatly  injured;  that  the  vessel  was  so  run 
aground  solely  through  the  negligence  of  the 
defendants'  servants;  and  that  the  loss  sustained 
by  the  plaintiffs  was  17,333  01  dels.,  which  they 
claimei  to  recover. 

The  declara*/ion  contained  a  second  count  which 
varied  only  in  alleging  the  payment  to  the  respon- 
dents for  towing  the  Silver  Ghud  to  have  been  a 
reasonable  amount. 

The  respondents,  on  3rd  April  1865,  pleaded  the 
general  issue  and  a  perpetual  peremptory  excep- 
tion, which  alleged  first : — that  the  Silver  Clout 
was  under  the  control  of  her  own  master,  crew  and 
pilot,  who  gave  direstions  to  the  Hero,  and  thao 
the  negligence,  if  any,  was  theirs,  and  further  that 
after  the  Silt^er  Cloud  was  aground,  her  master 
and  crew  deserted  her,  but  for  which  she  would 
have  been  saved ;  secondly,  that  the  Silver  Cloud 
ran  on  shore  from  inevitable  accident. 

The  appellants,  on  10th  April  1865,  joined  issue 
on  the  defendants'  exception. 
The  result  of  the  evidence  was  as  follows : 
The  respondents  admitted  that  on  the  12th  Kov. 
1863,  at  Montreal,  they,  through  their  agent, 
agreed  with  the  appellants  to  tow  the  Silver  Cloud 
from  the  harbour  of  Montreal  to  the  harbour  of 
Quebec,  for  the  sum  of  100  dels.  There  was  no 
evidence  whatever,  except  this  admission,  as  to 
the  agreement  entered  into  between  the  appellants 
and  respondents.    It  was  proved  that  it  was  usual 
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in  the  Saint  Lawrence  for  vesselR,  when  towed,  to 
be  in  charge  of  a  certified  pilot  (called  a  branch 
pilot),  and  for  the  tow  boat  to  receive  directions 
from  snch  pilot  as  to  its  course,  and  to  be  under 
his  control.  At  this  date  pilotage  was  not  com- 
pulsory in  those  waters.(a) 

In  pursuance  of  this  agreement  a  steam-tug 
belonging  to  the  respondents,  named  the  Heto, 
left  Montreal  on  the  12th  Nov.  1863,  having  in  tow 
the  Silver  Cloud,  and  another  vessel  called  the 
Margaret  Sniifh,  the  Silver  Gloudbeiug  nearest  to 
the  tug.  The  Margaret  Smith  was  the  larger  of 
the  two  vessels,  drawing  oight-een  feet  of  water, 
the  Silver  Cloud  being  a  brigantine,  drawing  only 
twelve  feet.  The  Silver  Cloud  was  in  charge  of  a 
branch  pilot  named  Augnetin  Naud  ;  the  Margaret 
Smith  was  also  in  charge  of  a  branch  pilot,  his 
name  being  Felix  Hamclin ;  the  Hero  had  two 
pilots  on  board,  but  neither  of  them  were  branch 
pilots.  The  vessels  in  tow  were  provided  with 
compasses,  but  there  was  no  compass  on  board  the 
Hero.  The  Hero,  and  her  vessels  in  tow,  were  de- 
tained several  days  by  contrary  winds  on  their 
way  down  the  river :  but  they  left  a  point  in  the 
river,  called  Batiscan,  about  mid-day  on  the  18th. 

The  evidence  was  somewhat  contradictory  as  to 
the  occurrences  during  the  remainder  of  the 
voyage,  but  the  evidence  of  Felix  Hamelin,  the 
pilot  of  the  Margaret  Smith,  who  was  an  indepen- 
dent witness  and  called  by  both  parties,  was  as 
follows : — 

The  weather  was  clear  till  they  reached  a  point 
in  the  river  called  Bichelieu,  when  it  becamt^  so 
^^SSJ  ^]^^^  they  lost  sight  of  land,  and  Hamelin 
then  wished  to  come  to  anchor.  Hamelin  called  to 
the  pilot  of  the  Silver  Cloud  to  stop  the  Hero,  and 
the  latter  then  gave  some  orders  to  the  Hero  which 
thereupon  went  at  half -speed.  After  about  a 
quarter  of  an  hour  the  fog  lightened,  and  the  land 
again  became  visible  as  far  as Pointe  Aux  Trembles, 
and  the  Hero  resumed  her  full  speed.  Some  time 
afterwards,  when  opposite  the  Church  of  8t. 
Augustine,  which  is  six  or  seven  miles  lower  down, 
and  only  about  twelve  miles  from  Quebec,  it  being 
then  between  five  and  six  o'clock  and  nearly  dark, 
the  pilot  of  the  Silver  Cloud  came  to  the  stern  of 
his  vessel  and  told  Hamelin  that  it  would  be  better 
to  anchor,  as  they  might  run  against  other  ships ; 
Hamelin,  however,  replied  that  there  would  be  no 
danger,  having  then  made  np  His  mind  to  go  on  to 
Quebec  that  night,  although  the  dusk  and  fog 
rendered  it  a  matter  of  some  risk.  Shortly  after, 
when  opposite  Cap  Bogue,  and  about  ten  minutes 
before  the  accident,  the  fog  became  so  dense  that 
Hamelin  lost  sight  of  the  Hero,  and  the  vessels 
changed  their  course,  and  ran  aground  on  the 
south  side  of  the  river,  the  vessels  striking  the 
ground  almost  simultaneously.  This  was  about 
six  o'clock.  When  the  fog  cleared,  the  bows  of 
the  vessels  were  found  to  be  pointing  up  the  river, 
in  the  opposite  direction  to  that  in  which  their 
course  lay. 

During  the  whole  of  this  time  the  weather  was 
perfectly  calm,  and  the  voices  of  persons  on  board 
either  vessel  could  be  heard  on  board  the  next 
vessel  without  difiiculty.  The  pilots  of  the  Silver 
Cloud  and  Margaret  Smith,  and  the  crew  of  the 
Hero  were  French  Canadians,  and  the  orders  and 


(a)  The  Aota  making  pilotage  compulsory  in  Canadian 
waters  will  be  found  referred  to  in  The  Hibernian  (ante, 
vol.  1,  p.  491).— Ed. 


conversations  which  passed  between  them  were 
entirely  in  French.  The  appellants  called  four 
witnesses,  Naud,  Drysdale,  Gray,  and  Landers,  all 
of  whom,  however,  belonged  to  the  crew  of  the 
Silver  Cloud,  to  prove  that  before  the  accident  the 
pilot  of  the  Silver  Cloud  gave  express  orders  to 
the  Hero  to  stop  so  as  to  let  that  vessel  come  to  an 
anchor,  and  that  if  they  had  been  obeyed  the 
accident  would  have  been  avoided.  These  wit- 
nesses also  gave  evidence  that  the  crew  went 
forward  and  got  the  anchor  ready,  and  were  for- 
ward when  the  ship  struck.  The  evidence  of  theso 
witnesses  was  in  many  points  contradictory,  and 
the  two  latter  could  give  no  direct  evidence  as  to 
the  nature  of  the  orders  which  were  given,  as  they 
understood  no  French.  The  respondents,  called 
eight  witnesses  from  the  crew  of  the  Hero,  who 
proved  that  the  only  order  given  by  the  pilot  of 
the  Silver  Cloud  was  to  go  easy,  which  was  immedi- 
ately obeyed.  Their  evidence  was  ctrengthened 
by  the  fact,  that  during  the  latter  part  of  the  time 
they  were  stationed  at  the  stern  of  the  Hero  ex- 
pressly to  be  ready  for  the  order  to  stop,  which 
they  expected  to  receive  and  wished  to  obey  it 
promptly,  and  an  independent  witness  confirmed 
their  statement  that  no  order  to  stop  had  been 
given  during  the  last  twenty  minutes  before  the 
accident. 

The  vessel  struck  the  ground  shortly  before  low 
tide,  and  on  the  tide  rising  the  Hero  and  Margaret 
Smith  were  got  off  without  injury,  but  the  Silver 
Cloud,  having  sprung  a  leak,  became  full  of 
water. 

The  Hero  remained  on  the  spot  till  about  ten 
o'clock,  and  then  left  and  towed  the  Margaret  Smi*h 
on  to  Quebec.  The  Silver  Cloud  appears  to  have 
floated  OS  the  tide  rose,  and  to  have  moved  further 
on  the  rocks ;  but  about  twelve  o'clock  she  fell  over 
on  her  beam  ends,  and  her  crew  then  left  her. 
Efforts  were  afterwards  made  to  float  her  into 
.  harbour  for  repairs,  but,  while  preparations  for 
this  were  being  made,  the  chains  used  to  hold  her 
in  her  place  not  being  strong  enough,  she  was 
swept  away  by  the  tide  and  carried  down  the  bed 
of  the  river.  The  injuries  thus  received  were  so 
great  that,  when  finally  raised,  the  wreck  was  sold 
for  only  600Z.,  and  the  plaintiffs  altogether  sus- 
tained the  loss  mentioned  in  their  declaration. 

The  evidence  having  been  completed  the  case  came 
on  for  hearing  in  the  superior  court  before  Meredith, 
C.  J.,  on  the  6th  June  1868,  and  on  the  15th  Feb. 
1869,  the  court  gave  judgment  for  the  defendants, 
the  now  respondents,  finding  as  a  fact  that  no 
orders  had  been  given  by  those  on  board  the  Silver 
Cloud  to  those  on  board  the  Hero,  and  holding 
that,  the  tug  and  tow  being  both  subject  to  the 
order  of  the  branch  pilot  on  board  the  tow,  and 
the  pilot  being  aware  of  the  causes  of  danger  to 
which  they  were  exposed,  as  well  as  the  people  of 
the  tug,  the  crew  of  the  tug,  although  they  could 
not  have  been  blamed  if  they  had  insisted  on 
coming  to  an  anchor,  did  not  incur  any  legal 
responsibility  towards  the  owners  of  the  tow  by 
waiting  for  orders  from  the  branch  pilot  of  the  tow, 
whilst  they  in  the  meantime  followed  the  course 
which  one  of  the  branch  pilots  was  determined  to 
pursue,  and  in  which  the  other  acquiesced. 

The  plaintiffs  appealed  to  the  Court  of  Queen's 
Beneh  and  the  appeal  was  heard  on  the  13th 
March  1871,  before  Duval,  C.J.,  Caron,Drummond, 
Badgley,  and  Monk,  JJ. ;  and  on  the  19th  June 
1871,   the  court  gave  judgment  confirming  the 
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mdgment  of  the  court   below,  Drummood  and 
Badgley,  J  J.,  dissenting. 

The  majority  of  the  Coart  of  Qaeen*B  Bench 
held  that,  it  being  the  daty  of  the  pilot  on  board 
the  Silver  Clotid  to  give  orders,  no  order  was  given 
to  the  Hero  to  stop,  and  that  those  on  board  the 
Stiver  Claud  therefore  bronght  about  the  ascident 
by  their  own  negligence.  The  minority  of  the 
ouart,  after  an  elaborate  review  of  the  evidence, 
held  that  the  evidence  established  that  orders  to 
stop  bad  been  given  by  the  pilot  of  the  Silver 
Cloudt  and  also  that  the  tng,  having  entered  into 
a  contract  to  tow  safely,  was  bound,  without  wait- 
ing for  orders,  to  have  provided  for  the  safety  of 
her  tow  by  stopping  as  soon  as  the  fog  came  on, 
and  that  naving  neglected  to  do  so  her  owners 
could  not  avoid  the  responsibility  of  having  know- 
insly  encountered  without  necessity,  visible  and 
piJpable  danger. 

From  this  judgment  pronounced  by  Her 
Majesty's  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  for  the  province 
of  Qoebec  the  owners  of  the  Silver  Cloud  now  ap- 
pealed and  humbly  submitted  that  the  judgment 
was  erroneous  for  the  following  amongst  other 
reasons :  First,  because  the  master  of  the  steamer 
Hero  persisted  in  confronting  imminent  danger  in 
defiance  of  the  orders  given  by  the  pilot  of  the 
Silver  Cloud ;  secondly,  because  in  the  absence  of 
any  orders  it  was  the  daty  of  the  master  and 
pilot  of  the  steamer  Hero  to  use  ordinary  skill  and 
diligence  in  the  performance  of  the  contract  to 
tow,  and  that  he  did  not  do  so ;  thirdly,  because 
in  the  face  of  imminent  danger  which  could  only 
be  avoided  by  stopping  it  was  the  duty  of  the 
master  of  the  Hero  to  stop  whether  he  received 
orders  or  not ;  fourthly,  because  the  master  of  the 
steamer  Hero  well  knew  that  the  pilots  and  persons 
in  charge  of  the  vessels  in  tow  were  by  reason  of 
the  fog  rendered  incapable  of  folfilling  their  fano- 
tions,  and  that  they  could  no  longer  superintend 
the  navigation  of  the  steamer  or  do  anything  to 
avert  or  lessen  the  danger  he  was  voluntarily  in- 
oorring. 

BuU,  Q.C.  and  /.  Edward  Wilkine,  for  the  ap- 
pellants.— ^The  evidence  clearly  establishes  that  the 
Eilot  of  the  Silver  Cloud  ordered  the  Hero  to  stop, 
iat  even  if  the  court  should  be  of  opinion  that  no 
such  order  was  given,  yet  the  respondents  are  not 
absolved  from  liability.  This  action  is  founded 
upon  a  contract  to  tow,  and  such  a  contract  implies 
that  those  on  board  the  tug  will  exercise  due  dili- 
gence, care,  and  reasonable  skill  in  the  fulfilment 
of  their  engagement:  {The  Julia,  14  Moo.  P.  C.  C. 
210.)  The  owners  of  the  tug-boat  having  by 
their  own  act  placed  themselves  beyond  the  control 
of  any  one  pilot  by  contracting  with  two  vessels, 
each  with  a  licensed  pilot — who  might  give  con- 
trary orders,  and  who,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  did 
differ  as  to  what  orders  should  be  given — they  are 
responsible  for  any  consequences  that  may  ensue. 
In  the  steamer  Syracuse  (12  Wallace,  U.  S.  Sup. 
Ol  Rep.  167),  it  is  said  that  "if  companies 
engaged  in  the  business  of  tug-boats  will,  through 
greed  of  gain,  undertake  to  transport  from  Albany 
to  New  York  more  canal  boats  in  one  tow  than  can 
be  safely  handled  on  the  waters  of  New  York,  they 
must  see  that  the  large  amount  of  property  en- 
trusted to  their  care  is  not  placed  in  jeopardy 
through  want  of  caution  and  foresight  on  the 
part  of  their  steamers."  [Sir  M.  Smith. — ^It  must 
be  taken  that  the  appellants  consented  to  a  second 
vessel  being  taken  in  tow.    Moreover,  it  cannot 


be  said  that  the  owners  of  tow  boats  are  insurers 
of  the  vessels  which  they  take  in  tow.  They  are 
not  carriers.]  It  was  admitted  in  the  judgment 
of  the  superior  court  that  the  circumstances  would 
have  justified  the  crew  of  the  tug-boat  in  disobey- 
ing the  orders  of  the  pilots  if  they  had  given  them 
positive  orders  to  proceed  and  in  coming  to  an 
anchor.  This  clearly  shows  that  the  negligence  of 
the  respondents  was  of  the  grossest  character. 
Admitting  even  that  the  pilot  of  the  Silver  Cloud 
ought  to  have  given  the  order  to  stop  and  did  not 
do  so,  this  neglect  on  his  part  does  not  disentitle 
the  appellants  to  recover  against  the  respondents, 
because  the  negligence  of  the  appellant  did  not 
directly  and  actively  contribute  to  the  accident. 

Daviea  v.  Mann,  10  M.  &  W.  546  ; 

Taffy,  Warman,  5  C.  B.,  N.  S.,  573. 

The  direct  cause  of  the  accident  was  the  persis- 
tency of  the  respondents  in  pursuing  their  course 
after  they  became  aware  oi  the  risk,  and  by  ordi- 
nary care  could  have  avoided  the  consequences  of 
their  neglect.  In  Shearman  and  Bedfield  on  Neg- 
ligence (§  36,  p.  40,  2nd  ed.),  it  is  said  "Accord- 
ing to  the  doctrine  of  the  English  decisions,  which 
we  have  adopted  in  sect.  25,  the  plaintiff  may 
recover,  notwithstanding  his  own  negligence  ex- 
posed him  to  risk  of  injury,  if  the  defendant,  after 
becoming  aware  of  the  plaintiff's  negligence,  failed 
to  use  ordinary  care  and  to  avoid  injuring  him." 
The  respondents  here  failed  after  the  fog  came  on 
to  use  that  ordinary  care  for  which  they  had  con- 
tracted, and  which  they  were  bound  to  exercise  by 
stopping,  so  as  to  avoid  injury  to  the  appellants' 
vessel. 

Sir  /.  KarelaJce,  Q.C.  and  H.  M,  Bompae,  for  the 
respondents,  were  not  called  upon. 

The  judgment  of  the  court  was  delivered  by  Sir 
B.  Peacock. — ^This  is  a  suit  brought  by  the  owners 
of  the  Silver  Cloud  against  the  St.  Livfrence  Tow 
Boat  Company,  who  are  the  owners  of  the  Hero,  a 
steam-tug,  which  was  employed  for  the  purpose  of 
towing  the  Silver  Cloud  upon  the  Biver  St.  Law* 
rence  from  Montreal  to  Quebec.  The  suit  was 
brought  for  negligence  in  running  the  Silver  Cloud 
aground  during  a  dense  fog.  Chief  Justice  Mere- 
dith (the  Chief  Justice  of  the  Superior  Court)  tried 
the  case  originally.  He  analysed  the  evidence 
very  closely,  and  he  came  to  the  conclusion  that 
the  owners  of  the  Silver  Cloud  wore  not  entitled 
to  recover. 

It  appears  to  be  clear  that  when  no  directions 
are  given  by  the  vessel  in  tow,  the  rule  in  the 
case  of  tug  steamers  is,  that  the  tug  shall  direct 
the  course.  The  tug  is  the  moving  power,  but 
it  is  under  the  control  of  the  master  or  pilot 
on  board  the  ship  in  tow.  The  Hero  was  towing 
two  vessels,  but  their  Lordships  are  of  opinion  that 
that  does  not  make  any  difference  in  this  case.  If 
it  had  appeared  that  contradictory  orders  were 
given  by  the  two  vessels,  and  that  the  orders  of 
one  were  obeyed  in  opposition  to  those  of  the 
other,  the  case  might  have  been  different.  The 
vessels  were  proceeding  in  a  dense  fog ;  there  were 
no  means  of  seeing  the  banks  of  the  river,  nor  of 
knowing  inhere  they  wore  going;  and  no  doubt 
there  was  negligence  on  the  part  both  of  those  on 
board  the  ship  and  of  those  on  board  the  Hero  in 
proceeding  in  the  way  in  which  they  did  during 
the  fog.  If  the  Silver  Cloud  had  given  orders  to 
the  Hero  to  stop,  and  the  Hero  bad  neglected  to 
obey  those  orders,  then  the  negligence  would  have 
been  solely  on  the  part  of  the  Hero.   But,  if,  on  the 
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other  band,  those  on  board  the  Silver  Cloud  did 
not  give  proper  orders  to  the  Hero  to  stop,  then 
it  appears  to  their  Lordships  that  they  were  con- 
senting to  proceed  in  the  fog,  and  that  they  con- 
tributed to  the  accident  which  occurred.  The  rule 
was  clearly  laid  down  by  Lord  Kingsdown  in  the 
case  of  The  Julia  {uhi  aup.).  Speaking  of  the  duties 
of  a  tug  steamer,  he  says,  **  a  tug  is  to  use  proper 
pkill  and  diligence,  and  is  liable  for  any  damage 
by  her  wrongful  act.  When  the  contract  to  tow  was 
made,  the  law  would  imply  an  engagement  that 
each  vessel  would  perform  its  duty  in  completing 
it;  that  proper  skill  and  diligence  would  be  used 
on  board  each ;  that  neither  vessel,  by  neglect  or 
misconduct,  would  create  unnecessary  risk  to  the 
other,  or  increase  any  risk  which  might  be  inci- 
dental 10  the  service  undertaken.  If  iu  the  course 
of  the  performance  of  the  contract  any  inevitable 
accident  happened  to  the  one  without  default  on 
the  part  of  the  other,  no  oause  of  action  would 
arise.  If,  on  the  other  hand,  the  wrongful  act  of 
either  occasioned  damage  to  the  other,  such  wrong- 
ful act  would  create  a  responsibility  in  the  party 
committing  it,  if  the  sufferer  had  not  by  any  mis- 
conduct or  unskilfulness  on  his  part  contributed  to 
the  accident." 

Tbeir  Lordships  concur  in  the  opinion  ex- 
pressed by  the  majority  of  the  Judges  in  the 
Court  of  Appeal,  that  those  on  board,  the  Silver 
Cloud  did  contribute  to  T.he  accident.  The 
case  was  tried  by  Chief  Justice  Meredith  in  the 
superior  court,  and,  after  analysing  the  evidence, 
he  came  to  the  conclusion  that  they  did  not  give 
Fuch  orders  to  stop  as  they  were  bound  to  do. 
Up(m  appeal  to  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  three 
of  the  judges  of  that  court  came  to  a  similar  con- 
clusion. Now,  their  Lordships  are  asked  to 
reverse  the  decision  of  the  superior  court,  and  the 
decision  of  the  majority  of  the  Court  of  Queen's 
Banch,  upon  a  question  of  fact.  It  would  not  be 
right  for  their  Lordships  to  overrule  the  deci- 
sion of  those  courts  upon  such  a  question  unless 
they  came  to  a  clear  conclusion  that  the  judges  of 
those  courts  had  come  to  an  erroneous  decision. 
In  this  case,  so  far  from  their  Lordships  coming 
to  that  conclusion,  their  opinion  is  in  accordance 
with  that  of  the  majority  of  the  judges  in  the 
lower  appellate  court,  and  in  accordance  with 
that  of  the  jadge  who  tried  the  case  (Chief  Justice 
Meredith),  that  the  owners  of  the  Silver  Cloud  did 
contribute  to  the  accident  by  their  negligence  in 
allowing  the  Hero  to  proceed  in  the  fog  without 
giving  that  vessel  proper  orders  to  stop  when  it 
was  dangerous,  and  dangerous  to  the  knowledge  of 
those  on  board  the  Silver  Cloud,  to  proceed  in  the 
state  of  the  weather  in  which  they  were  going  on. 

Under  those  circnmstanoes.  their  Lorduhips 
will  humbly  recommend  Her  Majesty  to  affirm  the 
judgment  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  with 
costs. 

Appeal  dismissed, 

Attorney  for  the  appellants,  /.  T.  Simpson, 

Attorneys  for  the  respondents,  Bischoff,  Bompas, 
and  Bischoff, 
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Jane  5  and  July  5, 1873. 

Fisher  akd  otebbs  v.  Thb  Livbrfool  Ma.rinb 
Insurincb  Company  (Limitbd). 

Marine  insurance  ^Policy-^Slip— Neglect  to  exe* 
cute  policy — Whether  action  wiU  lie  for  neglect-^ 
Admissibility  in  evidence  of  slip — 30  &  31  Vict, 
e.  23,  ss,  7,  9. 
E,  and  Co.  were  agents  (f  the  defendants  {a  Liver' 
pool  Insurance  Company)  in  London,  to  accept 
risks  and  receive  premiums.  Plaintiffs  instructed 
P.  and   Co,,  insurance  brokers  in  London,   to 
insure  some  steel  rails  on  board  a  ship  for  them  ; 
and  on  the  \^lh  Nov.  1871,  P.  and  Go.  prepared 
a  slip,  which  was  initialled  by  one  of  the  firm  t»f 
E.  and  Co,  for  lOOOZ.    A  copy  slip  was  sent  to 
E.  and  Co,,  and  by  them  forwarded  the  same 
night  to  ilie  defendants  in  Liverpoot,   but    the 
defendants  did  not  send  up  a  stamped  policy. 
The  amount  of  the  premium  and  2«.  6d,  for  policy 
duty  were  paid  by  P,  and  Co,  to  E.  and  Co,    The 
vessel,  with  the  steel  rails  on  board,  having  been 
Inst,  the  plaintiffs  brought  an  action  against  the 
defendants  to  recover  damages  for  the  loss : 
Held  {per  Qu^in  and  Archibald,  J  J,  dissentienfe 
Blackburn,  J.),  that  the  plaintiffs  could  not  in 
any  form  of  action  recover  against  the  defendants , 
as  SO  &  Si  Vict,  c,  23,  ss.  7  and  9,  prevented  the 
plaintiffs  from  making  available  a  contract  for 
marine  insurance  not  expressed  in  a  stamped 
policy. 
Per  Blacliburn,  J.,  disseniienie,  thai  the  sending  to 
the  defendants  of  the  copy  slip  was  a  request  to 
them  to  obtain  a  ttamp  and  complete  the  policy^ 
and  on  their  acceptance  of  that  requsst  they  entered 
into  a  new  contract  apart  from  the  initialling  of 
the  slip,  and  that  the  plaintiffs  could  recover 
against   the  dpftndants  for  not  using  due  skill 
and   diligence    in    framing    a    stamped  policy 
in  conformity  with  the  request  slip,  and  bring* 
ing  the   transaction  to  a  conclusion  within  a 
reasonable  time,  either  by  executing  or  repudiat' 
ing  that  policy ;  and  that  the  slip  was  admissible 
in  evidence,  not  for  the  purpose  of  enforcing  it  a« 
a  contract  of  insurance,  but  for  the  collateral  pur* 
posn  of  showing  that  the  defendants  had  not  used 
diligence  in  bringing  the  matter  to  a  conclusion 
within  a  reasonable  time. 
Declaration,  for  that  the  defendants,  by  warrant- 
inpf  to  the  plaintiffs  that  one  Eames  was  duly 
authorised  as  their  ageut  and  on  their  behalf  to 
accept  certain  risks  and  receive  on  their  behalf 
certain  premiums  for  insurance  upon  risk  repre- 
sented by  the  said  Eames  to  have  been  accepted 
by  the  defendant,  and  in  respect  of  policies  of 
insurance  drawn  up  and  executed  by  the  defen- 
dants, to  cover  such  risks,  induced  and  caused  the 
plaintiffs  to  pay  certain  premiums  for  the  said 
insurance,  and  certain  other  moneys  for  the  costs 
and  expenses  of  the  said  policy  of  insurance  by 
the  said  Eames,  for  and  in  respect  of  a  risk  ac- 
cepted by  him  for  and  in  the  name  of  the  defen- 
dants, upon  a  ship  ot  the  plaintiffs  called  the 
Lizzie,  and  for  the  said  policy  of  insurance  repre- 
sented by  the  said  Eames  to  have  been  prepared 
and  granted  by  the  defendants  to  the  plaintiffs, 
and  restrained  as  usual  in  the  hands  of  the  defen- 
I  dants,  and  also  thereby  induced  and  caused  the 
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plaintiffs  not  to  cover  the  said  ship  by  other  in- 
rarances,  and  to  rely  upon  the  said  policy  said  to 
have  been  granted  by  the  defendants ;  and  the 
pbintiffs  say  that  all  conditions  precedent  were 
falfiUed,  and  all  times  elapsed,  and  all  matters  and 
tbingii  were  done  and  happened  necessary  to 
entitle  the  plaintiffs  to  have  the  said  warranty 
falfiUed  and  performed,  and  to  sae  the  defendants 
for  the  breach  of  the  said  warranty  hereinafter 
complained  of;  yet  the  plaintiffs  say  that  the 
defendants  were  guilty  of  a  breach  of  the  said 
warranty  in  this  respect,  that  the  said  Eames  had 
not  aathority,  as  their  agent,  to  accept  the  said 
risks  and  receive  the  said  premiums  for  insurances 
as  warranted  as  aforesaid,  whereby  thn  plaintiffs 
sustained  great  loss  and  damage,  as  in  the  second 
count  hereinafter  set  forth ;  and  the  plaintiffs  also 
sue  the  defendants  for  that  the  defendants,  by 
falsely  and  fraudulently  misrepresenting  to  the 
plaintiffs  that  one  Eames  was  then  duly  authorised 
to  act  as  their  agent  in  accepting  premiums  for 
insurance,  and  also  that  the  defendants  had 
granted  and  accepted  a  policy  of  assurance  in 
StLWxmr  of  the  plaintiOt*,  covering  a  certain  ship 
of  the  plaintiffs  called  the  Lizzie,  induced  the 
plaintiffs  to  pay  to  the  said  Eames  a  large  sum  of 
money  for  and  as  a  premium  for  such  assurance, 
and  for  the  price  of  a  stamp  for  the  said  policy, 
and  also  to  abetain  from  effecting  insurances  with 
other  underwriters,  whereas,  in  trnth  and  in  fact, 
no  such  policy  was  granted  or  executed  by  the 
defendant,  nor  was  the  said  Eames  authorised  to 
receive  premiums  for  the  defendants,  all  which 
premises  the  defendants  well  knew  at  the  time  of 
the  making  the  said  false  representations,  whereby 
the  plaintiffs  sustained  loss  and  damage  by  paying 
the  said  sum  of  money  to  the  said  Eames  without 
having  the  benefit  of  the  insurance,  and  by  abstain- 
ing from  covering  the  said  ship  by  other  insur- 
ances, and  by  the  said  ship  being  lost  by  perils  of 
■ea,  against  which  the  plaintiffs  then  supposed 
they  were  insured,  and  the  plaintiffs  were  other- 
wise greatly  damnified;  and  the  plaintiffs  also 
sue  the  defendants  for  money  payable  by  the 
defendants  to  the  plaintiffs  for  money  had  and 
received  by  the  defendants  to  the  plaintiffs'  use. 

Pleas  (1)  to  the  first  count,  that  the  defendants 
did  not  warrant  as  therein  alleged ;  (2)  that  they 
are  not  guilty  of  such  breach  of  warranty  as  therein 
alleged :  (3)  that  they  did  not  induce  or  cause  the 
plaintiffs  to  act  as  therein  alleged ;  (4)  to  the 
second  count,  not  guilty ;  (5)  as  to  the  residue  of 
the  declaration,  never  indebted. 

On  these  pleas  issue  was  joined. 

The  case  came  on  to  be  tried  before  Brett,  J.,  at 
the  Liverpool  Summer  Assizes  1872,  when  the 
learned  judges  held  that  there  was  no  evidence  to 
go  to  the  jury  of  breach  of  warranty  or  of  misre- 
presentation, but  gave  leave  to  amend  the  declara- 
tion so  as  to  cover  the  facts,  and  thereupon  a 
verdict  was  found  for  the  plaintiff  for  10002.,  leave 
being  given  to  the  defendant  to  move  to  enter  a 
verdict  for  them  if  there  was  no  evidence  upon  an 
amended  declaration  which  should  have  been  left 
to  the  jury,  or  if  the  learned  judge  ought  not  to 
have  amended.  All  the  material  facts  of  the  case 
are  stated  in  the  judgment  of  Blackburn,  J.  ('post,) 

The  case  had  been  argued  once  before  Black- 
born  and  Quain,  J  J.,  when  those  learned  judges 
differed  in  opinion,  and  the  rule  was  ordered  to 
be  ar^ed  a  second  time,  when  there  should  be  a 
tbiid  judge  present. 


Benjamin,    Q.G.   and    Maeafee   showed    cause 
against  the  rule. — The  question  is,  whether  an 
action  in  any  form  will  lie  against  the  defendants 
under  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  and   it  is 
submitted  that  an  action  will  lie. '  The  plaintiffs 
being  interested  in  a  certain  vessel,   desired  to 
insure  it,  and  employed  the  defendants  as  their 
agents  to  effect  the  insurance.     By  accepting  that 
otfico  the  defendants  undertook,  on  receipt  of  the 
premium,  to  issue  a  policy ;  and  this  they  were 
bound  to  do  by  law ;  and  if  by  their  neglect  to  do 
so  they  have  occasioned  loss  to  the  plaintiffs,  they 
are  liable  for  it.    The  plaintiffs  sue  not  in  con- 
trace  but  in  tort  for  a  breach  of  duty.    [Black- 
burn, J. — Surely  you  are  in  effect  suing  upon  a 
contract.    Quain.  J. — It  was  a  contract  with  the 
defendants  that  they,  on  receipt  of  the  premium, 
should  issue  a  policy.]    There  is  a  clear  distinc- 
tion between  the  tfvo  classes  of  cases,  an  action 
in  tort  often  lying  where  an  action  in  contract 
would  not  lie :  See  Langridge  v.  Levy  (2  M.  &  W. 
519),  where  an  action  was  held  to  lie  for  falsely 
and  fraudulently  warranting  a  gun  to  have  been 
made  by  a  particular  maker,  and  to  be  a  good, 
safe,  and  secure  gun,  and  selling  it  as  such  to  the 
plaintiff*s  father,  for  the  use  of  himself  and  his 
sons,  one  of  whom  (the  plaintiff),  confiding  in  the 
warranty,  used  the  gun,  which  burst  and  injured 
him.     The  defendants  rely  on  the  provisions  of 
30  &  31  Vict.  c.  23.    Sect.  7  of  that  Act  provides 
that  **  no  contract  or  agreement  for  sea  insurance 
(other  than  such  insurance  as  is  referred  to  in  the 
55th  section  of  the  Merchant  Shipping  Act  Amend- 
ment Act  1862)  shall  he  valid  unless  the  same  is 
expressed  in  a   policy;   and  every   policy  shall 
specify  the  particular  risk  or  adventure,  the  names 
of  the  subscribers  or  underwriters,  and  the  sums 
insured;  and  in  case  any  of  the  above-mentioned 
particulars  shall  be  omitted  in  any  policy,  such 
policy  shall  be  null  and  void  to  all  intents  and 
purposes."     Sect.  8  contains   similar  nullifying 
words  as  to  policies  for  periods  exceeding  twelve 
months.      It  provides  that  *'no  policy  shall  be 
made  for  any  time  not  exceeding  twelve  months, 
and  every  policy  which  shall  be  made  for  any  time 
exceeding  twelve  months  shall  be  null  and  void  to 
all  intents  and  purposes.*'    But  no  such  strong 
words  are  used  when  the  statute  comes  to  deal 
with  the  question  of  stamping.    Sect.  9  provides 
that  *'  no  policy  shall  be  pleaded  or  given  in  evi- 
dence in  any  court,  or  admitted  in  any  court  to  be 
good  or  available  in  law  or  in  equity,  unless  duly 
stamped.*'    [Blackburn,  J. — The  question  really 
is,  whether  you  can  recover  on  a  slip  ^o  the  same 
extent  as  you  can  on  a  stamped  policy  ?]  The  policy 
must  be  stamped  in  order  to  bd  given  in  evidence ; 
but  the  various  steps  taken  by  the  parties  in 
anticipation  of  this  valid  contract  are  perfectly 
legal.    They  may  come  to  an  understanding  as  to 
the  form  which  the  agreement  is  to  take.    If  the 
plaintiffs    had   not  paid  to    the  defendant    the 
amount  of  stamp  duty,  it  is  admitted  that  it  would 
be  contrary  to  the  policy  of  the  Stamp  Act  that 
they  should  be  allowed  to  recover  in  this  action ; 
but  the  plaintiffs,  having  paid  the  amount  of  stamp 
duty,  have  done  all  they  can  to  meet  the  require- 
ments of  the  Stamp  Act ;  and  there  is  nothing  to 
prevent  the  plaintiff s  from  making  the  defendants 
liable  for  a  breach  of  duty  in  not,  after  receiving 
the  amount  of  the  stamp  duty,  obtaining  the 
requisite  stamp  and   issuing  the  policy.    There 
has  been  no  evasion  or  attctnpt  at  evasion  of  the 
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Stamp  Act  on  the  part  of  the  plaintifiFs.    It  is 
acknowledged  that  there  can  be  no  valid  policy 
unless  it  is  stamped,  bnt  the  statute  does  not  say 
that  the  slip  may  not  be  nsed  to  prove  other 
things.    E.  g,,  it  may  be  used  for  the  purpose  of 
convicting  offenders  against  the  statute ;  sect.  13 
providing  that  "if  any  person  shall  become  an 
assurer  upon  any  sea  insurauoe,  or  shall  subscribe 
or  underwrite,  or  otherwise  sign  or  make,  or  enter 
into  any  contract,  agreement,  or  memorandum,  for 
or  of  any  sea  insurance,  or  shall  receive  or  con- 
tract for  any  premium  or  consideration  for  any  sea 
insurance,  or  shall  receive,  or  charge,  or  take 
credit  in  account  for  any  such  premium  or  consi- 
deration as  aforesaid,  or  shall-  wilfully  or  know- 
ingly take  upon  himself   any    risk,   or    render 
himself  liable  to  pay,  or  shall  pay  or  alfow,  or  agree 
to  pay  or  allow,  in  account  or  otherwise,  any  sum 
of  money,  upon  any  loss,  peril,  or  contingency 
relative  to  any  sea  insurance,  unless  such  insurance 
shall  be  written  on  vellum,  parchment,  or  paper 
duly  stamped ;  or  if  any  person  shall  be  concerned 
in  any  fraudulent  contrivance  or  device,  or  shall 
be  guilty  of  any  wilful  act,  neglect,  or  omission, 
with  intent  to  evade  the  duties  payable  on  policies 
under  this  Act,  or  whereby  the  duties  may  be 
evaded,  every  person  so  evading  shall  for  every 
such  offence  forfeit  the  sum  of  lOOZ."  This  section 
clearly  shows  that  there  are  coliaterarpurposes  for 
which  an  unstamped  policy  is  admissible  in  evi- 
dence.   Now  the  plaintiffs  do  not  use  it  in  the 
present  case  to  show  that  there  has  been  a  oontraot 
of  insurance,  but  to  show  that  through  the  default 
of  the  defendants  the  plaintiffs  have  been  prevented 
from  obtaining  a  contract  of  insurance.  The  claim 
is  for  unliquidated  damages  to  recover  the  amount 
of  the  loss  sustained  owing  to  the  defendants' 
neglect  of  duty.      If  the  plaintiffs  are  held  not 
entitled  to  recover,  it  will  follow  that  the  party 
who  has  provided  the  money  for  the  stamp  duty 
will  have  to  suffer,  and  not  the  party  who  received 
it.    In  lonides  v.  The  Pacific  Fire  and  Marine 
Inetvrance  Company  {ante,  vol.  1,  p.  141 ;  L.  Bep. 
6  Q.  B.  674;  and  on  appeal,  ante,  vol.  1,  p.  330; 
L.  Bep.  7  Q.  B.  517)  it  was  held  that  notwith- 
standing sect.  7  of  30  4&  31  Yict.  o.  23,  a  slip 
may  be  given  in  evidence,  though  not  valid  as  a 
contract,  as   evidence    of    the  intention  of  the 
parties.    Blackburn,  J.,  in  the  court  below,  said : 
**  As  the  slip  is  clearly  a  contract  for  marine  in- 
surance, and  is  equally  clearly  not  a  policy,  it  is 
by  virtue  of  these  enactments  not  valid,  that  is, 
not  enforceable  at  law  or  in  equity ;  bnt  it  may 
be  ^iven  in  evidence  wherever  it  is,  though  not 
valid,  material ;  and  in  the  present  case  it  is  ma- 
terial."  And  in  the  Court  of  Exchequer  Ohamber. 
Kelly,  C.B.  said:  "The  second  question  is,  whether 
thb  slip  was  admissible  in  evidence  at  all,  and  if 
it  were,  whether  it  was  admissible  in  evidence  for 
the  purpose  for  which  alone  it  was  used  on  the 
trial  of  this  cause.      Now,  it  is  quite  true  that 
under  the  statute  in  question  (30  Vict.  o.  23,  ss. 
7,  9),  the  document  called  a  slip,  although  it  is 
binding  in  point  of  honour  between  parties  cir- 
cumstanced   as    these    parties   were,    is    made 
void  as  a  contract,    and  as   such   inadmissible 
in  evidence.    It  is  not  like  an  agreement  for  a 
lease,  upon  which  an  action  can  be  brought  for  the 
non-acceptance  of  the  lease,  or  the  refusal  to  grant 
a  lease ;  but  as  a  contract  for  a  policy  of  assurance 
to  be  afterwards  made,  is  a  mere  nullity.    It  does 
not,  however,  follow  that  it  is  not  admissible  in 


evidence  for  a  great  variety  of  purposes.    In  this 
case  it  is  unnecessary  to  do  more  than  consider 
whether  it  is  admissible  in  evidence  for  the  pur- 
pose of  showing  what  the  two  parties  intended  at 
the  time  they  entered  into  this  transaction ;  in 
otherwords,  whether  they  intended  it  to  be  a  policy 
pursuant  to  a  previous   oontraot,  although  that 
contract  was  not  binding,  or  whether  the  policy 
was  a  new,  separate,  and  substantive  contract,  to 
be  construed  without  reference  to  the  previous 
acts  of  the  parties    ...    If  it  had  been  applied 
to  a  purpose  forbidden  by  the  Act  of  Parliament,  I 
should  not  have  hesitated  to  say  that  it  ought  not 
to  be  considered  as  admitted,  or  if  admitted  ap- 
plied to  any  such  purpose.    Bnt  for  many  pur- 
poses it  may  legitimately  be  used,  as  in  oases 
where  a  fraud  is  suggested,  or  where  there  is  » 
plea,  as  here,  of  misrepresentation,  the  slip  may 
De  evidence  of  the  fraud  or  of  the  misrepresenta- 
tion charged.    Suppose  a  slip,  with  a  view  to  an 
insurance  from  a  port  in  South  America,  which 
had  been  under  a  blockade  little  while  before  the 
date  of  the  policy,  and  the  slip,  at  the  instance  of 
the  plaintiff,  described  the  port  as  an  open  port, 
and  the  question  had  arisen  whether  the  policy 
had    been    procured    by    misrepresentation,    or 
whether  there  was  a  concealment  of  the  material 
fisbct  that  the  port  had  been  under  blockade ;  no  one 
can  doubt  that  upon  the  collateral  question   of 
misrepresentation,  tho  slip  would  be  admissible  in 
evidence  to  prove  what  tho  plaintiff  had  repre- 
sented.   It  is  quite  enough,  therefore,  to  say  that 
here  it  was  not  given  in  evidence  to  prove  a  bind- 
ing contract  between  the  parties,  or  to  contradict 
or  to  explain,  or  in  any  way  affect  the  construction 
of  the  policy  in  question;  but  it  was  given  in 
evidence  only  to  show  what  their  intention  was  in 
preparing  the  policy.      For   that  purpose  I  am 
clearly  oc  opinion  that  it  was  admissiole  in  evi- 
dence."   The  point  for  which  the  slip  is  sought  to 
be  used  in  the  present  case  is  clearly  a  collateral 
one,  and  the  authority  of  the  case  cited  shows  that 
for  such  a  purpose  it  is  admissible  in  evidence. 
Button  V.  Fowies  (2  B.  &  S.  174)  was  also  referred 
to. 

B,  O.  WiUiameaJidJamea  P.  AspinaU(A8pinall, 
Q.O.  with  them)  in  support  of  the  rule. — A  slip 
is  a  contract  for  sea  insurance ;  it  is  a  oontraot 
to  execute  an  instrument  by  which  the  vessel 
named  shall  be  duly  insured;   and  that   is   the 
only  contract  in  the  case.      There   is  no  such 
thing  as  a  contract  merely  to  make  and  deliver  a 
policy.    The  contract  for  a  sea  insurance  arises 
immediately  on  the  initialling  of  the  slip.    Apart 
from  the  Stamp  Acts,  the  slip  would  be  a  good 
contract  of  sea  insurance:  but  the  statute  has 
provided  that "  no  policy  shall  be  pleaded  or  given 
m  evidence  in  any  court,  or  admitted  in  any  court 
to  be  good  or  available  in  law  or  in  equity,  unless 
duly  stamped."  The  oases  of  Cory  v.  FaUon  {ante, 
vol.  1,  p.  225 ;  L.  Eep.  7  Q.  B:  304),  and  lonidee  v. 
The  Pacific  Fire  and  Marine  Imwrance  Company 
(uhi  sup.),  could  never  have  arisen  if  a  slip  oould  in 
any  way  be  made  enforoeable  in  an  action.    In  the 
last  cited  case,  the  court  distinctly  say  that  "  it  is 
void  as  a  contract,  and  as  such  inadmissible  in  evi- 
dence ;*'  "  as  a  contract  for  a  policy  of  assurance 
to  be  afterwards  made,  it  is  a  mere  nullity."    Now 
it  is  only  as  a  contract  for  a  policy  of  assurance 
afterwards  to  be  made  that  the  slip  oan  in  anyway 
be  made  available  in  the  present  action,  and  as 
such  it  is  **  a  mere  nullity."    A  contract  to  execute 
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a  policy  of  insurance  is  indispatably  a  contract  for 
sea  insurance,  and  therefore  comes  expressly  within 
the  application  of  the  Stamp  Act.     What  is  a  sea 
insurance  and  what  is  a  policy  are  defied  by  the 
4th  section,  which  provides  that "  the  expression 
'sea  insurance'  means  any  insurance  (including  re- 
insurance) made  upon  any  ship  or  vessel,  or  upon  the 
machinery,  tackle,  or  furniture  of  any  ship  or  vessel, 
or  upon  any  goods,  merchandise,  or  property  of  any 
description   whatever,    on  board  of  any  ship  or 
vessel,  or  upon  the  freight  of  or  any  other  interest 
which  may  be  lawfully  insured  in  or  relating  to  any 
ship  or  vessel ;  and  the  word  '  policy '  means  any 
insirnment  whereby  a  contract  or  agreement  for 
any  sea  iBsuraace  is  made  or  entered  into."    In 
Xenos  ▼.  Wiekham  (L.  Rep.  2  Eng.  &  Ir.  Ap.  314; 
2  Mar.  Law  Caa.  O.   S.  537),*  Willes,  J.  says: 
"The    statues    requiring    contracts     of    marine 
insurance    to   be   in   writing   and   stamped  (35 
Geo.  3,  c.  63,  s.  11 ;  54  Geo.  3,  c.  144,  ss.  3,  4,  5) 
annuls  contracts  not  so  framed ;  consequently  a 
marine  policy  or  contract  for  a  marine  policy,  to 
be  valid,  muse  be  in  writing,  which,  by  the  consent 
of   both    parties,    shall  represent    the    contract 
between  them."  But  for  the  decided  case?,  it  might 
have  been  supposed  that,  upon  the  slip  being  com- 
pleted, there  was  a  contract  upon  the  part  of  the 
assurers  to  prepare  and  hand  over  a  policy  accord- 
ing to  the  slip :  and  that  although,  because  of  the 
statutes,  no  action  could  be  maintained  as  upon  a 
policy  of  insurance,  yet  an  action  might  be  main- 
tained for  not  preparing  a  policy.    And  causes 
have  been  tried  without  objection  upon  the  notion 
that  the  insurance  is  complete  from  the  date  of 
the  slip.    But  the  law,  as  settled  by  the  decisions 
upon  tne  construction  of  the  statutes  referred  to, 
is  that  as  there  can  be  no  valid  insurance  or  cou- 
tnict  for  an  insurance,  unless  by  writing  with  the 
statutory  requisites,  the  slip  by  itself  has  no  bind- 
ing force.    Thus,  it  has  been  held  that,  notwith- 
standing the  slip,  the  proposed  assured,  upon  the 
one  hand,  can  insist  upon  being  assured,  and  can 
retract  his  order  and  refuse  to  accept  the  policy : 
( Wancick  v.  Blade,  3  Camp.  1279),  where  the  em- 
ployer retracted  the  broker's  authority  after  the 
slip  was  signed,  though  before  the  policy  was  com- 
pleted ;  and,  on  the  other  hand,  that  the  slip  im- 
poses no  liability  upon  the  proposed  insurer,  and 
there  is  no  remedy  against  him  until  the  policy 
is  complete:    {Parry  v.  The   Great  Ship    Com' 
patty,  4  B.  &  S,  556;     1  Mar.  Law  Gas.   O.  S. 
397.)    To  giva  effect  to  a  slip,  as  sought  to  be 
done  in  the   present  action,  would  be   to  give 
it  the  same  effect  as  a  policy,  and  thus  to  frustrate 
the  clear  intention  of  the  Stamp  Acts.    It  is  sub- 
mitted that  the  absence  of  a  duly-stamped  policy 
is  a  fatal  obstacle  to  the  plaintiffs'  recovering  in 
any  form  of  action  against  the  defendants. 

Cur.  adv»  vult 

July  5. — ^The  Court  being  divided  in  opinion, 
the  following  judgments  were  now  delivered : 

Blackbukn,  J. — In  this  case,  on  the  trial  before 
my  brother  Brett  at  Liverpool,  the  plaintiffs  had  a 
verdict  for  lOOOZ.,  subject  to  leave  to  move  to  enter 
a  verdict  for  the  defendants  reserved  by  the  learned 
jodge,  in  the  following  terms,  '*  if  there  was  no 
evidence  upon  an  amended  declaration  or  if  I 
ought  not  to  have  amended."  The  Common  Law 
Procedure  Act  1852,  sect.  1222,  gives  the  judge  at 
Nisi  Prius  power  to  make  all  amendments  on  such 
terms  as  he  thinks  fit ;  and  requires  that  all  such 
amendments  as  may  be  necessary  for  the  purpose 


of  determining  in  the  existing  suit  the  real  ques- 
tion in  controversy  between  the  parties,  shall  be 
made.    No  suggestion  was  made,  either  at  the 
trial  or  on  the  argument,  that  there  were  any 
terms  which  it  was  proper  to  impose.    That  being 
so,  we  must  construe  this  reservation  as  meaning 
that  if  there  is  any  form  of  declaration  under 
which  the  evidence  at  the  trial  would  prove  the 
plaintiff's  right  to  recover,  the  verdict  is  to  stand. 
Mr.  Aspinall  obtained  a  rule  on  four  grounds, 
thus  stateid  in  the  rule :  First,  that  there  was  no 
evidence  to  go  to  the  jury;  secondly,  that  no 
action  will  lie  on  the  slip  alone  without  a  policy ; 
thirdly,  that  no  interest  was  shown  in  the  plain- 
tiffs ;  fouthly,  that  the  learned  judge  should  not 
have  allowed   the  declaration  to    be   amended. 
Against  this  cause  was  shown  in  the  first  in- 
stance before  my  brother  Quain  and  myself,  when 
we  were  agreed  that  there  was  no  foundation  for 
the  objection  that  no  interest  was  shown  in  the 
plaintiffs,  and  that  was  disposed  of  on  the  argu- 
ment, and  we  need  not  further  notice  it.    On  the 
other  points  we  felt  so  mash  difficulty  that  we 
directed  a  second  argument  when  my  brother 
Archibald  could  be  present,  and  after  that  argu- 
ment the  court  took  time  to  eonsider. 

To  make  the  case  intelligible  it  is  necessary  to 
state  the  material  part  of  the  evidence.  From  the 
judge's  notes  it  appears  that  the  defendants,  a  Liver- 
pool insurance  company  (limited),  employed  the 
firm  of  Fames  and  Co.  as  their  agents  in  London,  to 
accept  risks  and  receive  premiums  in  London. 
One  of  that  firm  was  called  as  a  witness  and  gave 
evidence  that  the  course  of  business  was  that  he 
accepted  risks  for  the  defendants  by  himself  ini- 
tialling the  slips.  That  when  he  had  initialled  the 
slip  a  copy  of  the  slip  (as  he  called  it)  was  sent  to 
him.  This  appears  to  have  been  the  practice 
described  in  the  7th  paragraph  of  the  case  stated 
in  Xenos  v.  Wickham  (14  C.  B.,  N.  S.,  438).  In 
that  case  I  expressed  (at  p.  454)  an  opinion  to 
which  I  still  adhere,  that  what  is  here  called  the 
copy  of  the  slip  is  not,  like  the  first  slip,  in  legal 
effect,  a  memorandum  of  the  terms  on  which  the 
parties  agree  to  insure,  but  a  request  unto  or 
mandate  to  the  company  to  make  out  and  execute 
a  policy  according  to  the  practice.  The  witness 
proceeded  to  explain  that  the  course  of  business 
was  that  the  witness  always  forwarded  the  copies 
of  the  slips  or  request  notes  to  the  defendants  at 
Liverpool  on  the  same  night  that  they  were  re- 
ceivea  by  him  in  London.  A  circulm*,  approved 
by  the  defendants,  informing  the  public  that  Fames 
and  Co.  were  their  Loudon  agents,  was  put  in. 
The  plaintiffs  had  instructed  John  Patten,  juo. 
and  Co.,  insurance  brokers  in  London,  to  issae  for 
them  steel  rails,  and  on  the  16th  Nov.  1871 
Fatten  and  Co.  prepared  a  slip  which  was  put  in 
evidence  at  the  trial,  and  which  has  been  produced 
before  us.  It  was  headed  in  print,  "  Cash  ace, 
John  Fatten,  jun.  and  Co."  and  was  dated  16th 
Nov.  1861.    Then  in  writing  followed  : 


Barrow. 
Steel  rails, 
f.  g.  a. 
f.  e.  &  B. 


LxMMy, 


New  York, 
f.  p.  a. 

^Mol«>/o/o. 


Below  followed  several  sums  initialled  by  different 
parties.  These  sums  in  all  amounted  to  42002. 
Amongst  them  was  *' 10002.,  T.  B.  £."  It  was 
proved  by  the  evidence  of  Mr.  Fames  that  these 
were  his  initials.    No  evidence  was  given  as  to 
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the  effect  of  this ;  but  there  is  no  donbt  that  in 
mercantile  nnderstandios  this  amounted   to   an 
agreement  between  the  brokers,  Patten  and  Co., 
and  Eames  (acting  for  the  defendants)  to  insure 
on  the  ship  Lizzy,  on  a  voyage  from  Barrow  to 
New  York  lOOOf,  part  of '6880L  on  steel  rails, 
free  of  particalar  average,  and  of  general  average, 
and  of  capture  and  seizure  at  6O0.  per  cent.,  and 
that   the  premiums   were   to  go  into  the  cash 
account.    I  will  consider  the  effect  of  the  revenue 
laws  on  this  afterwards.    The  copy  slip  or  re- 
quest note  was  made  out  by  Fatten  and  Co.,  and 
bent  to  Eames  and  Go.  who,  on  the  same  night, 
seut  it  on  to  the  defendants  at  Liverpool.     It 
was  not  stated  by  any  witnesses  when  this  was 
done.    In  regular  coarse  it  ought  to  have  been 
done  directly  after  the  slip  was  initialled,  and  the 
stamped  policy  ought  then  to  have  been  sent  up 
by  the  deiendants  to  Eames  and  Co.  duly  execu- 
ted by  them  soon  after.    Had  this  been  done  in 
November  the  amount  of  the  premium  in  this 
case  802.  less  10  0/0  on  that  amount  for  discount, 
or  in  this  case  271,  making  the  net  sum  2bl  ISa., 
would  have  been  payable  on  the  8th  Dec.  by  the 
broker  to  the  defendants.    And  as  the  defendants 
would  have  advanced  for  the  broker  the  amount 
of  the  stamp,  that  would  have  been  due  at  once, 
though  for  convenience  sake  the  actual  payment 
would  in  practice,  no  doubt,  be  made  at  the  same 
time  when  the  larger  sum  for  the  premiums  was 
paid.     The  defendants,  for  some  reason  not  ex- 
plained but  probably  connected  with  their  being 
m  liquidation,  neglected  to  send  up  the  stamped 
policy.    Patten  and  Co.'s  clerk  proved  that  he 
several  times  called  for  it  at  Eames  and  Co.,  and 
was  told  that  it  bad  not  come  up,  and  tbat  Eames 
and  Co.  would  write  to  the  defendants   sharply 
about  it.    At  last,  on  the    29th  Jan.  1872,  the 
defendants'  liquidators  wrote  a  letter  to  Eames 
and  Co.  inquiring  whether  this  slip  was   to  go 
forward.      Eames     immediately     communicated 
with  Patten  and  Co.,  and  in  connequenoe  of  their 
directions  the  slip  was  put  forward,  and  Eames 
and  Co.  forwardea  to  Patten  and  Co.  an  account 
of  which  the  following  is  a  copy  : 

The  Liverpool  Marine  Insnranoe  Co.  (Limited). 
LoDdon  agency, 

Eames  &  Co., 

St.  Miohaers  Honse, 

ComhiU,  E.C. 

To   preminma   for  the    month   of) 
Jany.  1872,  le8B   brokerage  and  >  £25  18    0 
10  per  cent.  dlBcoimt  for  cash } 

Policy  duty 0    2    6 


£25  15    6 
Note.— The  discount  will   bo  forfeited  in  default  of 

prompt  payment  on  the  8th  Feb. 
This  account,  it  will  be  observed,  is  made  out 
exactly^  as  if  there  had  been  a  fresh  slip  ini- 
tialled in  January,  and  the  stamp  had  been  duly 
procured  by  the  defendants.  For  some  reason, 
not  explained,  actual  payment  was  not  made  by 
Patten  and  Co.  till  the  13th  March,  on  which  day 
tliey  paid  the  aitiount  to  Eames  and  Co.  by  a 
cheque  payable  to  defendant's  order.  Eames  and 
Co.,  by  virtue  of  an  authority  which  they  had 
froni  the  defendants,  indorsed  that  cheque  and 
received  the  money.  These  facts  are  very  strong 
evidence  that  as  between  Eames  and  Patten  it 
was  understood  that  the  company  had  undertaken 
the  duty  of  preparing  the  policy.  The  defendants 
never  did  prepare  or  execute  any  stamped  policy. 
The  Lhxy  was  totally  lost,  and  then  the  defen- 


dants refused  to  execute  any  policy  or  to  pay 
the  insurance. 

The  main  contention  of  the  defendants  was 
that  the  plaintiffs  could  not  recover  unless  the 
court,  in  a  direct  contravention  of  the  30  Vict, 
c.  23,  sects.  7^9,  permitted  the  plaintiff  to 
make  available  a  contract  for  marine  insnranoe 
not  expressed  in  a  stamped  policy;  and  on  the 
pleadings  as  they  stood  at  the  trial  this  vras  the 
case.  But  the  learned  judge  was  of  opinion,  and 
we  think  quite  correctly,  that  if  hy  any  amend- 
ment the  pleadings  could  be  made  such  as  to 
enable  the  plaintins  to  recover  for  the  breach  of 
the  defendants'  duty,  without  contravening  the 
statute,  that  amendment  should  bo  made.  He 
asked  the  jury  three  questions :  First,  did  the 
defendants  authorise  Eames  to  issue  slips,  and 
accept  risks,  and  receive  premiums ;  secondly,  did 
the  defendants,  by  approving  the  circular  and  the 
authority  which  they  gave  to  Eames  to  issue 
slips  and  acoept  premiums,  give  the  plaintiffs  rea- 
sonable ground  to  believe,  and  did  the  plaintiffs 
believe,  that  if  they  paid  the  premium  and  stamp 
on  a  slip  initialled  by  Eames  they,  the  defendants, 
would  issue  a  policy  in  accordance  with  the  slip  P 
thirdly,  were  the  plaintiffs  prevented  by  the  con- 
duct of  the  defendants  from  insuring  elsewhere  P 
The  jury  found  for  the  plaintiffs,  and  the  verdict 
was  entered  for  10002.,  subject  to  the  leave  al- 
ready mentioned. 

I  have  come  to  the  conclusion  that  the  plain- 
tiffs may  in  this  case  recover  without  infringini; 
the  existing  revenue  laws.  In  Manden  v.  Meid 
(3  East,  572)  th^  Court  of  King's  Bench  de- 
cided that  the  then  Stamp  Acts  forbade  them 
to  look  at  the  slip  for  any  purpose.  In  that 
case  the  defence  was  that  a  material  representa* 
tion  was  made  to  the  first  underwriter  to  induce 
him  to  subscribe,  which  representation  the  de- 
fendants contended  was  to  be  taken  to  have  been 
made  to  all  the  rest  of  the  underwriters  who 
acted  on  the  credit  of  that  first  underwriter 
without  the  necessity  of  repeating  it  to  eacb.  It 
is  obvious  the  underwriter  who  was  the  first  in 
this  sense,  was  the  first  underwriter  who  agreed 
to  subscribe,  and  first  initialled  the  slip,  not  the 
one  who  first  signed  the  policy ;  but  the  court 
thought  themselves  bouna  to  hold  the  contrary. 
A  subsequent  statute  (54  Geo.  3,  c.  144-)  provided 
for  the  stamping  of  slips,  but  I  believe  that  slips 
never  were  in  practice  stamped,  though  that  Acb 
remained  on  the  statute  book  tiU  the  30  &  31 
Yict.  c.  23.  The  whole  of  the  Stamp  Acts  were, 
as  far  as  related  to  marine  insurance,  repealed  by 
30  &  31  Yict.  c.  23,  and  therefore  we  need  not 
inquire  whether  the  monstrous  injustice  done  in 
Marsd^n  v.  Beid  was  really  forced  upon  the 
King's  Bench  by  the  then  Stamp  Acts.  It  has 
been  determined  on  the  construction  of  the  now 
existing  Act,  that  though  the  slip  being  a  con- 
tract for  insurance,  not  expressed  in  a  stamped 
policy  is  void  as  a  contract;  and  as  such,  not 
admissible  for  other  purposes :  (lonidea  v.  Pacific 
Marine  Oampany,  ante,  vol.  1,  p.  330;  L.  Bep. 
7  Q.  B.  525,  in  the  Exchequer  Chamber ;  Cory  v. 
Patton,  L.  Bep.  7  Q.  B.  304;  ante,  vol.  l,p.  225; 
lAshman  and  others  v.  Northern  Marine  Assurance 
Company,  L.  Bep.  8  C.  P.  216;  ante,  vol.  1, 
p.  554.) 

In  the  case  now  before  us  Patten  and  Co.,  as 
brokers  to  the  plaintiffs,  had  undertaken  a  duty  to 
use  due  care  and  diligence  about  procuring,  making. 
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and  completing  the  insnranoe  for  them.    When 
a  slip  is  initialled  the  contract  is  binding  in  honour 
bat  not  in  law ;    and  the  broker's  duty  req aires 
him  to  take  the  further  steps  to  procure  it  to  be 
made  binding  in  law.      For  this  purpose  it  is 
necessary  that  the  policy  should  be  drawn  np  on 
stamped  paper,  and  the  brokers  have  to  advance 
the  stamp  and  see  that  the  policy  is  properly 
drawn  np,  and  then    to  take  care  that  within  a 
reasonable  time  the  matter  is  concluded.    The 
broker  does  not  undertake  that  the  underwriter 
who  has  initialled  the  slip  shall  sign  the  policy, 
though  that  is  the  way  in  which  in  the  great 
majority  of  cases  the  matter  is  concluded.    As 
soon  as  the  underwriter  has  signed,  the  premiums 
are  as  between  the  assured  and  the  underwriter 
paid,  the  underwriter  taking  in  satisfaction  of 
them  the  broker's  personal  promise  to  pay  at 
the  end  of  the  customary  period,  subject  to  the 
customary  deductions.     But  if  the  underwriter 
refuses  to  sign  there  is  no  mode  either  at  law 
or  in  equity  to  force  him  to  do  so.     The  matter 
in  that  case  is  concluded  by  this  breach  of  honour 
on  the  part  of  the  underwriter ;  and  if  the  broker 
has  used  due  diligence  to  bring  it  to  a  conclu- 
sioD,  either  one  way  or  the  other,  within    a  rea- 
sonable time,  he  has  done  his  duty.    If  the  broker 
has  been  negligent,    and  in  consequence  of  the 
inal  conclusion  of  the  matter  has  been  unrea- 
sonably delayed,  the  broker  b  responsible  to  his 
principal  for  the  damage  sustained  through  that 
delay.     That  damage  must  depend  on  circum- 
stances.   If,  notwithstanding  the  delay,  the  risk 
will  be  still  taken  by  other  underwriters  at  the  same 
premiums  the  damage  would  generally  be  nothing. 
If  the  risk  was  still  insurable,  but  at   an  en- 
hanced premium,  the  measure  of  damages  would 
generally  be  the  increase  of  the  premium.    But 
if,  in  consequence  of  the  delay,  news  of  the  loss 
bad  oome,  or  for  any  other  reason,  the  risk  was 
no  longer  insurable,  the  damage  would  generally 
be  the  amount  which  would  have  been  recover- 
able if  a  stamped  policy  had  been  duly  executed 
within  a  reasonabe  time.    In  order  to  prove  the 
case  against  the  broker  it  would  be  necessary  to 
give  in  evidence  the  slip,  not  for  the  purpose  of 
enforcing  it  as  a  contract  of  insurance ;  but  for 
the  collateral  purpose  of  showing  that  the  broker 
bad  not  used  due  diligence  in  bringing  the  mat- 
ter to  a  conclusion  within  a  reasonable  time,  so 
that  the  principal  might  be  insured  elsewhere 
if    this   underwriter    did  not  insure  him,  and 
I  think   on  the  authority  of  the    cases   above 
cited  the  slip  is  admissible  for  such  a  purpose. 

Then  it  seems  to  me  that  on  the  usage 
itated  in  Xenoa  v.  Wiekham  (14  0.  B.,  N.  S., 
457),  and  followed  in  this  case,  the  effect  of  giving 
to  a  company  a  request  slip,  or  copy  slip,  and  of 
the  company  accepting  it,  is  that  the  company  by 
what  I  consider  a  fresh  arrangement,  no  part  of 
the  contract  made  by  initialling  the  slip,  take  on 
themselves  that  wmch  would  otherwise  be  the 
duty  of  the  broker,  viz.,  to  use  due  skill  and  dilli- 
gepoe  about  preparing  the  policy  properly  and 
bringing  the  transaction  as  regards  the  company's 
subscription  to  a  conclusion  in  a  reasonable  time. 
And  for  this  undertaking  the  mere  fact  that  they 
were  trusted  with  that  duty  would  be  a  sufficient 
opDsideration.  I  do  not  think  that  the  company  by 
this  acceptance  of  the  request  slip  promises  to 
execute  the  policv.  That  it  had  already  done  by 
initialling  tbe  slip,  and  the  acceptance   of  the 
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request  slip  carries  that  contract  no  further.  But 
I  think  that  it  does  by  what,  when  the  practice 
first  began,  must  have  been  in  each  case  an 
express  subsequent  agreement,  and  what  I  think 
still  is  a  subsequent  agreement,  though  now  a 
casual  one,  take  upon  itself  a  responsibility  co- 
extensive with  that  which  the  broker  would  other- 
wise have  undertaken*  If  the  company  at  once 
returns  the  request  slip,  and  without  any  delay 
informs  the  assured  that  it  will  not  execute  a 
policy,  though  bound  in  honour  so  to  do,  I  do 
not  think  that  any  action  would  lie  against  it. 
The  assured  would  then  be  at  liberty  to  insure 
elsewhere.  But  if  the  company  is  guilty  of  un- 
reasonable delay,  the  damages  to  which  it  would 
be  liable  would,  I  think,  be  just  the  same  as  the 
broker  would  have  been  liable  to  if  he  had  been 
guilty  of  the  same  delay.  Acd  I  see  nothing  in- 
consistent with  the  objects  of  the  revenue  laws  in 
enforcing  a  contract  to  pay  the  government  for 
the  stamp.  Nor  do  I  see  any  reason  why  we 
should  strive  to  turn  the  second  independent  con- 
tract into  a  part  of  the  first,  in  order  to  bring  the 
same  within  the  letter  of  the  statute,  if  it  is  not 
within  its  spirit.  Tn  the  present  case  I  think  the 
evidence  and  the  answer  of  the  jury  to  the  first 
question  put  by  my  brother  Brett,  would  prove  a 
count  framed  on  the  undertaking  of  the  defen- 
dants to  use  due  skill  and  diligence  in  framing  a 
stamped  policy  in  conformity  with  the  request 
slip,  and  bringing  the  transaction  to  a  conclusion 
within  a  reasonable  time,  either  by  executing  or 
repudiating  that  policy.  And  I  think  that  the 
evidence  and  tbe  answers  of  tbe  jury  to  the  two 
and  three  questions  show  a  breach  of  that  duty 
and  damage  sustained  by  the  plaintiffs  justifying 
the  verdict  for  10002.  And  I  think  that  by  giving 
effect  to  that  verdict,  that  we  should  not  transgress 
the  30  Yict.  c.  23,  as  we  should  neither  treat  the 
contract  for  assurance  contained  on  the  slip  as 
valid,  nor  make  it  available  at  law  as  a  policy,  but 
merely  receive  it  in  evidence  for  the  collateral 
purpose  of  showing  the  duty  which  the  defendants 
took  upon  themselves  and  neglected. 

I  think  therefore  that  the  rule  should  be  dis- 
charged, but  as  the  majority  of  the  court  are  of 
a  different  opinion,  it  must  be  made  absolute. 

The  judgment  of  Quain  and  Archibald,  J  J.  was 
delivered  by 

Archibald,  J. — ^The  question  iu  this  case  is, 
whether  upon  the  facts,  and  assuming  the  neces- 
sary amendment  made,  the  plaintiff  is  under  any 
form  of  declaration  entitled  to  recover,  notwith- 
standing the  provisions  of  the  30  Yic.  c.  23. 
Tbe  facts  as  proved  are  fully  set  forth  in  the 
judgment  of  our  brother  Blackburn,  and  it  is  un- 
necessary therefore  to  repeat  them  in  detail.  Those 
which  are  the  most  material  relate  to  the  dif- 
ference in  regard  to  the  preparation  of  the  stamped 
policy,  between  the  usage  in  the  case  of  private 
underwriters  and  that  which  prevails  in  the  case 
of  insurance  companies. 

In  the  former  case,  after  the  slip  has  been 
initialled,  the  usage  is  for  the  broker  of  the 
assured  to  advance  the  stamp,  draw  up  the 
policy  on  stamped  paper,  and  present  it  to 
the  different  underwriters  for  execution.  But  in 
the  case  of  an  insurance  company,  after  the  slip 
has  been  initialled  by  an  agent  of  the  company, 
it  is  retained  by  the  broker  of  the  assured,  and  a 
copy  of  it  is  then  sent  to  the  company  by  the 
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broker,  in  order  to  enable  tbe  company  to  prepare 
tbe  policy.  The  policy  is  then  drawn  np  on 
stamped  paper  by  the  company,  who  thomseWes 
advance  the  stamp  and  execute  the  policy  ready 
to  be  delivered  to  the  assured  or  his  broker.  The 
doty  of  the  broker  of  the  assured  in  ordiuary 
cases,  and  the  measure  of  damages  for  any  breach 
of  it,  are  well  established  and  understood,  and  if, 
the  evidence  in  this  case  satisfied  us  that  a  pre- 
cisely analogous  duty  onconnected  with  and  sepa- 
rate from  a  promise  to  execute  the  policy,  was 
undertaken  by  the  defendants'  company,  we  should 
have  no  doubt  that  the  consequences  of  abroach 
of  duty  by  the  company  would  be  similar  to  those 
of  a  breach  by  the  broker. 

It  appears  to  ns  iJso  that  inasmuch  as  the 
slip,  though  invalid  as  a  contract,  would  be 
admissible  in  evidence  for  the  collateral  par- 
poses  of  establishing  the  existence  and  the  breach 
of  snch  a  daty — see  lonidei  v.  The  Pacific 
Marine  Insurance  Company  (ante,  vol.  1,  pp.  141, 
330 ;  L.  Eep.  7  Q.  B.  625) ;  Gory  v.  Paiton 
(ante,  vol.  1,  p.  225;  L.  Eep.  7  Q.  B.  304)— 
the  plaintiff  would,  if  the  declaration  could  be 
made  to  assume  such  a  shape,  be  entitled  to  re- 
cover. Indeed,  this  seems  to  ns  to  be  the  only 
conceivable  form  of  declaration  upon  which,  if  at 
all,  the  defendants  can  be  rendered  liable ;  for  the 
30  Yict.  c.  23,  expressly  renders  invalid  any  con- 
tract or  agreement,  for  sea  insurance,  unless  it  be 
expressed  in  a  policy  (in  which  also  certain  pre- 
scribed particulars  must  be  specified)  and  prohibits 
its  being  pleaded  or  given  in  evidence,  or  ad- 
mitted into  any  court  to  be  good  or  available  in 
law  or  in  equity,  unless  duly  stamped,  t.^.,  stamped 
before  being  sii^nod  or  nnderwritten.  So  that  no 
action  can  be  directly  maintained  ujK)n  the  slip 
itself,  which  in  the  opinion  of  all  of  us  amounts  to 
an  agreement  for  sea  insurance  within  the  meaning 
of  the  Act.  (Per  Willes,  J.,  in  Xenoe  v.  Wiekham, 
L.  Bep.  2  H.  of  L.  Cas.  296.) 

It  is  abundantly  clear  that,  in  consequence  of  the 

Erovisions  of  the  Act,the  engagements  entered  into 
J  initialling  tbe  slip  cannot  be  directly  enforced, 
either  at  law  or  in  equity ;  and  being  therefore 
only  binding  in  honour,  it  is  open  to  uncon- 
scientious men  to  break  it,  unless  it  can  be  in- 
directlv  enforced  in  the  manner  and  on  the 
grounds  suggested  by  brother  Blackburn  in  his 
judgment,  whether  it  can  or  not,  in  the  present 
case,  depends  upon  the  true  nature  and  effect  of 
the  usage  with  respect  to  the  preparation  of  the 
policy.  In  the  case  of  private  underwriters,  the 
engagement  entered  into  by  initialling  the  slip 
must,  having  regard  to  the  course  of  business,  be 
understoood  to  be  an  engagement  to  execute  a 
stamped  policy  when  it  has  been  prepared  and 
presented  by  the  broker.  In  the  case  of  insurance 
companies,  it  is  equally  understood  to  be  an 
engagement  to  execute  a  stamped  policy,  at  some 
time  and  under  some  ciroumstances ;  and  the 
question  is  whether  it  does  not  also  import  tha^ 
tbe  company  are,  on  receipt  of  the  slip,  to  pro- 
cure the  stamp  and  fill  up  the  policy.  Where  or 
how  the  difference  of  usage  between  the  case  of 
private  underwriters  and  that  of  companies  first 
sprung  up  does  not  appear.  The  monopoly  of  the 
two  old  companies — the  Eoyal  Exchange  and  the 
London  Assurance — was  done  away  with  in  1824 
by  the  5  Geo.  4,  c.  114;  and  it  may  be  that 
when  other  companies  were  first  established  for 
carrying  on  the  business  of  marine  insurance,  the 


practice  as  it  exists  between  policy  brokers  and 
private  underwriters,  was  in  the  first  instance 
adopted,  and  that  the  present  practice  of  sending 
a  copy  of  the  initialled  slip  to  the  company,  in 
order  that  they,  and  not  the  broker,  might  procure 
the  stamp  and  prepare  as  well  as  execute  the 
policy,  afterwards  came  into  use ;  or  it  may  be 
that  from  the  first  the  latter  course  was  found  to 
be  the  most  convenient.  However  this  may  be,  it 
makes  in  our  judgment  little  difference  to  the 
question  under  consideration ;  for  it  appears  to  us 
that  when  this  became  the  fixed  and  settled  usage, 
the  only  reasonable  implication  from  the  initial- 
ling of  the  slip  on  behalf  of  a  company  is  that  it 
is  an  engagement,  not  merely  generally  to  execute 
a  binding  policy,  but  to  execute  it  in  accordance 
with  the  usual  and  accustomed  course  of  busi- 
ness, including,  therefore,  and  undertaking,  on 
receipt  of  the  copy  of  the  slip,  to  procure  a 
stamp  and  fill  up  the  policy.  If  then  this  be  (as 
we  think  it  is)  the  true  effect  of  the  transaction, 
the  agreement  being  one  and  entire,  and  including 
as  part  of  it,  an  undertaking  to  execute  the 
policy,  i.e.,  an  agreement  for  sea  insurance,  the 
statute  applies  and  presents  an  insuperable  ob- 
stacle to  any  action  founded  on  a  supposed 
breach  of  duty  in  not  procuring  a  stamp  and  pre- 
paring a  policy,  or  in  failing  to  give  notice  within 
a  rensonable  time  that  the  company  decline  to  pre- 
pare and  execute  it. 

It  is  contended  that  in  tho  case  of  com- 
panies there  are  in  fact  two  separate  trans- 
actions, first,  the  initialling  of  the  slip  constituting 
an  agreement  to  execute  a  policy ;  secondly,  an 
agreement  on  a  new  and  separate  consideration, 
upon  receipt  and  acceptance  of  the  copy  slip,  to  do 
all  that  it  is  the  duty  o^  a  broker  to  do  in  the  «ase  of 
private  underwriters.  We  are  wholly  unable  to 
concur  in  this  view.  It  appears  to  us  that  there 
is  no  evidence  of  any  such  second  agreement, 
separate  and  distinct  from  the  agreement  which 
arises  from  initialling  the  slip,  namely,  to  execute 
the  policy.  In  our  opinion;! there  is  only  one 
agreement,  viz.,  that  wnich  is  to  be  implied  in 
accordance  with  the  usual  course  of  business,  from 
the  initialling  of  the  slip.  Nor  do  we  think  that 
there  is  any  duty  cast  upon  the  company,  separate 
and  distinct  from  the  rest  of  their  agreement, 
or  which  bears  any  true  analogy  to  the  well- 
known  duty  of  a  policy  broker.  The  copy  slip 
sent  by  the  broker  of  the  assured  to  the  company, 
is  sent  merely  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  the 
company  to  prepare  and  fill  up  the  stamped 
policy ;  and  we  do  not  think  that  it  imposes  on 
them  any  fresh  duty  different  from  that  which 
they  had  already  undertaken,  or  transforms  the 
company  into  brokers  for  the  assured.  The  broker 
in  his  endeavour  to  procure  the  completion  of  the 
policy,  has  to  deal  with  third  persons,  over  whose 
intentions  or  decision  in  the  matter,  he  has  of 
course  no  control.  If,  when  he  has  done  all  that 
his  doty  in  the  matter  prescribes,  the  underwriter 
should  decline  to  execute  the  poliof ,  the  broker 
would  be  discharged  if,  within  a  reasonable  time, 
he  gave  notice  of  it  to  his  employer,  in  order  that 
the  latter  might  effect  or  direct  an  insurance  to  be 
effected  elsewhere.  But  the  company,  if  any  ana- 
logous duty  were  supposed  to  be  incumbent  on 
them,  would  certainly  not  fulfil  it  by  merely  pre- 
paring a  stamped  policy  ready  for  execution  in 
their  oiRco,  if  they  stopped  short  of  executing  it; 
and  if  it  were  added  to  their  supposed  duty,  that 


MARITIME    LAW   OASES. 


51 


Q.B.] 


Mbrchaht  Shipping  Compakt  (Limited)  v.  Abmitagb. 


[Q.B. 


they  were,  within  a  reasonable  time  after  they 
decided  not  to  execute,  to  give  a  notice  of  saoh 
intention,  this  woold  imply  a  doty  to  make  np 
their  minds  within  a  reasonable  time,  whether  to 
keep  or  break  their  agreement,  a  duty  altogether 
nolike  anything  undertaken  by  a  broker.  We  are 
unable  upon  the  facts  to  find  that  there  is  any 
BQch  duty  undertaken  upon  a  new  coneideration, 
or  any  duty  whatever  severable  from  the  contract 
to  insure  in  the  usual  and  customary  manner;  and 
upon  the  whole,  therefore,  we  are  of  opinion  that 
there  is  no  possible  form  of  action,  under  iihe 
circumstances  of  the  case,  which  could  be  main- 
tained without  contravening  the  30  Yict.  c.  23. 

For  these  reasons  we  are  of  opinion,  that  the  rule 
to  enter  the  verdict  for  the  defendants  must  be 
made  absolute. 

Eide  ahtolute. 
Attorney  for  plaintiffs,  MelHarmid,, 
Attorneys  for  defendants,  Venn  and  Son, 


Friday,  June  6, 1873. 

Merchakts  Shipping  Company  (Limited)  v. 

Armitage. 

Charler-party — Lump  ium  freight — Entire  dis' 
charge  and  right  delivery — Loss  of  part  of  cargo 
hfjlre. 

By  a  charter-party  made  at  Colombo  it  was  agreed 
thai  the  plaintiffs*  ship  which  was  there  should 
load  there,  or  sail  and  proceed  to  Cochin,  and 
there  load  from  the  defendants,  the  charterers  or 
their  agents,  a  fuU  and  complete  lading.  The 
ship  being  so  loaded  was  to  proceed  to  London 
and  discharge  ;  a  lump  sum  freight  of  £5000  to 
be  paid  after  the  entire  discharge  and  right  de- 
livery  of  the  cargo  in  cash  two  months  after  the 
deUe  of  the  ship's  report  inwards  at  the  custom 
house,  or  under  discount  at  5  per  csnt,  at  option 
of  charterers*  agents. 

The  plainiiffs*  ship  proceeded  to  Cochin,  and  was 
there  put  up  by  the  defendants  as  a  general  ship 
and  loaded  unth  a  full  and  complete  cargo,  the 
property  of  various  merchants,  and  shipped  under 
several  bills  of  lading.  On  her  voyage  from 
Cochin  to  London  the  cargo  was  found  to  be  on 
fire,  and  the  ship  had  to  be  scuttled.  Afterwards 
thewaier  was  pumped  out,  the  damaged  cargo 
was  sold  and  accounted  for  by  plaintiffs  to  the 
owners;  the  remainder  of  the  cargo  was  re-laden 
on  board  and  brought  to  London  in  the  ship.  The 
defendants  had  paid  freight  in  proportion  to  the 
cargo  and  distance,  but  refused  to  pay  the  balance 
of  the  lurnp  sum  freight,  about  1150^,  w  hich  was 
claimed  in  this  action. 

Beld^  that  the  plaintiffs  were  entitled  to  this  swn, 
and  also  to  interest  from  the  time  agreed  for  pay- 
ment in  cash. 

This  was  an  action  for  the  recovery  of  1152Z. 
ISs  Id.  and  interest,  as  hereinafter  mentioned. 
By  the  consent  of  the  parties  and  by  order,  the 
Mowing  case  was  stated  for  the  opmion  of  the 
court  without  any  pleadings : 

The  plaintiffs  are  a  company  carrying  on  busi- 
ness as  shipowners  in  the  City  of  London,  and 
were  and  are  the  owners  of  the  ship  Clyde,  herein- 
after mentioned,  and  the  defendants  are  merchants 
carrying  on  business  at  Colombo  and  London. 

On  the  25th  Jan.  1872,  the  ship  was  lying  in 
the  harbour  at  Colombo,  and  upon  that  day  the 
charter-party,  hereinafter  set  out,  was  made  and 


entered  into  by  Edward  Shrewsbury,  the  master 
of  the  said  Bhip,  on  behalf  of  the  plamtiffs  and  the 
defendants.    The  charter-party  was  as  follows: 

Colombo,  25th  Jan.  1872. 

1.  It  is  this  day  mntnally  agreed  between  Edward 
Shrewebnry,  of  the  good  ship  or  veeBel  called  the  Clyde, 
classed  A 1  in  Lloyd's,  of  the  registered  tonnage  of  1151 
ton9orthereaboatB,now  lying  in  the  harbour  of  Colombo 
whereof  he  is  master,  of  we  one  part,  and  MesarB.  Armit- 
age  Brothers,  of  Colombo,  merchants,  on  the  other  part. 
That  the  said  ehip  being  tight,  staunch,  and  strong,  and 
every  way  fitted  for  the  voyage,  shall,  with  all  convenient 
speed,  load  here  or  tail  and  proceed  to  Cochin  (orders  to  be 

given  on  or  before  the  29th  inat.),  and,  if  ordered  to 
ochin,  there  load  from  the  paid  ohartsrers  or  their 
agents,  completing  at  Colombo  or  Totioorin,  if  so  re- 
quired by  charterers,  a  full  and  complete  lading  of  legal 
merohanoise,  which  fall  and  complete  lading  the  captain 
binds  himself  to  receive  on  board  and  properly  stow,  but 
not  exceeding  what  she  can  reasonably  stow  and  carr^ 
over  and  above  her  tackle,  apparel,  provisions,  and  furni- 
ture, and  being  so  loaded  shall  therewith  proceed  to  Lon- 
don into  the  East  or  West  India  Docks,  and  discharge 
there  as  customary, 

2.  The  act  of  Qod,  restraints  of  princes  and  rulers,  the 
Queen's  enemies,  fire,  and  all  and  every  other  dangers  of 
the  seas,  rivers,  and  navigation  of  whatever  nature  and 
kind  soever  during  the  said  voyage  always  excepted. 

3.  A  lump  sum  freight  of  50001.  to  be  paid  after  the  entire 
discharge  and  right  delivery  of  the  cargo  in  cash  two 
months  after  the  date  of  the  ship's  report  inwards  at  the 
Custom  House,  or  under  discount  at  5  per  cent,  per 
annum  (or  at  the  Bank  rate  if  higljer)  at  option  of  char- 
terer s's  agents. 

4.  Thirty-five  working  days  are  to  be  allowed  the  said 
charterers  (if  the  vessel  be  not  sooner  dispatched)  for 
loading,  to  commence  and  be  continued  from  the  time  of 
the  vessel  having  a  dear  hold  and  ready  for  that  purpose, 
the  master  giving  charterers  or  their  agents  written 
notice  twenty-four  hours  in  advance  to  that  effect.  And 
the  charterers  to  have  the  option  of  keeping  the  vessel 
fifteen  working  days  on  demurrage,  paying  20L  per  day  to 
be  paid  to  the  master  day  by  day. 

5.  All  goods  to  be  brought  to  the  vessel  and  taken  from 
alongside  at  the  risk  and  expense  of  the  freighters. 

6.  The  master  to  sign  bills  of  ladinp^  at  any  rate  of 
freight  required,  without  prejudice  to  this  chi^ter-party ; 
but  should  the  aggregate  freight  by  bills  of  lading 
amount  to  less  thim  the  lump  sum  of  50001.  already 
stipulated  for,  the  difference  to  be  deducted  from  the 
amount  to  be  drawn  for  disbursements,  and  the  balance, 
if  any,  to  be  i)aid  in  cash  at  the  rate  of  exchange  for 
sight  bills  existing  at  the  time  of  the  ship's  olearhig  at 
Colombo. 

7.  The  owners  of  the  ship  to  have  an  absolute  lien  on 
the  cargo  for  the  amount  of  freight  stipulated  for  except 
as  to  the  captain's  draft  for  disbuTBements  and  commis- 
sion as  before  mentioned,  in  case  of  default. 

8.  And  it  is  hereby  agreed  that  tiie  charterers  are  to 
furnish  cash  for  the  disbursements  of  the  ship  at  port  of 
loading  at  current  rate  of  exchange  not  exceeding  7501., 
free  ot  interest,  but  subject  to  a  commissioB  of  2^  per 
cent,  and  cost  of  insorance,  for  the  due  appropriation  of 
which  the  charterers  are  not  to  be  held  responsible,  and 
for  which  and  agency  commission,  the  master  shall  give 
his  draft  on  the  owners  payable  in  London  at  sixty  days 
sight ;  and  in  the  event  of  the  bill  not  being  accepted  or 
paid  at  maturity,  the  amount  to  be  deducted  from  freight 
at  settlement  thereof  together  with  iitterest  and  cost  of 
insurance. 

9.  The  ship  to  be  consigned  to  owner's  agents  in 
London,  and  in  case  of  the  vessel  having  to  put  into  the 
Mauritius,  the  vessel  to  be  consigned  to  Messrs.  Blyth 
Brothers  and  Co.  there,  or  to  Messrs.  Thompson,  Watson, 
and  Co.,  at  the  Cape  of  Good  Hope. 

^  10.  A  survey  certificate  to  be  supplied  by  the  captain 
(if  required)  to  the  effect  that  the  vessel  is  in  every  way 
fitted  to  carry  a  dry  and  perishable  cargo  to  any  port  in 
the  world. 

11.  The  captain  to  carry  cargo  for  charterer's  benefit 
in  any  cabin  store  room  or  other  place  not  absolutely  re- 
quired for  use  during  the  voyage. 

12.  The  charterer's  to  have  the  option  of  appointing 
the  own  stevedore  at  the'expense  of  the  master,  but  at 
not  exceeding  current  rates;  but  the  captain  is  not 


52 


MARITIME   LAW  CASES. 


Q.B.] 


MZBCBAITT  SbIFFING  OoHFANT  (LiXmD)  «.  AXWTAOB. 


[Q.B. 


thereby  relieved  of  tbe  reiponaibilitj  regarding  the  pro- 
per stowmge  of  his  yesael. 

13.  The  captain  and  oharterere  to  be  at  liberty  to  add 
any  olanae  to  this  oharter-parfcy  by  mntoal  consent, 
without  prejndice  to  this  agreement. 

14.  In  default  of  performanoe  of  thii  agreement  it  is 
hereby  mntnallv  agreed  that  the  amount  of  freight 
herein  agreed  for  to  be  paid  and  taken  as  liquidated 
damages  tor  such  default. 

(Signed)  E.  Shbbwsbubt. 
(Witness)  Abmitaoi  Bbothebs. 

In  aooordanoe  with  the  orders  of  tbe  defendants, 
the  said  ship  proceeded  to  the  port  of  Cochin,  and 
was  there  pat  up  by  the  defendants  as  a  general 
ship  and  loaded  with  a  fall  and  complete  cargo, 
the  property  of  various  merchants,  whidi  cargo 
was  shipped  under  several  bills  of  lading  signed 
by  the  captain  upon  the  orders  of  defendants. 
'Hie  total  amount  of  the  bill  of  lading  freight  was 
estimated  by  the  charterer  at  4995L  10«.  6i.,  and 
was  payable  in  London  on  delivery  of  the  goods 
there. 

The  said  ship  with  the  said  oar^o  on  board 
sailed  fh)m  tho  said  port  of  Gochu,  upon  her 
voyage  to  London  under  the  said  charter-party, 
and  on  the  2Dd  May  1872  the  said  cargo  was  found 
to  be  on  fire ;  the  master  of  the  said  ship,  after 
attempting  ineffectually  to  extinguish  the  fire  at 
sea,  put  into  Table  Bay,  which  was  the  nearest 
port  of  refuge ;  and  after  a  survey  it  was  found 
expedient,  in  order  to  extinguish  the  fire,  to 
scuttle  the  said  ship ;  as  it  was  deemed  that  the 
said  fire  could  not  be  otherwise  extinguished,  the 
paid  ship  was  scuttled  in  Table  Bay,  and  the  said 
fire  was  thereby  extinguished. 

After  the  said  fire  had  been  extinguished,  the 
water  was  pumped  out  and  the  greater  portion  of 
the  cargo  was  unladen ;  and  as  a  large  quantity 
thereof  was  greatly  injured  by  fire  and  water, 
surveys  as  customary  were  called,  and  the  sur- 
veyors pronounced  a  great  part  of  the  said  cargo 
unfit  for  reshipment,  and  it  was  therefore  ordered 
to  be  sold,  and  it  was  sold  accordingly ;  and  the 
proceeds  thereof  were  paid  into  the  hands  of  the 
plaintiffs,  who  haye  since  accounted  for  the  same 
to  the  owners  of  the  goods  sold. 

The  remainder  of  the  said  cargo  was  reladen  on 
board  the  said  ship ;  and  on  the  9th  June  1872, 
the  said  ship  having  undergone  some  repairs,  re- 
sumed her  voyage  to  London  with  the  remainder 
of  the  said  cargo  on  board,  and  with  no  other 
cargo,  and  arriyed  in  port  and  proceeded  to  the 
West  India  Docks  and  on  the  12th  Aug.  1872  was 
reported  inwards  at  the  Custom  House. 

The  bill  of  lading  freights  upon  the  cargo 
which  arriyed  in  London  haye  been  received  by 
the  plaintifis,  and  amount  to  the  sum  of 
34822.  7«.  lOd.,  and  the  defenduits  advanced  to 
the  master  at  Cochin  the  sum  of  364Z.  lis.  Id,  for 
disbursements  of  the  said  ship,  making  together 
the  sum  of  28471,  Is,  lid. ;  but  the  defendants  have 
not  paid  the  plaintiffs  the  sum  of  11522.  ISs.  Id,, 
being  the  balance  of  the  said  lump  freight  of 
5000/.  mentioned  in  the  said  charter-party ;  and 
they  refuse  to  pay  the  same  to  the  plaintiffs. 

The  court  may  draw  inferences  of  fact. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  court  is — 
Whether  the  plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  payment 
by  I  he  defendants  of  the  balance  of  the  said  sum 
of  bOOOl.  under  the  said  charter-party,  after 
giving  credit  for  the  said  aggregate  sum  of 
38472.  Is,  lid,,  which  has  been  received  by  them 
on  account  thereof. 


If  the  court  shall  be  of  opinion  in  the  affirma- 
tlye,  then  judgment  shall  be  entered  up  for  tbe 
plaintiffs  for  the  balance  of  the  lump  freight  of 
50002. — viz.,  1152«.  18a.  Id.,  with  cost  of  suit. 

And  if  tbe  court  shall  be  further  of  opinion  that 
the  plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  interest,  then  for  a 
further  sum  for  interest  to  be  calculated  for  suoh 
period  at  such  rate  and  by  such  person  as  the 
court  may  direct. 

If  the  court  shall  be  of  opinion  in  the  negative* 
then  judgment  with  costs  of  defence  shall  be 
entered  up  for  the  defendants. 

Sir  J,  B,  Kardake,  Q.O.,  (with  him  Fethtram) 
argued  for  plaintiffs. — Although  there  was  here 
only  a  part  delivery  of  the  cargo,  the  whole  lump 
freight  is  payable  under  this  charter-party.    In 
the  case  of  the  Norway,  before  the  Privy  Coanoil 
(2  Mar.  Law  Oas.  O.  S.  17,  168,  254;  3  Moo. 
P.  C,  N.  S.,    245,  Browning  and    Lnshing^n 
404;  in  the  the  court  below  12  L.  T.  Rep.N.  S.  57), 
the  words  of  the  charter-party  were   that  the 
freighter  promised  and  agreed  to  "  pay,  or  cause 
to  M  paid  as  freight  for  the  use  and  hire  of  the 
vessel  11,2502.  lump  sum,  if  ordered  to  the  United 
Kingdom,  Hayre,  or  Bordeaux ;  11,2502.  if  ordered 
to  Antwerp  or  Marseilles,  the  master  guaranteeing^ 
to  canr  3(X)0  tons  dead  weight  of  cargo  upon  a 
draft  of  26ft.  of  water,  or  to  forfeit  freight  in  pro- 
portion to  deficiency : "  .  .  .  "payment  whereof  to 
Decome  due  and  to  be  paid  as  follows,  viz.,  20(X)2. 
to  be  advanced  on  the  vessel  clearing  at  Liver- 
pool, subject  to  insurance  only,  say    10002.  by 
irei{;hter's  acceptance  at  four  months  and  100O2. 
at  six  months,  suflScient  cash  for  ship's  disburse- 
ments,  not  exceeding  25002.,  to  be  advanced  at 
Calcutta,  and  the   necessary   disbursements,    if 
ordered  to  the  rice  ports  subject  to  interest  and 
insurance  only,  all  at  current  rate  of  exchange,  for 
six  months'  bills  on  London  against  the  captain's 
receipts.    Such  advances  to  be  made  on  account 
of  chartered  freight,  and  the  balance  as  follows, 
viz.,  one  third  in  cash  on  arrival  at  port  of  deli- 
very, and  the  remainder  on  true  and  final  deli- 
very of  the  cargo  at  the  port  of  discharge  by  good 
and  approved  biUs  payable  in  London  or  cash." 
Some  of  the  cargo  was  jettisoned,  and  some  spoilt 
was  sold.    The   judgment   upon   this   point   is 
to  be  found  at  p.  264  of  3  Moo.  P.  C,  N.   8., 
"  The  next  question  is  whether,  in  respect  of  the 
rice  jettisoned  and  that  which  was  sold,  there  ought 
to  be  a  deduction  from  the  lump  fVeight  because 
they  were  not  delivered.     We  think  that  there 
ought  to  be  no  deduction.     It  is  obvious  that  this 
question  stands  on  a  somewhat  different  footing 
ftK>m  that  on  which  it  stood  when  it  was  decided 
by  the  learned  judge  below,  because  it  was  then 
taken  for  granted  that  the  jettison  and  sale,  and 
consequent  failure  to  bring  home  the  goods,  were 
owing  to  the  misconduct  of  the  master.     But  in 
the  view  we  take  of  this  part  of  the  case,  it  must 
be  understood  that  they  were  owing  to  the  perils 
of  the  sea,  and  that  the   master  was  free  from 
blame  in  the  matter.    Although  the  lump  sum 
was  called  '  freight '  in  the  charter-party  and  bills 
of  lading,  yet  we  think  it  is  not  properly  so  called, 
but  that  it  is  more  properly  a  sum  in  the  nature  of 
a  rent  to  be  paid  for  the  use  and  hire  of  the  ship 
on  the  agreed  voyages.     The  oharter-partjr  ex- 
presses that  a  sum  of  11,2502.  is  to  be  paid  as 
freight  for  the  '  use  and  hire  of  the  ship,'  and  this 
lumn  sum  is  to  cover  both  the  outward  and  home- 
wara  voyages,  without  any  distinotion  as  to  how 
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much  of  it  is  to  be  attribated  to  the  oatward  and 
how  maoh  to  the  homeward  voyap^e.  If  this  be  so, 
the  shipper  has  had  the  fall  consideration  for  the 
money  agreed  to  be  paid.  The  ship  took  out  the 
nit,  and  received  the  rice  on  board,  and  performed 
her  homeward  voysge  according  to  her  engage- 
ment, and  the  event,  that  by  the  act  of  Grod  it 
became  impossible  to  carry  to  the  port  of  destina- 
tion the  rice  jettisoned  and  the  rice  sold,  ought  not 
to  effect  the  shipowner's  right  to  receiye  the  full 
amount  of  the  stipulated  payment.  It  was  objected, 
on  behalf  of  the  respondents,  that  by  the  charter- 
party  the  remainder  of  the  lump  sum  is  made  pay- 
able only  on '  troe  and  final  delivery  of  the  cargo 
at  the  said  port  of  discharge.'  But  this  does  not 
necessarily  mean  that  the  whole  cargo  originally 
shipped  mnst  be  delivered.  It  may  well  have  been 
intended  merely  to  fix  the  time  for  payment  to  be 
the  time  of  the  delivery  of  snch  cargo  as  the  ship 
brings  with  her  to  the  port  of  dischar^  And  it 
should  be  observed  that  the  '  one  third  in  cash ' 
is  made  payable  '  on  arrival  at  the  port  of  delivery,' 
without  any  reference  to  the  cargo  the  ship  shall 
bring  with  her.  It  is  right  to  add  that  we 
do  not  mean  to  express  an  opinion  that,  even 
if  the  jettison  and  sale  had  been  attributable 
to  the  negligence  of  the  master,  there  ought  to 
have  been  a  redaction.  Perhaps  in  this  case  the 
proper  remedy  of  the  shipper  would  have  been  by 
a  cross  action.  But  it  is  not  necessary  to  decide 
this  point,  which  does  not  now  arise."  This  decision 
of  the  Privy  Council  applies  to  the  present  case, 
and  was  acted  upon  by  the  Common  Pleas  in  a 
case  more  nearly  reBemblin^  this,  on  the  31st 
May  last  {Bohin$<m  v.  Kntght,  since  reported 
once,  p.  19;  28  L.  T.  Rep.  N.  S.  820).  There 
the  charter-party  was  dated  London,  3rd  Oct. 
1872,  and  it  was  agreed  between  Bobinson,  the 
owner  of  the  ship  NUe^  now  expected  at  Copen- 
hagen, and  Knight  of  Landau,  merchant,  the 
charterer,  that  the  said  ship  should,  with  all  con- 
venient speed,  having  liberty  to  take  an  oat* 
ward  cargo  direct  or  on  the  way  for  owner's  benefit, 
sail  and  proceed  to  Biga,  to  load  at  Bolderaa  or 
Moltilgraben,  or  so  near  thereto  as  she  might  si^ely 
get,  and  there  load  from  the  agents  of  the  said 
affreighter  a  full  and  complete  cargo  of  lathwood ; 
and  being  so  loaded  should  therewith  proceed  to 
Londoo  or  so  near  thereunto  aa  she  may  safely 
l!et,  and  deliver  the  same  on  being  paid  freight  as 
follows :  a  lump  sum  of  3I5L ;  the  freight  to  be 
paid  in  cash,  half  on  arrival  and  remainder  on  un- 
loading and  right  delivery  oi  the  cargo,  less  foar 
months'  discount  on  half  at  5  per  cent,  per  annum. 
The  deck  load  was  lost  on  the  voyage  by  perils  of 
the  sea,  and  Keating  and  Brett,  J  J.,  held  that  the 
freighter  must  pay  the  whole  sum,  whatever  cargo 
was  delivered. 

Waikin  WiJUamu,  Q.C.  (with  him  Cohen)  for  the 
defendant. — ^The  charter-party  in  The  Norway 
differs  from  this.  There  a  lump  sum  was  to  be 
pud  "  as  freight  for  the  use  and  hire  of  the  vessel," 
whilst  taking  one  cargo  out  from,  and  bringing 
another  back  to,  London ;  here  the  ship,  at  the 
date  of  the  charter>party,  was  at  Colombo,  and  she 
was  merely  to  proceed  to  Cochin  and  bring  a  cargo 
to  London,  ''a  lump  som  freight  of  5000Z.  to  be 
paid  after  the  entire  discharge  and  right  delivery 
of  the  cargo."  Under  this  clause  the  owners  can 
recover  nothing  withont  a  right  delivery  of  the 
oai]^  although  they  might  be  entitled  to  recover 
freii<ht  pro  raid,  as  in  Luke  v.  Lyde  (2  Burr.  882) 


This  was  not  a  lump  sum  for  the  use  and  liire 
of  the  ship,  but  a  lump  sum  for  freight,  which 
cannot  be  earned  except  by  carriage  and  delivery. 
This  is  in  accordance  with  American  law,  and  it  is 
to  be  found  clearly  laid  down  by  Thompson,  J.,  in 
Post  V.  Eoherison  (1  Johnson's  Eep.,  J^ew  York 
Supreme  Court,  26).  ''  The  contract  of  affreight- 
ment is  an  entire  contract ;  and  the  general  rule  is 
that  unless  it  be  entirely  performed  by  a  delivery 
of  the  goods  at  the  place  oi  destination,  no  freight 
is  due.  And,  further  on,  *'  According  to  the  terms 
of  the  charter,  the  freight  is  made  payable  on  the 
delivery  of  the  cargo.  The  delivery,  therefore,  is  a 
condition  precedent.  And  where  a  contract  is 
entire,  and  the  promise  to  pay  depends  on  a  condi- 
tion precedent,  to  be  performed  by  the  other  party, 
such  condition  must  be  performed  before  the  other 
party  is  entitled  to  receive  anything."  [Black- 
BUR.v,  J. — The  contract  in  that  case  was  to  pay  on 
the  delivery  of  the  homeward  cargo ;  there  was  no 
completion  of  the  voyage  and  no  delivery.]  Bright 
V.  Cotoper  (Brownlow  &  Gk>lde6borongh'8  Kep.  21), 
referred  to  in  Abbott,  11th  edit.  p.  395,  was  an 
"action  of  covenant  brought  upon  a  covenant 
made  by  the  merchant  with  the  master  of  a  ship, 
viz.,  that  if  he  would  brin^  his  freight  to  such  a 
port,  then  he  would  pay  him  such  a  sum,  and 
shows  that  part  of  the  goods  were  taken  away  by 
pirates,  and  that  the  residue  of  the  goods  were 
brought  to  the  place  appointed  and  there  unladed, 
and  that  the  merchant  hath  not  paid,  and  so  the 
covenant  broken ;  and  the  question  was  whether 
the  merchant  should  pay  the  money  agreed  for 
since  all  the  merchandise  were  not  brought  to  the 
place  appointed ;  and  the  court  was  of  opinion  that 
be  ought  not  to  pay  the  money,  because  the  agree- 
ment was  not  by  him  performed." 

Sir  J,  B.  Ka/rsldke  was  not  heard  in  reply. 

Blackburn,  J.— I  think  this  question  is  settled 
by  the  decision  of  the  Common  Pleas  in  BohinBon 
V.  Knight.  The  only  distinction  between  the 
Norway  and  the  present  case  is  that  in  the 
Norway  the  contract  was  for  payment  of  a  certain 
sum  as  freight  for  the  use  and  hire  of  the  ship 
during  two  voyages,  whilst  the  amount  was  to  be 
paid  here  upon  one  voyage  after  the  entire  dis- 
charge and  right  delivery  of  the  cargo.  The  latter 
words  are  almost  identical  with  those  of  the  charter- 
party  in  Bohinaon  v.  Knight,  and  as  they  have 
been  held  by  a  court  of  concurrent  jurisdiction  to 
be  within  the  rule  laid  down  in  the  Norway,  we 
must  follow  chat  decision.  Our  judgment  wUl  be 
for  the  plaintiffs,  and  if  the  defendants  still  be- 
lieve in  the  distinction  drawn  between  this  charter 
and  the  Norway*8,  they  must  go  to  error. 

QuAiH  and  Archibald,  JJ.,  concurred. 

Sir  J.  B,  Kanlake  asked  for  interest  upon  the 
amount  claimed  by  the  plaintiffs,  and  referred  to 
3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  42,  s.  28 :  <*  Upon  all  debts  or 
sums  certain,  payable  at  a  certain  time  or  other- 
wise, the  jury  may,  if  they  shall  think  fit,  allow 
interest  to  the  creditor  at  a  rate,  not  exceeding 
the  current  rate  of  interest,  from  the  time  when 
such  debts  or  sums  certain  were  payable  if  such 
debts  or  sums  be  payable  by  virtue  of  some 
written  instrument  at  a  certain  time."  Moreover, 
interest  is  recoverable  here  at  common  law  as 
damages. 

Blackburn,  J. — I  am  inclined  to  consider  this 
amount  as  freight  due  to  the  plaintiffs ;  therefore, 
according  to  toe  usage  of  trade,  we  should,  as  a 
jury,  give  interest  at  5^  percent,  from  two  months 
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after  the  12th  Aug.  last,  the  date  of  the  ship's 
report  inwards  at  the  Cnstom  Honse,  to  the  pre- 
sent time.  Judgment  for  plainiiffs. 

Attorneys  for  plaintiffs,  E,  Saxton, 

Attorneys  for  defendants,  Thomas  and  EollamB, 


COir&T  OF  COKKOV  FLSAS. 

Beported  by  H.  F.  Poolst  and  John  Boss,  Ewm*, 

BarristexMit-Law. 


Wednesday,  Jtme  4, 1873. 

AiLisoH  V,  The  Bristol  Marine  Insurance 

Company. 

Insurance  —  "  Freight "     and   *" freight    payable 

abroad  " — One  half  freight  payable  in  advance. 
The  pladntiff*8  vessel  was  chartered  to  carry  a  ca/rqo 
of  coal  from  Qreenock  to  Bombay,  wliere  the 
plaintiff  was  to  be  paid  (U  the  rate  of  428,  a  ton 
for  all  coal  delivered.    It  was  also  agreed  ihat  one 
half  of  thefreightshouMbepaid  as  soon  as  the  goods 
were  put  on  board  at  Chreenock,    After  the  goods 
were  put  on  board,  and  one  half  of  the  freight  had 
beeth  paid,  the  plaintiff  effected  two  policies  of  tn- 
suranee  with  toe  defendants,  one  being  for  500Z. 
on  "freight  '*  valued  at  2000l,,the  other  being  for 
7001.   on  "freight   payable  abroad,**  valued  at 
20001,     The  defendants  did  not  see  the  charter' 
party,  nor  were  they  informed  that  one  half  the 
freight  had  been  paid.    During  tjie  voyage  the 
vessel  was  wrecked,  but  one  half  the  cargo  was 
saved  and  delivered  to  the  consignees  at  Bombay. 
The  defendants  refused  to  pay  for  a  total  loss, 
alleging  that  they  were  only  liable  to  poA/  on  the 
portion  of  goods  lost,  as  one  half  the  freight  had 
t)een  earned : 
Held,  that  the  interest  insured  was  the  interest  the 
plaintiff  had  in  one  half  the  freight  payable  at 
Bombay,  a/nd  that  the  plaintiff  was  at  liberty  to 
show  what  was  intended  to  be  insured  by  the  terms 
** freight  **  and  "freight  payable  abroad,** 
The  declaration  stated  that  the  plaintiff,  by  his 
agents  daly  authorised,  caused  to  be  made  with 
the  defendants  a  policy  of  insurance,  dated   the 
23rd  April  1867,  wnereby  the  plaintiff  caused  him- 
self to  be  insured,  and  the  defendants  by  and 
through  their  directors  authorised  in  that  behalf, 
became  insurers  to  the  plaintiff  to  the  amount  of 
7001,  upon  "freight  payable  abroad,"  valued  at 
2000l,  m  the  ship  called  the  Merchcmt  Prince,  at 
and  from  Greenock  to  Bombay,  and  that  the  plaintiff 
thereupon  paid  the  premium  of  51 Z.  9s,  for  the  in- 
surance, and  certain  goods  loaded  on  board  the 
vessel  at  Greenock  to  be  carried  on  the  yoyage, 
and  the  ship,  whilst  proceeding  on  the  voyase,  and 
during  the  continuance  of  the  risk,  was  lost  oy  the 
perils  of  the  seas,  and  the  freight  was  by  the  perils 
insured  against  wholly  lost,  and  all  conditions 
neceeeary  to  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  be  paid  the  said 
sum  of  7002.  happened,  &c,,  yet  the  defendant  has 
not  paid  the  same. 

The  second  count  was  on  a  similar  policy,  dated 
13th  April  1867,  insuring  500?.  on  "  freight," valued 
at  200()L,  in  the  Merchant  Prince,  alleging  a  total 
loss. 

Pleas. — Except  as  to  2502.,  parcel  of  the  money 
claimed,  payment  into  court  of  the  sum  of  440L; 
secondly,  as  to  the  sum  of  250L  so  excepted,  pay- 
ment before  action  brought. 
Issue  thereon. 
In  March  1867,  the  plaintiff  was  the  owner  of 


the  ship  Merchant  Prince,  and  he  chartered  the 
vessel,  then  in  the  Clyde,  to  proceed  the  Greenock. 
By  the  charter-party  it  appeared  that  she  was 
there  to  load  a  full  and  complete  cargo  of  coals, 
and  therewith  to  proceed  to  Bombay,  or  as  near 
thereto  as  she  might  safely  get,  and  deliver  the 
same  alongside  any  craft,  steamer,  or  floating 
depot,  wharf,  or  pier,  where  she  could  be  afloat,  as 
ordered  by  the  oonsignee.  The  freight  was  to  be 
paid  on  unloading  and  right  delivery  of  the  cargo, 
at  and  after  the  rate  of  42«.  per  ton  of  20cwt.  on 
the  quantity  delivered,  in  full  of  all  port  charges, 
&e.,  as  customary,  such  freight  to  be  paid,  say  one 
half,  in  cash,  on  signing  bills  of  lading,  less  four 
months'  interest  at  Bank  rate,  but  not  less  than 
5  per  cent,  per  annum,  5  per  cent,  insurance,  and 
2^  per  cent,  on  the  gross  amount  of  freight  in 
lieu  of  consignment  at  Bombay,  and  the  remainder 
on  right  delivery  of  the  cargo,  agreeably  to  the 
bill  of  lading. 

The  bill  of  lading  was  endorsed  with  a  stamped 
receipt,  dated  15th  April  1867,  by  the  plaintiff  for 
22862.  ISs.  from  the  charterer,  being  an  advanoe 
of  half  freight  on  the  shipment. 

The  cargo,  to  the  amount  of  2178  tons,  was  duly 
shipped  under  the  bill  of  lading,  and  the  vessel 
sailed  for  Bombay  on  the  22nd  April  1867.  She 
encountered  rough  weather  on  the  voyage,  and  on 
the  8th  Aug.  she  struck  on  a  rock  about  eight 
miles  from  Bombay,  where  she  eventually  became 
a  complete  wreck. 

The  consignees  of  the  ship,  who  were  communi- 
cated with  at  once  employed  salvors  for  the  benefit 
of  the  ship  and  cargo,  and  in  the  result  about  one 
half  the  cargo  (1050  tons)  as  carried  to  Bombay, 
and  there  sold  by  the  consignees  for  the  benefit  of 
the  parties  ultimately  interested,  and  the  rest  of 
the  cargo  was  totally  lost. 

The  defendants  disputed  their  liability  to  pay 
for  a  total  loss,  on  the  ground  that  the  prepay- 
ment of  freight  was  to  be  considered  as  a  payment 
of  so  much  per  ton,  and  must  be  so  apportioned 
among  the  whole  cargo ;  and  that  as  the  insurance 
covered  half  the  whole  freight,  the  loss  sustained 
must  also  be  apportioned,  and  the  underwriters 
pay  only  half  the  actual  loss ;  that  is,  half  the 
freight  that  would  have  been  payable  in  Bombay 
if  the  full  cargo  had  been  delivered. 

The  defendants  having  before  action  paid  on 
account  250L,  paid  4402.  into  court  in  respect  of 
the  two  policies  for  7002.  and  5002.,  and  refused  to 
pay  the  remainder. 

At  the  trial,  before  Brett,  J.  and  a  special  jury, 
a  verdict  was  found  for  the  plaintiff,  for  the 
damages  in  the  declaration,  leave  being  reserved 
to  the  defendants  to  move  to  enter  a  verdict. 

0,  BusseU,  Q.C.  accordingly  obtained  a  rule, 
calling  upon  the  defendants  to  show  cause  why  the 
verdict  should  not  be  set  aside,  and  instead  thereof 
a  verdict  entered  for  the  defendants,  on  the  ground 
that  on  the  facts  proved  there  was  no  loss  of  freight 
beyond  the  sum  of  money  paid  into  court,  or  why 
the  verdict  should  not  be  reduced  to  such  sum  as 
the  court  could  determine. 

Watkin  WiUiaTns,  Q.C.  and  MoLeod  showed 
cause. — Although  one-half  the  freight  under  the 
charter-party  has  been  earned,  there  has  been  a 
total  loss  of  the  freight  covered  by  the  two 
policies,  and  the  question  is,  whether  the  true  in- 
terest of  the  plaintiff  was  insured.  The  question 
depends,  to  a  great  extent,  on  the  construction  of 
the  policy  of  insurance  and  the  charter-party ;  but 
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yiere  are  no  words  in  the  policy  which  refer  to 
the  charter-party,  and  the  policy  is  ia  the  ordinary 
form  of  a  policy  on  freight  at  and  from  Greenock. 
If  the  assured  has  a  partial  interest,  can  he  not 
appropriate  the  sam  insared  to  his  particular  in- 
terest P  or  can  the  underwriters  say  that  part  of 
the  freieht  is  earned,  or  that  he  will  only  pay  upon 
part?  Take  the  case  oi  a  mortgagee  of  a  ship.  It 
is  clear  he  can  apply  to  his  own  pecaliar  interest 
a  policy  on  the  ship :  (Arnould  on  Marine  Insu- 
]«Dce,  2nd  edit.  301.)  So  in  Irving  v.  Richardson 
(2  B.  &  Ad.  193),  where  a  mortgagee  effected 
policies  at  two  offices  on  a  ship,  valued  in  each 
policy  at  30002.,  and,  the  ship  being  lost,  he  re- 
oeiyed,  on  the  two  insurances,  S7001,  An  action 
being  brought  against  him  by  one  set  of  under- 
writers, to  recover  back  their  portion  of  the  sum 
paid  about  3000^,  and  tbe  question  being  whether 
the  defendant  had  received  more  than  the  actual 
value  of  the  ship  insurable,  and  insured  by  him,  it 
was  held  that  it  was  properly  submitted  to  the 
jury,  whether,  in  effecting' the  policies,  the  defen- 
dant meant  to  insure  his  own  interest  only,  or  that 
of  the  mortgagor  also ;  a  mortgagee,  at  least  since 
the  Register  Act  (6  Geo.  4,  c.  110),  not  being  an 
owner  to  any  greater  extent  than  that  of  the  value 
mortgaged,  and  the  mortgagor  continuing  the 
owner.  So,  if  a  ship  be  mortgaged  for  9002.  and 
the  mortgagor  and  the  mortgagee  agree  together 
that  the  ship  is  to  be  insured  at  the  expense  of 
the  mortgagor,  but  the  policy  is  to  be  taken  out 
at  the  expense  of  both  for  lOOOZ.,  the  mortgagee 
is  covered,  but  you  cannot  tell  what  interest  the 
mortgagor  has ;  and  if  the  intention  was  to  cover 
the  interest  of  both,  then,  I  say,  the  interest  of 
both  would  be  covered  It  was  certainly  here  not 
the  intention  of  the  shipowner  to  cover  the  whole 
freight,  for  he  is  only  interested  in  one  half.  If  a 
broker  raise  one  quarter  of  a  ship  for  the  carriage 
of  goods  for  2002.,  and  he  obtains  parcels  for  which 
the  freight  which  be  will  receive  will  amount  to 
500L,  and  he  then  goes  to  Lloyd's  and  insures  the 
freight  for  3002.,  which  is  all  he  can  earn,  would 
tbe  underwriter,  if  the  goods  in  his  compartment 
be  lost,  be  able  to  say  that  he  was  not  entitled  to 
recover  for  a  total  loss,  as  the  insurance  was  on  the 
goods  in  the  ship.  If  he  was  only  interested  in 
tbe  goods  in  a  particular  part  of  the  ship,  it  is 
competent  for  him  to  say  bis  interest  was  only 
partial.  Suppose  a  part  owner  takes  out  a  valued 
policy  for  32-64ths  of  50002.,  in  a  ship  worth 
10,0002.,  the  underwriter  cannot  say  this  is  an  in- 
borance  of  value  of  the  whole  ship.  For,  in  the 
case  of  a  person  who  takes  out  a  policy  in  a  general 
form,  it  is  a  policy  to  cover  his  interest ;  of  course 
it  may  be  a  policy  to  cover  the  whole  interest,  but 
he  may  show  he  has  insured  his  part  interest. 
Suppose  a  shipowner  carries  a  cargo,  part  of 
cotton  and  part  of  grain,  for  which  the  freight  ia 
to  be  20002.,  payable  in  advance  for  the  cotton,  and 
2000L,  payable  at  the  port  of  destination  for  the 
grain.  He  insures  the  freight  for  20002.  May  he 
not  say,  the  grain  is  the  only  interest  I  have  at 
stake,  as  I  have  been  paid  for  the  cotton.  My  con- 
tention makes  the  underwriters  liable  for  all 
freight,  being  the  amount  paid  above  in  advance 
at  Greenock.    He  cited 

2  Dner,  Leot.  ziii.  s.  18 ; 

Dum<u  V.  Jonee,  4  Masnaok,  467 ; 

Biting  v.  Burnett ,  Marshall  on  Insurance,  730. 

Charles  "Russell,  Q.O.  andj|£en/amtn,  Q.C. — 
There  are  two  questions:  first,  does  this  freight 


I  mean  the  entire  freight  of  the  voyage  P  or,  secondly, 
is  it  a  total  loss  which  is  intended  to  be  covered  P 
The  defendants  are  willing  to  pay  one  half  the  loss. 
The  plaintiff  says  the  meaning  of  the  policy  is, 
that  although  the  underwriters  had  no  notice  of  a 
prepayment  of  freight,  and  that  he  was  only  in- 
tending to  insure  the  part  remaining  unpaid  for, 
yet  they  have  agreed  to  pay  unless  more  than  one 
half  the  goods  carried  are  delivered.  The  plaintiff 
was  interested  in  every  ton  carried :  (Phillips  on  In- 
surance, part  2,  s.  1204.)  A  valuation  of  the  freight 
of  a  ship  is  presumed  to  be  that  of  a  full  cargo, 
or  the  charter  of  the  entire  ship,  and  is  so  applied, 
unless  the  phraseology  of  the  policy  or  the  circum  • 
stances  are  ground  for  a  different  construction. 
If,  therefore,  only  a  part  of  the  freight  of  any 
entire  cargo  is  at  risk  at  the  time  of  a  loss,  the 
valuation  is  applied  pro  raid  in  adjusting  the  loss. 
What  was  the  real  interest  insured  here  P  Was 
the  plaintiff  entitled,  in  respect  of  one  half  the 
cargo,  to  demand  the  freight  at  Greenock  P  The 
words  in  the  charter-party,  '*  such  freight,"  refers 
to  the  quantity  put  on  board,  and  not  to  the 
quantity  delivered,  and  it  is  a  payment  in  consi- 
deration of  the  shipowner  allowing  the  charterer 
to  put  the  goods  on  board,  and  strictly  not  freight 
at  all.  [Brbtt,  J. — The  prepayment  is  only  an 
estimate,  and  the  difference  is  to  be  paid  at  Bom- 
bay.] If  the  plaintiff  is  only  interested  in  one 
half  the  cargo,  does  he  mean  that  the  interest  does 
not  attach  until  one  half  the  cargo  is  put  on  board, 
or  that  it  ceases  to  attach  if  the  cargo  is  jettisoned. 
The  plaintiff's  contention  is,  that  the  risk  is  to 
begin  when  the  goods  are  put  on  board,  and  must 
continue  day  by  day,  until  they  are  landed  at  the 
port  of  destination.  The  old  law  was,  that  no 
freight  was  earned  except  on  what  goods  are 
delivered,  but  modern  commerce  and  mcSern  laws 
have  altered  that,  and  now  payment  of  freight  is 
often  made  in  advance. 

BoviLL,  C.J. — ^The  claim  in  this  case  arises  upon 
two  policies  of  insurance  effected  by  the  plaintiff 
with  the  defendant,  one  for  5002.,  the  other  for 
7002. ;  the  firsc  was  on  freight,  valued  at  20002., 
the  second,  which  was  on  '*  freight  payable  abroad,*' 
was  also  valued  at  20002.    The  first  was  effected 
after  the  charter-party  had  been  entered  into,  and 
is  dated  13th  April  1867,  the  second  after  payment 
had  been  made  on  account  of  freight,  and  is  dated 
23rd  April.    The  charter-party  is  dated  7th  March, 
and  chartered  the  Merchant  Prince  to  proceed  to 
Greenock,  and  there  load,  in  the  usual  manner,  a 
full  cargo  of  coals,  and  thence  to   proceed  to 
Bombay  and  there  deliver  them ;  the  freight  to  be 
paid  on  unloading  or  right  delivery  of  the  cargo, 
at  and  after  the  rate  of  42^.  sterling  per  ton  of 
20owt  on  the  quantity  delivered,  and  such  freight 
is  to  be  paid  say  one  half  in  cash  on  signing  bills  of 
lading  for  four  months'  interest  at  Bank  rate,  but 
at  not  less  than  5  per  cent,  per  annum,  5  per  cent, 
for  insurance, and  2 1  per  cent,  on  the  gross  amount 
of  the  freight  in  lieu  of  consignment  at  Bombay, 
and  the  remainder  on  right  delivery  of  the  cargo, 
agreeably  to  bills  of  lading,  less  cost  of  coal  short 
delivered,  in  cash,  at  current  rate  of  exchange  for 
bills  on  London  at  six  months'  sight.    The  ship- 
ment having  been  made,  one  half  freight  was  paid 
to  the  plaintiff,  which  was  estimated  on  the  amount 
of  coals  shipped.    The  payment  so  made  was  a 
payment  on  account.    After  the  ship  had  pro* 
ceeded  on  her  voyage  she  was  lost  on  a  reef  near 
Bombay,  and  half  the  cargo  was  jettisoned.    The 
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rest  was  deliyered  at  Bombay.  The  Plaintiff  had 
received  at  this  time  one  half  the  freight,  in  pur- 
suance of  the  terms  of  the  charter- party*  and  by  it, 
it  appears  to  me,  the  freight  was  to  be  paid  on 
the  amount  alone  delivered,  and  by  the  express 
terms  of  the  charter- party  there  is  no  liability  for 
the  payment  of  freight  except  for  the  amount  of 
^ooas  delivered.  It  is  said  that  the  payment  of 
half  freight  may  be  taken  as  a  payment  in  respect 
of  each  ton  of  goods  shipped,  but  t  cannot  assent  to 
that  proposition.  The  payment  was  made  on  account 
and  in  respect  of  the  amount  of  goods  to  be  deli- 
vered. Under  these  circumstances,  and  further, 
taking  the  rate  of  freight  stated  in  the  charter- 
party,  and  calculating  the  amount  already  paid,  we 
see  that  the  shipowner  could  claim  no  further  sum 
in  respect  of  the  charter-party.  Now,  if  the  voyage 
had  been  performed,  the  plaintiff  would  receive 
half  the  amount  by  payment  in  advance,  and  the 
other  half  upon  his  arrival  at  the  port  of  destina- 
tion, for  which  he  would  also  have  a  lien  on  the 
cargo;  but,  by  the  events  which  have  happened, 
the  plaintiff  has  lost  one  half  his  freight  by  the 
perils  of  the  sea.  We  then  come  next  to  the  con- 
sideration of  the  question  whether  the  plaintiff  has 
insured  that  which  he  has  lost,  and  whether  the 
policy  of  insurance  will  cover  this  loss.  This  de- 
pends on  the  construction  to  be  put  on  the  policy, 
and  it  is  to  he  borne  in  mind  that  the  second 
policy  was  made  after  the  payment  on  account  of 
the  freight  had  taken  place.  Now  at  the  time 
these  policies  were  made,  what  could  be  subject  to 
a  sea  risk  ?  One  half  the  freight  had  been  paid, 
and  therefore  only  the  other  half  could  be  exposed 
to  peril.  There  can  be  no  doubt,  and  indeed  it  is 
not  disputed,  that  the  plaintiff  intended  to  insure 
the  freight  which  was  exposed  to  peril,  and  it  is 
equally  plain  that  the  plaintiff  was  only  interested 
in  that  portion  of  the  freight,  and  therefore  the 
only  remaining  question  is,  whether  it  is  or  it  is 
not  covered  by  the  terms  of  the  policy.  Some- 
times an  insurance  is  effected  on  freight,  some- 
times on  chartered  freight,  or  even  on  advances 
made  on  account  of  freight.  In  these  instances 
there  is  no  speciGcation  of  what  is  intended 
to  be  insured.  The  term  freight  generally  is 
applied  to  cases  of  goods  carried  in  a  ship  and  de- 
livered, but  it  would  equally  apply  to  a  payment  in 
the  nature  of  dead  freight,  or  for  the  increased 
value  of  goods  to  the  owner,  arising  from  their 
carriage  from  one  place  to  another,  which  was  the 
point  which  arose  in  Flint  v.  Flemyng  (2  B.  &  Ad. 
45),  and  has  been  recognised  ever  since.  It  would 
include  the  case  where  a  ship  was  ready  to  go  to 
sea,  but  was  prevented  by  some  unexpected  peril 
insured  against,  and  from  the  time  of  Lord  Ten- 
terden  the  term  has  borne  wide  and  general 
meaning.  In  Flint  v.  Flemyng,  he  said  that  if  it 
be  a  necessary  ingredient  in  the  composition  of 
freight  that  there  should  be  a  money  com- 
pensation paid  by  one  person  to  another,  the 
benefit  accruing  to  a  shipowner  from  using  his 
own  ship  is  not  freight.  But  if  the  term  ireight, 
as  used  in  the  policy  of  insurance,  import  the 
benefit  derived  from  the  employment  of  the  ship, 
then  there  has  been  a  loss  of  freight.  It  is  the 
same  thing  to  the  shipowner,  whether  he  reeeives 
that  benefit  of  the  use  of  his  ship  by  a  money  pay- 
ment from  one  person  who  charters  the  whole  of 
the  ship,  or  from  various  persons  who  put  specific 
goods  on  board,  or  from  persons  who  pay  him  the 
value  of  bis  own  goods  at  the  port  of  deliver?,  in- 


creased by  their  oarriiige  in  his  o?m  ship.  The 
assured  may  fairly  consider  that  additional  value  as 
freight,  and  so  term  it  in  a  policy.  And  so  in  Phillips 
on  Insurance,  cap.  3,  sect.  II,  the  author  says  : — 
" '  Freight,'  in  the  common  acceptation  of  the  term, 
is  either  the  amount  paid  by  the  hirer  of  the  ship  to 
the  owner  for  the  use  of  it,  or  the  amount  paid  to 
the  shipowner  for  the  transportation  of  g^oods.  The 
term  is  also  used  to  signify  the  cargo.  In  insurance, 
the  term  '  freight '  signifies  the  earnings  or  profits 
derived  by  the  shipowner  or  the  hirer  of  the  ship 
from  the  use  of  it  himoelf,  or  by  letting  it  to  others 
to  be  used,  or  by  carrying  goods  for  others."  These 
terms  would  all  be  included  in  the  definition  which 
I  adopt,  viz.,  the  benefit  derived  from  the  employ* 
ment  of  the  ship.  This  being  the  meaning  of  the 
term,  the  freight  would  be  included  in  the  meaning 
of  the  policy.  This  general  meaning  having  been 
attached  by  underwriters  to  the  term  "  freight,"  it 
seems  to  me  that  if  they  desire  to  limit  the  word,  it 
is  for  them  to  do  so.  The  modes  of  payment  of 
freight  are  known  to  be  various,  and  it  is  a  common 
practice  to  pay  part  in  advance,  and  several  provi- 
sions are  generally  inserted  in  the  oharter-party  to 
regulate  the  manner  of  such  payment.  I  think, 
therefore,  these  policies  would  mdude  anything  in 
the  nature  of  freight ;  here  nothing  was  said  to 
alter  the  usual  proceeding  in  such  matters.  No 
inquiry  was  made,  and  we  cannot  suppose  that 
anything  bat  the  ordinary  coarse  was  to  be  pur- 
sued. The  policy  does  not  specify  what  freight  is 
insured  and  what  not,  and  the  subject-matter 
would  therefore  depend  upon  tha  facts.  The  facts 
here  show  what  was  at  risk,  viz.,  half  the  freight 
of  the  entire  ship.  That  was  intended  to  be  covered, 
and  was  lost.  The  words  are  sufficient  to  cover 
such  a  loss,  and  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover 
the  whole  amount. 

Brett,  J. — The  plaintiff  seeks  to  recover  the 
balance  of  loss,  and  as  half  only  of  the  freight  was 
insured,  the  defendant  has  paid  50  per  cent.,  and 
says  the  plaintiff  must  show  a  total  loss  before  he 
is  entitled  to  succeed.  It  is  suggested  that  the 
plaintiff  has  a  right  to  assume  that  the  insu- 
rance of  freight  was  in  respect  of  the  whole  goods 
on  board,  and  that  the  defendant  would  not  be 
bound  to  pay  unless  there  was  a  total  loss.  The 
plaintiff,  on  the  other  hand,  urged  that  the  insu- 
rance was  on  the  only  freight  in  which  he  had 
an  insurable  interest.  With  regard  to  the  first 
part,  I  had  some  little  doubt  whether  the  defen- 
dant was  not  entitled  to  assume  that  these 
policies  were  on  all  the  goods  on  board  the  ship, 
as  generally  policies  on  freight  would  apply  to  the 
whole  cargo  on  board,  but  Mr.  Williams  has  con- 
vinced me  that  where  a  policy  of  insurance  is  in 
general  terms,  we  must  confine  the  assurance  to 
that  which  was  intended  to  be  insured  at  the  time, 
although  the  insurer  did  not  disclose  what  was 
intended  to  be  insured  to  the  underwriter.  As  the 
policy  was  in  general  terms,  if  the  assured  intended 
only  to  insure  a  part  of  his  interest,  either  party 
might  show  that  which  was  really  intended  to  be 
insured,  and  by  evidence  these  policies  might  be 
shown  to  apply  to  something  less  than  all  the 
goods  on  board  ship.  The  court  here  are  to  draw 
inferences  of  fact.  Now  the  only  thing  the  plaintiff 
could  effectually  insure  was  the  freight  payable 
abroad.  The  whole  interest,  therefore,  was  about 
2000^,  and  this  policy  was  made  out  on  freight 
generally  valued  at  20002.  That  was  the  only  in- 
terest h^  had,  and  tb^  inference  is  irresistible,  that 
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this  was  the  freight  he  intended  to  insure,  and 
which  he  would,  under  the  terms  of  the  charter- 
party,  lose,  if  all  the  goods  were  not  deliyered  at 
iiambaj.  The  real  point  then  is,  what  is  the 
proper  interpretation  of  the  charter-party  P  Did 
the  charterer  lose  the  whole  freight  he  had  at  risk, 
or  only  part  ?  On  that  part  of  the  case,  I  have 
yery  little  doubt.  The  freight  is  to  be  paid  on  un- 
loading and  delivering  of  the  cargo,  at  the  rate  of 
42«.  per  ton  on  the  quantity  delivered.  To  average 
the  payment  at  Bombay,  you  must  ascertain  the 
amount  which  is  due  on  the  whole  cargo,  and  then 
dedact  the  amount  prepaid  in  Greenock.  I  cannot 
think  it  was  a  prepayment  of  one  guinea  a  ton ; 
it  is  an  estimated  amount  of  the  whole,  and  there- 
fore I  think  the  insurance  was  on  what  the  plain- 
iiS.  bad  at  risk,  and  that  it  has  been  totally 
lost.  My  judgment  must  therefore  be  for  the 
plaintiff. 

Gbovs,  J. — When  an  insurance  has  been  effected 
in  general  terms,  either  party  may  show  what  in 
fact  was  insured,  and  here  the  charter-party 
becomes  important.  Here  the  assured  may  show 
that  he  has  one  half  the  freight  at  risk,  and  that  is 
his  only  interest  in  the  concern,  and  unless  there 
is  something  repugnant  in  the  policy,  he  ought  to 
recover. 

BmU  discharged. 

Attorney  for  plaintiff,  James  OoiterilL 
Attorneys  for  defendants,  Arglee  and  Eavolins, 


Thursday,  June  5, 1873. 

The  Impbbial  Ottoman  Bank  v.  Cowan  ;  Cowan 
17.  The  Imfebial  Ottoman  Bank. 

Bill  of  lading — Mixed  cargo — Delivery  of  the  cargo 
to  different  consignees. 

In  Jan,  1868,  G,  and  Co.,  the  defendants,  contracted 
1o  purchase  1400  ([tuirters  of  rye,  then  at  Salo' 
nica,ffom  the  plaintiffs,  at  ^Xs.per  quarter  free 
on  hoard,  March  shipment,  the  plaintiffs  finding 
tJie  vessel.  The  plaintiff  having  chartered  the 
Agatha,  the  captain  on  loading  her  informed  the 
hanJe  that  she  would  take  from  200  to  300  qiAarters 
of  rye  beyond  that  ordered  by  the  defendants.  The 
plaintiffs  being  unable  to  obtain  any  rye,  pur* 
chased  seventy  quarters  of  maize  to  make  up  ih$ 
cargo.  The  rye  and  maize  were  shipped  on 
board,  and  one  bill  of  lading  was  made  out  for 
both  rye  and  maize  and  sent  to  the  plaintiffs. 
The  maize  was  then  offered  to  the  defendants,  and 
two  invoices  and  two  bills  of  exchange  were  made 
out,  cnefor  the  rye,  the  other  for  the  maize.  The 
defendants,  who  refused  to  have  anything  to  do 
with  the  maize,  had  in  the  meantime  sold  the  rye 
to  C,  but  0,  on  finding  there  was  not  a  dean  bill 
of  lading  refused  to  accept  either  it  or  the  bill  of 
exchange.  The  plaintiffs  on  being  informed 
ffthis  informed  the  defendants  that  they  would 
discharge  the  maize  from  the  ship  at  their  own 
ejtpense,  and  shortly  afterwards  indorsed  the  biU 
of  lading  as  follows :  **  Deliver  the  rye  to  Messrs, 
C.  and  Co.  or  their  order,  a/nd  the  within  men* 
tioned  maize  to  us  or  our  order.  The  delivery  of 
the  maize,  and  the  freight,  and  all  charges  thereon 
to  be  at  our  expense,  and  the  manze  to  be  delivered 
so  as  not  interfere  with  the  working  and  delivery 
of  the  rye.** 

EM,  that  ihe  delivery  of  a  clean  bill  of  lading  was 
not  a   necessary  condition  of  the  contract,  the 


plaintiffs  having  been  ready  to  pay  aU  the  expenses 
incident  to  the  maize  being  included  in  the  oiU  of 
lading,  and  also  absolutely  and  unconditionally 
to  deliver  the  rye  in  time  ;  and  also  that  there  was 
a  sufficient  delivery  to  entitle  the  plaintiffs  to 
recover  for  non-acceptance. 

Special  Case. 

1.  The  Imperial  Ottoman  Bank  has  its  principal 
place  of  business  at  Constantinople,  with  a  branch 
at  Salonica,  and  an  agency  in  London,  and  Messrs. 
Cowan  and  Co.  are  merchants  carrying  on  busi- 
ness at  33,  West  Beeister- street,  Edinburgh. 

2.  The  bank  in  addition  to  its  ordinary  business 
has  been  and  is  in  the  habit  of  making  purchases 
of  grain  in  the  Levant,  and  of  disposing  of  the 
same  to  or  to  the  order  of  persons  requiring  such 
grain,  and  of  reimbursing  itself  by  drawing  on  the 
latter.  Messrs.  Horsley,  Kibble,  and  Co.,  of  79, 
Graceohurch-street,  in  the  City  of  London,  are 
oommision  agents,  and  the  bank  has  been  and  is 
in  the  habit  of  forwarding  to  them  offers  of  grain 
with  a  view  to  their  effecting  the  sale  of  the  grain 
to  merchants  in  the  United  Kingdom,  the  bank 
paying  Messrs.  Horsley  and  Co.  a  commission  on 
these  transactions. 

3.  Prior  to  the  4th  Jan.  1868,  the  bank  at  Salo- 
nica forwarded  to  Messrs.  Horsley  and  Co.  an 
offer  of  a  parcel  of  1400  quarters  of  Orphano  rye, 
March  shipment,  at  42s,  free  on  board,  and  on  the 
4th  Jan.  Messrs.  Horsley  and  Co.  communicated 
this  offer  to  Messrs.  Cowan  and  Co. 

4.  The  following  correspondence  in  reference  to 
this  offer  then  took  place  between  Messrs.  Horsley, 
Kibble,  and  Co.,  and  Messrs.  Cowan  and  Co.  On 
the  4th  Jan.  1868,  Messrs.  Horsley  and  Co.  sent 
on  one  of  their  printed  forms  a  notice  of  this  offer. 
The  following  is  a  copy  thereof : — 

79,  Graoechnroh-Btreet,  E.C. 

London,  4th  Jan.  1868. 
Grain. 
We  have  the  following  firm  offer  by  wire  for  The  Imperial 
Ottoman  Bank. 

Subject  to  any  mistakes  in  trammiseion, 

Partionlars. 
1400  quarters  Bye. 
at  Orphano. 
Shipment  in  March. 
Price  428.  f.  o.  b. 

Terms  —Three  months  from  date  of  bill  of  lading.  For 
farther  particulars  apply  to 

HoBSLET,  KiBBLi,  and  Co. 
To  Messrs.  Cowan  &  Co. 

On  the  6th  Jan.  1868,  Messrs.  Cowan  and  Co. 

telegraphed  to  Messrs.  Horsley,  !^ibble,  and  Co., 

offering  4ls.  for  the  rye,  and  wrote  to  Messrs. 

Horsley,  Kibble,  ahd  Co.  on  the  same  day  as 

follows : — 

Dear  Sirs— Tonr  favonr  of  the  4th  instant  duly  to  hand, 
and  in  answer  to  your  offer  of  rye,  we  telegraphed  to  you 
offering  4l8.  and  have  yoor  answer.  Bye  is  under  offer 
until  6th,  if  not  taken,  will  write,  but  haye  no  authority 
to  take  under  428.  We  will  await  your  communication. 
—Yours,  obediently,  Cowan  and  Co. 

And  on  the  7th  Jan.  1868,  Messrs.  Horsley  and 
Co.  replied  as  follows : — 

Dear  Sirs, — We  have  touts  of  the  6th,  and  telegraph 
and  wire  our  friends  to  ship  the  1400  qnartws  rye  at  4l8. 
free  on  board,  they  proyiding  vessel. — Yours,  &c., 

HOBSLBT  AND  Co. 

5.  On  the  7th  Jan.  1868,  Messrs.  Cowan  and  Co. 
filled  up  a  lithographio  form  whioh  was  supplied 
to  them  by  Horsley  and  Co.,  and  returned  the  same 
to  Messrs.  Horsley  and  Co. 

London.  Edinburgh,  7th  Jan.  1868. 

Gentlemen,— Yonr  friends  at  Salonioa  can  purobase 
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and  ihip  for  our  aooomit  hj  sailiDg  Tosiel  to  U.  X.  or  oon- 
tinent  the  following  quantity  of  rye :  Aboat  1400  qrts  at 
not  oyer  41b.  per  4801b.  f .  o.  b. 

Toar  friends  will  execute  the  order  under  the  limit,  if 
practicable.  For  oost  they  will  please  draw  on  ni  pay- 
able in  London  at  3  m.  d.  which  drafts  will  be  duly  ac- 
cepted on  presentation. 

The  order  is  to  be  telegraphed  at  onr  expense  in  words 
or  cypher  at  your  option  {we  taking  the  risk  of  any  errors 
in  transmission),  and  it  is  to  remain  in  force  nntH  can- 
celled by  Tours  respectfully, 

Cowan  and  Co. 

6.  Od  the  9th  Jan,  1868,  Messrs.  Horsley  and 
Co.  wrote  to  the  bank  at  Salonioa  a  letter  from 
which  the  following  is  an  extract : — 

Firm  offers.  We  are  obliged  by  yours  offering  1400 
quarters  of  Orphano  rye,  March,  at  428.  f.  o.  b.,  but 
have  not  been  able  to  find  buyers  at  the  price.  We  have, 
however,  forwarded  you  from  our  friends,  Cowan  and 
Company,  Edioburgh,  a  counter  offer  of  41s.  per  4801bs. 
f.  o.  D.  for  the  1400  quarters  rye,  and  we  wait  to  learn 
whether  this  is  accepted,  March  shipment,  you  finding 
vessel. 

7.  In  reply  to  the  said  letter  of  the  9th  Jan. 

1868,  the  Bank  at  Salonica  on  the  14th  Jan.  1868, 

wrote  to  Messrs.  Horsley,  Kibble,  and  Co.,  a  letter 

from  which  the  following  is  an  extract : — 

We  have  been  able  to  execute  Messrs.  Cowan*s  order  for 
1400  qrs.  rye  at  4l8.  f.  o.  b.  Orphano  shipment  in  March. 
We  are  trying  to  charter  a  vessel  of  the  sui^ble  size. 

8.  Messrs.  Horsley  and  Co.  haying  informed 
Messrs.  Cowan  and  Co.  that  their  offer  had  been 
accepted,  received  instructions  from  them  to  resell 
the  rye.  Accordingly  on  the  28th  Jan.  1868,  Messrs. 
Horsley  and  Co.,  acting  under  the  instructions, 
sold  through  Messrs.  P.  and  A.  D'Arcy,  a  cargo  of 
from  1400  to  1800  quartern  of  rye  to  Messrs. 
Corneille,  David,  and  Co.,  and  the  following  is  a 
copy  of  the  contract  of  sale  .— 

London,  28th  Jan.  1868. 
Sold  by  order  for  account  of  Messrs.  Horsley  and  Com- 

?any  to  Messrs.  Corneille,  Davij,  and  Co.  a  cargo  of 
400  quarters  of  r^e,  of  fair  average  quality  of  the  season 
at  the  time  of  shipment.  To  be  shipped  at  Orphano  by 
a  vessel  not  inferior  to  A  1  in  red  Lloyds  or  5-6ths. 
1.  1.  French,  Italian,  or  Austrian  Veritas  (Greek  and 
Turkish  flags  excepted)  shipment  to  be  made  not  later 
than  the  10th  of  April  next  at  the  price  of  528.  less  2  per 
cent,  (say  528.  less  2  per  cent.)  per  quarter  of  4801b. 
sound  or  damaged,  cost  freight  and  insurance  to  a  safe 
direct  port  on  the  continent  between  Havre  and  Ham- 
borgh,  both  inclusive,  and  to  discharge  as  per  charter- 
party  afloat,  calculating  provisionally  (till  final  outturn 
IS  ascertained)  as  customary,  per  quarter  of  4481b.  No 
charge^  for  damage.  All  accidents  of  the  sea  (pumping 
up  grain  excepted)  which  may  cause  a  deficiency  in  in- 
voice weight,  to  be  for  buyer  s  account,  and  provisional 
invoice  in  such  case  is  to  be  final  as  to  measure,  and  the 
weight  is  to  be  adjusted  by  the  average  weight  of  the 
sound  grain  delivered. 

Payment  by  cash  in  London,  less  interest  at  5  per  oent. 
per  annum  or  bank  rates  of  the  day  on  which  the  invoice 
IS  handed,  at  buyer's  option,  for  the  unexpired  term  of 
three  months  from  date  of  bill  of  lading,  in  exchange  for 
bill  of  lading  and  poUc^  of  insurance  to  be  for  2  per  cent, 
over  invoice  amount,  including  the  2^.  Sellers  to  pay 
our  commission  of  4  per  cent,  whether  this  contract  is  or 
is  not  oincelled 

Computation  of  weight  to  be  as  customary  at  the  port 
of  discharge.  In  case  of  prohibition  of  export  or  blockade 
preventing  shipment  contract  to  be  cancelled.  Payment 
to  be  made  for  the  cargo  within  seven  days  from  the  day 
notice  is  given  to  the  buyer  that  the  documents  are 
ready  for  delivery.  Sufficient  lay  days  are  to  be  reserved 
for  dischar^ng.  In  case  of  any  dispute  respecting  this 
contract  it  is  agreed  by  buyers  and  sellers  to  leave  the 
same  to  the  arbitration  of  two  London  corn  dealers,  one 
of  whom  is  to  be  nominated  by  each  party,  or  their  umpire, 
and  to  be  bound  by  their  award,  or  by  the  award  of  their 
umpire.  Orders  to  be  given  in  sm^Koient  time  before 
signing  bill  of  lading. 


9.  The  aboTe  mentioned  purchase  by  Messrs. 
Cowan  and  Co.  was  one  of  a  series  of  purchases  whic  h 
had  been  made  by  them  from  the  bank  through 
Messrs.  Horsley  and  Co.  who  acted  in  these  trans- 
actions as  agents  for,  and  received  commission 
from,  the  bank.  These  purchases  were  made  by 
Messrs.  Cowan  and  Co.  for  the  purpose  of  resale, 
and  Messrs.  Horsley  and  Co.  were  aware  of  this 
fact.  The  date  on  which  the  bank  first  heard  of 
the  aforementioned  resale  to  Messrs.  Corneille, 
David  and  Co.  was  on  or  about  the  6th  Feb.  1868, 
but  the  back  was  not  then,  or  any  time  prior  to 
the  shipment  of  the  rye  as  hereinafter  mentioned, 
aware  of  the  terms  of  the  resale,  further  than  that 
the  cargo  was  sold  for  shipment  not  later  than 
the  10th  April  1868.  This  circumstance  was  com- 
municated to  the  bank  in  a  letter  of  the  6th  Feb. 
1868,  written  by  Messrs.  Horsley  and  Co.,  from 
which  letter  the  following  is  an  extract : — 

Pleise  note  that  the  cargo  is  sold  for  shipment  not 
later  than  the  10th  of  AprU. 

10.  The  bank  chartered  for  the  carriage  of  the 
rye  a  vessel  called  the  Agatha  by  a  charter-party 
which  was  dated  the  2nd  March  1868.  [Then 
followed  the  charter-party.] 

11.  On  the  17th  March  the  brokers  of  Messrs. 
Corneille,  David,  and  Co.  gave  notice  to  MessrR. 
Horsley,  and  Co.,  that  the  destination  of  the 
cargo  of  ryo  was  Antwerp,  and  notice  haying 
been  given  to  the  bank  of  the  place  to  which  the 
cargo  was  to  be  sent,  the  vessel  was  thereupon 
ordered  to  go  to  Antwerp  to  discharge  her  cargo. 

12.  Early  in  April  the  captain  of  the  Agatha 
infoimed  the  bank  at  Salonica  that  the  vessel 
would  take  from  200  to  300  quartern  of  rye  beyond 
the  1400  quarters  so  ordered  by  Messrs.  Cowan 
and  Co.,  but  although  the  bank  used  all  reasonable 
endeavours,  it  was  found  impossible  to  purchase 
the  additional  quantities  of  rye,  and  the  bank  con- 
sequently instructed  the  agents  to  complete  the 
cargo  by  purchasing  the  only  grain  then  to  be 
found  at  Orphano,  and  on  the  7th  April  1868  in- 
formed Messrs.  Horsley  as  follows  : — 

Agatha^  The  captain  has  informed  us  that  hie  vessel 
will  take  200  or  900  quarters  over  the  quantity  of  rye  we 
have  at  Orphano  (1400).  Notwithstanding  all  onr  efforts 
we  have  been  unable  to  procure  the  necessary  rye  to  com- 
plete, this  article  being  entirely  absent.  We  have,  how- 
ever,  instructed  our  sgent  to  complete  the  oargo  with  the 
enly  cereal  which  is  to  be  found  there,  i.e.  maize,  which 
we  will  invoice  at  the  lowest  possible  price.  Should 
Messrs.  Cowan  and  Co.  refuse  to  accept  it,  it  will  then 
have  to  be  sold  onouraooount.  We,  however,  trust  they 
will  make  no  difficulty  in  accepting  it,  as  we  had  chartered 
the  vessel  for  186  tons,  i.e.  about  1450  qrs.,  and  it  is  not 
our  fault  if  it  takes  more. 

Accordingly,  seventy-eight  quarters  of  maize  were 
purchased  by  the  bank  and  shipped  on  board  the 
Agatha,  together  with  1447  quarters  of  rye,  and 
then  the  cargo  of  the  Agatha  was  completed. 

13.  The  rye  and  maize  were  shipped  on  board 
the  Agatha,  and  a  bill  of  lading  was  duly  signed 
by  the  master  and  handed  to  the  bank.  The  bill 
of  lading  was  in  the  usual  form,  and  was  indorsed 
as  follows  :— 

Deliver  to  the  Imperial  Ottoman  Bank,  London  Agency 
or  order. 

Pour  la  Banqne  Imperial  Ottoman, 

A.  NoBLiT,  Direotonr, 

There  was  no  separate  bill  of  lading  for  the  rye. 
The  maize  and  rye  were  bo  loaded  on  board  the 
ship  that  the  one  could  without  difficulty  or  delay 
be  discharged  and  delivered  separately  from  the 
other. 
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14  Two  invoices  were  duly  made  oub,  one  for 
t^he  rje  and  one  for  the  maize.  Two  bills  of  ex- 
change, dated  respectively  the  7tb  April  1868,  at 
one  month's  date,  were  drawn  by  the  bank  at 
Salonica  on  Messrs.  Cowan  and  Co.,  one  for  the 
torn  of  29591.  15s.  Id.,  the  other  for  the  sam  of 
151L  9b.  Id.  The  bill  for  2959L  15^.  Id.  was  drawn 
after  one  month's  date,  instead  of  three  months, 
in  pursuance  of  an  agreement  daly  entered  into 
for  that  purpose. 

15.  The  bill  of  lading  was  sent  by  the  bank  at 
Salonica  to  the  bank  in  London,  and  the  iuToioes 
and  bills  of  exchange  were  forwarded  by  the  bank 
at  Salonica.  through  the  London  branch,  to  Messrs. 
Honiley,  Kibble,  and  Co.,  to  be  by  them  tendered 
to  Messrs.  Cowan  and  Co.,  and  on  the  24th  April  the 
ioToices  and  drafts  were  forwarded  to  Messrs. 
Cowan,  in  a  letter,  of  which  following  is  extract : 

AgaOta.  Enoloted  invoices  and  drafts  for  coats. 
The  mftixe  if  on  the  same  bill  of  lading  as  the  rye,  and 
dftted  7th  April,  as  there  would  no  doabt  be  a  loss  on  the 
maize  we  presume  you  will  wish  to  leaye  it  for  account 
of  ahippers.  but  if  you  will  accept  the  bill  we  will  get 
an  undertaking  from  the  bank  to  nold  yon  harmless  for 
BO  doing. 

The  16tb  and  17th  paragraphs  contained  cor- 
retpondence  between  Messrs.  Horsley  and  Co.  and 
Messrs.  Cowan. 

18.  Messrs.  Corneille,  David,  and  Co.,  on  the  2Qd 
May,  informed  Messrs.  Horsley  and  Co.  that  they 
could  not  accept  the  Agatha's  documents  against 
Dhe  contract  of  the  28th  Feb.,  unless  the  buyers 
for  wbomi  they  acted  as  commission  agents  con- 
sented to  take  the  rye  off  their  hands,  and  on  the 
4th  May  the  following  letter  was  sent ; — 

Messrs.  P.  and  H.  D'Aroy. 

Dear  SiT8,~Confirming  our  memorandum  of  Ist  instant, 
we  now  beg  to  refuse  positively  the  Agatha* 8  cargo  of 
Qrphano  rye  in  consequence  of  our  buyers  rejeotuig  it 
as  not  in  aocordanoe  with  contract  of  Jan.  28th,  and  we 
letnm  the  oopy  of  invoice  you  sent  us,  and  will  be 
obliged  for  a  cheque  for  our  commission,  say  ^73148., 
and  another  for  the  profit  oar  buyer  loses,  which  at  the 
exchange  of  25  francs,  12^  is  j£22  148.,  without  prejudice 
to  daiminc^  farther  charges  in  case  of  arbitration.— We 
are,  dear  Sirs,  yours  truly,  Gornbille,  David,  and  Co. 

20.  On  May  7,  Messrs.  Horsley  and  Uo.  sent 
Messrs.  Cowan  tho  following  telegram  : — 

The  Imperial  Ottoman  Bank  here  requests  you  will 
retom  to-day  the  draft  against  rye,  per  Agatha,  accepted 
or  not. 

On  the  same  day  Messrs.  Cowan  and  Co.  answered 
this  telegram  by  the  following : —  . 

We  are  in  receipt  of  your  telegram,  and  send  you,  as 
requested,  Ottoman  Bank  Draft,  .£2959  15s.  Id.  unac- 
cepted.—Yours,  Ac.,  Co  WAN  AND  Co. 

21.  On  the  8th  May,  Messrs.  Cowan  and  Co. 
having  refused  acceptance  of  the  said  draft,  Messrs. 
Horsley  and  Co.  wrote  to  the  bank  as  follows : 

Enclosed  is  the  bill  on  Cowan  and  Co.  for  rye  per 
Agatha,  unaooepted,  for  which  we  wired  yesterday  at 
yonr  request.— Yours,  Ac,  Horsley  and  Co. 

Oa  tho  same  day  Messrs.  Cowan  and  Co.  wrote  to 
Messrs.  Horsley,  Kibble,  and  Co.,  the  following 
letter:— 

8th  May  1868. 
^  As  we  did  not  state  yesterday  our  reasons  for  retum- 
uie  the  draft  against  rye  per  Agatha  wo  do  so  now,  and 
will  thank  you  to  communicate  them  to  the  Imperial 
Ottoman  Bfloik.  We  refused  to  accept  the  draft  because 
the  bank  had  not  given  us  a  proper  bill  of  lading  for  the 
rys.^  We  presume  the  question  will  be  settled  by  arbi- 
teatian,  and  we  shall  be  glad  to  hear  that  it  is  arranged. 
We«n  hardly  doubt  its  decision  will  be  against  our 
bujers.— Yours  Ac,  Cowan  and  Co. 


And  on  the  11th  May  a  oopy  of  this  letter  was 
forwarded  by  Messrs.  Horsley  and  Co.  to  tbe 
bank. 

Subsequently,  the  question  whether  Messrs. 
Cowan  and  Co.  had  broken  their  contract  with 
Messrs.  Comeille,  David,  and  Co.,  by  not  delivering 
proper  shipping  docnmenii,  was  submitted  to  arbi-' 
tration,  and  on  the  30Ui  May  1868,  the  arbitrators 
awarded  that  tho  cargo  of  rye  per  Agatha  was  not 
a  proper  tender  under  the  contract,  and  that  there 
was  due  to  Messrs.  Comeille,  David,  and  Co.  the 
sum  of  852. 14«.,  in  full  of  all  claims  for  nonfulfil« 
ment  of  the  contract. 

On  the  13th  May  1868,  the  solicitor  for  the  bank 
wrote  to  Messrs.  Cowan  and  Co.,  calling  upon 
them  to  accept  the  bill  of  exchange  for  2959Z. 
158. 10(i.,  and  to  perform  their  contract,  and  on 
the  l4th  May  he  sent  the  following  letter : — 

60,  Threadneedle-street,  London,  E.C. 

14th  May,  1868. 

Imjperial  Ottoman  Bank  and  Yourselves 

Dear  Sirs, 

I  haye  this  morning  seen  Messrs.  Horsley  and  Co.,  and 
understand  froiu  them  that  Mr.  Nicholson,  of  Lime- 
street,  is  yoor  London  solicitor.  I  would  suggest  that 
you  should  put  him  in  communication  with  me.  I  beg  to 
give  you  notice  on  behalf  of  the  bank  that  they  do  not 
and  never  have  required  you  to  take  the  maize,  nor  to 
accept  the  bill  for  it,  but  they  are  prepared  to  hand  oyer 
to  you  tbe  bill  of  lading,  it  being  arranged  that  maize  is 
to  be  delivered  to  them,  and  that  they  will  discharge  the 
maize  from  the  ship  at  their  own  costs,  and  so  as  in  no  way 
to  interfere  with  tne  deliyery  to  you  or  your  order  of  tho 
rye.  I  belieye  yon  haye  already  been  informed  of  this, 
but  I  think  it  desirable  to  formally  repeat  tbe  notice.— 

I  remain,  Qontiemen,  your  obedient  seryant, 
Messrs.  Cowan  and  Co.  G.  M.  Clkhsnts. 

On  the  21st  May  1868,  the  solicitor  for  the  bank 
wrote  to  Mr.  Nicholson  the  following  letter : — 

60,  Threadneedle-street,  E.C. 

2l8t  May,  1868. 

Imperial  Ottoman  Bank  and  Cowan. 

Dear  Sirs, 

With  reference  to  my  letter  to  Messrs.  Cowan,  of  the 
14th  instant,  I  am  authorised  by  the  Imperial  Ottoman 
Bank  to  say  that  they  are  willing  the  bill  of  lading  shall 
be  specially  indorsed  to  the  effect  that  the  rye  is  to  be 
deliyered  to  the  Imperial  Ottoman  Bank  or  their  order. 
And  that  it  is  to  be  so  deUyered  at  the  bank's  expense 
and  risk;  and  so  as  not  to  interfere  with  the  working 
and  deliyery  of  the  rye.  Tbe  bill  of  lading  so  indorsed 
will  be  handed  to  Messrs.  Cowan. — I  remain.  Dear  Sirs, 

Jours  truly.  G.  M.  Clembnts. 

.  Wilson  Nicholson,  Esq. 

To  this  Mr.  Nicholson  replied,  that  in  oonso- 
quence  of  the  Ottoman  Bank  haying  failed  to 
supply  Cowan  and  Co.  with  a  proper  document  for 
the  shipment  of  rye,  they  have  lost  their  sale,  and 
shall  therefore  proceed  sgainst  the  bank  for  all 
damages  and  looses  which  they  may  sustain. 

22.  On  the  16th  June  1868,  the  bank  indorsed 
the  said  bill  of  lading  so  indorsed,  together  with  the 
sum  of  352.  (which  was  sufficient  to  cover  all  pos* 
sible  charges  for  freight  or  otherwise  in  respect  of 
the  said  carriage),  to  Messrs.  Cowan  and  Co.,  who 
then  refused  to  take  the  bill  of  lading  and  to  ac- 
cept the  said  bill  of  exchange  for  the  price  of  the 
rye,  or  otherwise  pay  for  the  same.  On  the  5tb 
July  1868,  the  Agatha  arrived  at  Antwerp,  and 
Messrs.  Cowan  and  Co.  might,  if  they  had  then 
chosen  so  to  do,  have  obtained  the  rye  without  delay 
or  difficulty. 

23.  After  the  arrival  of  the  ship  at  Antwero,  the 
rye  was  by  arrangement  between  the  bank  and 
Messrs.  Cowan  and  Co.  sold  by  the  bank  without 
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prejudice  to  the  rigbts  of  any  of  the  parties  oon- 
cemed;  and  the  amount  realised  thereby,  after 
payment  of  freight  and  expenses,  was  the  sam  of 
18602. 168.  2d,i  which  was  received  and  retained  by 
the  bank.  The  bank  claims  of  Messrs.  Go  wan 
and  Co.,  by  reason  of  their  not  having  taken  to 
the  said  rye  and  accepted  the  said  bill  of  exchange 
drawn  on  them  for  the  price  thereof,  the  sum  of 
1098L  IBs.  lid,  (being  the  difference  between  the 
said  sum  of  2959Z.  15«.  Id,,  for  which  the  said  bill 
of  exchange  was  drawn,  and  the  said  snm  of 
1S60L  165.  2(2.),  and  also  the  sum  of  217Z.  148.  Id., 
being  interest  on  the  said  snm  of  29592.  lbs.  Id,, 
from  the  time  the  said  bill  would  have  become 
payable,  until  the  29th  Oct.  1869,  when  the  said 
sum  of  18602.  168.  2d.  was  realised  by  the  bank 
(such  sums  of  10982.  18«.  lid.  and  2172.  148.  Id., 
making  together  the  sum  of  13162.  138.),  and  also 
interest  on  the  said  sum  of  10982 188.  lid.,  from 
the  29th  Oct.  1869  to  the  present  time. 

Messrs.  Cowan  and  Go.  claim  of  the  bank,  by 
reason  of  their  being  prevented  from  performing 
their  contract  with  Messrs.  Oomeille,  David,  and 
Co.,  the  sum  of  2352. 158.  Id.  Afterthe  time  when 
the  bill  of  ladinff  and  the  bill  of  exchange  were 
first  tendered  to  Messrs.  Cowan  and  Co.,  the  price 
of  rye  had  fallen,  so  that,  except  by  reason  of 
the  said  resale  to  Messrs.  Gomeille,  David,  and  Co., 
there  was  no  loss  to  Messrs  Cowan  and  Co. 

24  The  shipment  of  the  rye  is  to  be  taken  to  have 
been  in  all  renpects  regular  and  correct,  except  so 
far  as  it  may  have  been  irregular  and  incorrect  by 
reason  of  the  maize  having  been  shipped  in  the 
same  vessel  togjethar  with  the  said  rye,  and  by 
reason  of  the  maize  and  the  rye  having  been  both 
included  in  the  same  bill  of  lading. 

The  court  is  to  be  at  liberty  to  draw  such  in- 
ferences of  fact  as  a  jury  would  be  justified  in 
drawing. 

The  questions  for  the  opinion  of  the  court  are: 
First,  whether  the  bank  has  any  right  of  action 
against  Messrs.  Cowan  and  Co. ;  secondly,  whether 
Messrs.  Cowan  and  Co.  have  any  right  of  action 
against  the  bank  P  If  the  court  shall  answer  the 
first  question  in  the  affirmative,  then  judgment  shall 
be  entered  in  the  first  action  for  the  bank  for  such 
sums  as  the  court  shall  direct,  with  costs;  and  if 
in  the  negative,  then  judgment  shall  be  entered  in 
the  first  action  for  Messrs.  Cowan  and  Co.,  with 
costs.  If  the  court  shall  answer  the  second  ques- 
tion in  the  affirmative,  then  judgment  shall  be 
entered  in  the  second  action  tor  Messrs.  Cowan 
and  Co.  for  such  sum  as  the  court  shsll  direct, 
with  costs ;  and  if  in  the  negative,  then  judgment 
shall  be  entered  in  the  second  action  for  the  bank, 
with  costs. 

R.  Matthews,  Q.O.  and  J.  0.  McUhew,  for  the  Bank. 
— ^The  contract  is  contained  in  the  letters  of  the  7  th 
and  9th  Jan.  It  is  a  condition  of  the  contract  that 
there  shall  be  a  single  bill  of  lading  for  the  rye. 
Suppose  no  snip  of  the  right  size  could  be  found, 
and  that  the  captain  says  I  will  not  issue  sepa- 
rate bills  of  lading,  I  presume  the  bank  would  be 
entitled  to  say,  we  have  done  the  best  we  can,  but 
we  could  only  get  one  bill  of  lading.  It  is  not  a 
condition  precedent  to  the  bankers'  right  to  re- 
coyer.  [Keating,  J.— Take  the  case  where  the 
shipment  was  only  a  small  proportion  of  the  whole, 
would  it  not  be  hard  for  the  consignee  to  have  to 

Ky  the  whole  freight  to  get  his  goods  P]    It  might 
,  but  he  would  have  his  remedy  over.    If  the 
defendants  wanted  to  have  the  documents  in  a 


particular  form,  they  must  stipulate  for  them.  He 
cited 

Brown  v.  flortf,  4  H.  &  N.  822 ; 
Green  y.  Sichsll,  7  C.  B.,  N.  S.,  747  ;  2  L.  T.  Bep. 
N.  S.  745. 

Field,  Q.C.  (with  whom  was  HoU.)  for  Messrs. 
Cowan. — All  the  documents  previous  to  the  7th 
Jan.  are  to  be  read  as  part  of  the  case.  The  master 
had  a  lien  on  the  rye  for  the  freight  of  the  maize. 
The  invoice  of  the  rye  only  was  sent  in  to  the  pur- 
chasers, yet  the  defendants  are  asked  to  accept  a 
bill  of  exchange  for  both  rye  and  maize,  on  con- 
dition of  being  held  harmless  by  the  bank.  The 
case  of  Wait  v.  Baker  (2  Ex.  1)  is  in  point,  and 
that  case  has  been  confirmed  by  the  Exchequer 
Chamber  in  Turner  v.  The  Truefsea  of  the  Liver- 
pool Docks  (6  Ex.  543).  In  Kreuger  v.  Blanek 
(L.  Rep.  5  Ex.  179;  23  L.  T.  Eep.  N.  S.  128; 
3  Mar.  Law  Cas.  0.  S.  470),  the  defendann 
ordered  of  the  plaintifl*8  a  "small  cargo  of 
lathwood,  of  about  the  following  lengths,  &c.« 
in  all  about  sixty  cubic  fathoms,"  and  the 
plaintiffs  accepted  the  order.  The  plaintiffs  not 
being  able  to  procure  a  vessel  of  the  exact 
size,  chartered  a  vessel  to  the  defendant's  port 
loaded  with  eighty-three  fathoms.  On  the  arrival 
of  the  vessel  the  plaintiffs'  agent  unloaded,  mea* 
sured,  and  set  apart  timber  to  answer  defendant's 
order,  and  tendered  him  a  bill  of  lading  for  that 
quantity,  and  a  drafb  for  acceptance ;  but  the  de« 
fendant  declined  to  accept,  on  the  ground  that 
the  cargo  was  in  excess  of  the  order.  In  an 
action  for  nonacceptance  of  the  goods,  it  was  held 
that  "  cargo  "  meant  a  whole  cargo  and  not  a  parcel 
of  a  cargo,  and  that  the  plaintiffs  had  not  complied 
with  the  order,  so  as  to  entitle  them  to  maintain 
an  action.  So,  in  a  similar  manner,  the  contract 
here  is  to  be  construed  as  if  there  were  a  distinct 
clause  referring  to  the  bill  of  lading. 

Henry  Matthews,  Q.C.  in  reply. 

KEA.TING,  J. — ^These  are  cross  actions — the  one 
brought  by  the  Imperial  Ottoman  Bank  aga*nst 
Messrs.  Cowan  and  Co.,  for  non-acceptance  of  cer- 
tain rye,  and  the  other  brought  by  Messrs.  Cowan 
and  Co.  against  the  bank  for  special  damages,  and 
also  for  nondelivery  of  the  rye.  Ii  am  of  opinion 
that  the  bank  are  entitled  to  our  judgmenii,  and 
this  will  also  dispose  of  the  second  action.  It 
seems  that,  through  the  intervention  of  Horsley 
and  Co.,  who  were  agents  to  the  bank,  the  contract 
was  entered  into  to  deliver  1400  quarters  of  rye  to 
the  defendants,  Cowan  and  Co.,  and  the  question 
seems  to  be  whether  there  was  such  a  delivery  as 
would  entitle  the  plaintiffs  to  recover  as  against 
the  defendants.  I  think  there  was.  The  whole  of 
the  difficulty  has  arisen  in  consequence  of  the  bill 
of  lading.  Cowan  and  Co.  agreed  to  take  the  rye  at  a 
certain  price,  and,  in  accordance  therewith,  the  rye 
was  shipped  free  on  board.  But  the  Ottoman 
Bank  at  the  same  time  shipped  about  seventy  or 
eighty  quarters  of  maize  on  the  same  vessel,  and 
one  bill  of  lading  was  made  out,  to  include  both 
the  rye  and  the  maize;  the  captain,  therefore, 
having  a  lien  on  the  whole  cargo  for  the  freight  of 
either  the  rye  or  the  maize.  The  plaintiffs  then 
forwarded  the  invoices  of  both  the  rye  and  the 
maize  to  their  agents  in  this  oountrv,  who  for- 
warded them  to  the  defendants,  who  bad,  in  the 
meantime,  effected  a  sale  of  the  rve.  When  it  came 
to  the  knowledge  of  the  sub-vendee  that  the  bill  of 
lading  included  both  rye  and  maize,  he  refused  to 
complete  the  purchase.    It  is  quite  clear  that  the 


MARITIME    LAW  OASES. 


61 


C.P.] 


TuLLY  V.  Terry. 


[O.P. 


defendants,  haying  effected  a  snb-sale,  it  was  a 
matter  of  indifforenoe  to  them  what  the  form  of 
the  bill  of  ladinflc  was  :  all  they  wanted  was  the 
difference  in  price  they  sold  it  for.  Mr  Matthews 
has  argaed  that  the  contract  was  performed  ;  for 
when  the  rye  was  shipped  on  board  the  property 
vested  in  the  defendant,  so  as  to  take  it  oat  of  the 
plaintiff's  hand.  That  is  too  broad  a  proposition ;  for 
when  the  rye  was  on  board,  and  the  bill  of  lading 
was  sent  to  obtain  delivery,  the  bank  oonld  have 
ezerciaed  each  property  over  the  rjethatit  shoald 
not  pass,  and  if  it  becomes  necessary  to  decide  this 
qoeeticny  I  shoald  say  they  did  exercise  ^ach  a 
power  over  the  property.  iBat  I  do  not  think  we 
need  decide  that  question,  for  what  the  plaintiff«s 
contracted  for  was  free  delivery  of  the  rye  to  the 
defendants.  It  is  not  necessary  to  go  into  what 
occurred  when  the  sab*vendee  first  objected ;  the 
defendants  did  in  terms  object,  and  that  was  by 
their  letter  of  the  8th  May.  It  seems  at  that  time 
the  bill  of  lading  was  in  an  objectionable  form,  and 
one  in  which  they  were  not  boond  to  accept-,  for 
the  shipo^pier  would  have  a  lien  for  the  freight  of 
the  maize.  However  the  rye  did  not  arrive  until 
the  5th  Jaly,  and  before  that  time,  after  a  corre- 
spondence, the  bank  proposed  to  remove  the  ob- 
jections to  the  bill  of  lading  by  offering  the  rye 
free  fromi  the  maize,  and  offering  to  indorse  the 
bill  of  lading,  so  as  to  remove  any  objection  there 
coald  possibly  be,  in  order  that  free  delivery  of  the 
rye  might  be  had.  Consequently  when  the  Agatha 
arrived  at  Antwerp,  Cowan  ana  Co.  might  have 
obtained  the  rye  without  any  difficulty  Oa  their 
behalf,  it  has  been  insisted  that  they  had  a  right 
to  the  bill  of  lading  before  the  arrival  of  the  ship, 
but  I  do  not  find  anything  that  points  to  a  free 
bill  of  lading  in  the  contract  at  any  period.  What 
the  contract  entitles  the  defendants  to  is  a  free 
delivery  of  the  rye,  and  this  the  plaintiffs  were 
willing  to  give  them.  Under  these  circumstances, 
our  judgment  mnst  be  for  the  plaintiffs. 

Britt,  J.— I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  In  the 
first  instance  there  is  no  doubt  that  a  contract  was 
made  between  the  bank  and  Messrs.  Cowan  for 
the  sale  of  the  rye,  and  it  is  equally  clear  that  the 
defendants  subsequently  refused  to  accept  it.  It 
was  submitted  on  behalf  of  the  defendants  that 
they  were  entitled  to  a  clean  bill  of  lading,  but 
the  plaintiffs  disputed  that  proposition,  and  also 
Uiat  it  was  a  condition  precedent  to  their  right  to 
recover.  This  was  a  contract  for  an  unascertained 
quantity  of  rye,  and  is  a  contract  by  which  the 
vendors,  who  were  abroad,  contract  to  deliver  a 
certain  qnantity  free  on  board  at  Orphano  for  the 
March  snipment.  Upon  such  a  contract  the  pro- 
perty does  not  pass,  but  the  vendor  is  entitled  to 
put  the  goods  on  board  ship  to  pass  the  property, 
and  the  question  in  all  these  cases  is,  whether  the 
vendor  put  the  goods  on  board  with  the  inlention 
that  the  goods  should  pass.  The  goods  having 
been  put  on  board  the  vendors  sent  an  invoice  to 
the  defendants,  but  they  sent  the  bill  of  lading  in 
a  form  which  made  it  a  bill  of  lading  for  goods 
deliverable  to  themselves ;  so  far  that  is  not  con- 
clusive to  show  they  did  not  intend  the  goods  to 
pass.  But  let  us  see  what  they  do  then :  they 
endorse  the  bill  of  lading  to  their  own  agents,  and 
send  out  a  draft  for  acceptance.  The  bill  of  lading 
was  detained,  but  the  bill  of  exchange  sent  for- 
ward, and  this  is  I  think  quite  enough  to  show  the 
property  did  not  pass  to  the  defendants.  If  upon 
the  arrival  of  the  ship  the  plaintiffs  were  to  offer 


to  give  the  defendants  an  endorsed  bill  of  lading, 
they  must  give  a  clean  bill  after  the  arrival, 
although  if  the  plaintiffs  had  gone  to  the  de- 
fendants and  offered  the  rye,  they  might  have 
called  on  them  to  accept  it  without  any  bill  of 
lading  at  all.  It  seems  the  plaintiffs  were  bound 
to  offer  a  clean  and  unconditional  bill  of  lading 
upon  arrival;  yet  the  conditional  endorsement 
calling  on  the  captain  to  deliver  one  half  of  the 
cargo  to  one  party  and  the  remainder  to  another 
party  is  good ;  and  it  is  found  that  the  rye  could 
have  been  delivered  without  difficulty ;  however 
the  plaintiffs  went  further,  for  the^  not  only 
offered  the  bill  of  lading  with  a  special  endorse- 
ment, but  they  also  tendered  the  defendants  the 
money  for  freight,  and  then  the  case  finds  tney 
might  have  had  the  delivery  of  the  whole  of  the 
rye  at  the  ship's  side  without  the  imposition  of 
any  duty  whatever  upon  them.  I  therefore  think 
the  plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  recover  in  the  first 
and  also  in  the  second  action,  as  the  bank  have 
done  all  they  are  bound  to  do,  and  have  com- 
mitted no  breach  of  duty. 

Grove,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  have 
been  unable  to  see  in  what  respect  the  defendants 
can  complain  of  having  lost  anything  under  this 
contract.  Mr.  Field  was  obliged  to  admit  all  that 
the  defendants  could  claim  was  to  have  dominion 
over  the  rye  on  the  arrival  of  the  ship.  Now  it 
appears  by  the  case  that  they  had  it  in  the  clearest 
possible  manner.  The  plaintiffs  tendered  35Z.  for 
freight  and  other  charges  incident  to  the  maize, 
and  on  the  arrival  of  the  ship  the  defendants 
might  have  obtained  the  rye  without  trouble. 
They  had  then  all  they  asked  for;  they  had 
dominion  over  the  subject  matter  of  the  purchase 
which  they  under  this  contract  claimed. 

Judgment  in  the  first  action  for  the  plaintiffs, 
and  in  the  second  action  for  the  defendants. 

Attorney  for  plaintiffs,  Clements,  and  Bircham 
and  Oo. 
Attorney  for  defendants,  Qedge, 


May  5  and  June  15, 1873. 

Ttjlly  v.  Terry. 

Bill  of  loading ^Qiiantity  ani  quality  unknown-^ 
No  altercUion  in  effect. 

The  Avocawas  chartered  to  ship  a  cargo  of  grain  at 
Ihraila  and  deliver  at  a  port  in  the  United  King* 
dom  on  being  paid  freight,  "  7s.  per  imperial 
quarter  delivered,**  and  in  event  of  any  part  of 
the  cargo  being  delivered  in  a  damaged  wndition, 
the  freight  should  be  payable  **on  the  invoice 
quaniitjt  taken  on  board  as  per  biU  of  lading,  or 
half  freight  on  the  damaged  or  heated  portion,  at 
the  captains  option.** 

The  cargo  was  shipped  under  a  biU  of  lading, 
describing  the  quantity  as  1021  kilos,,  and  the 
captain  before  signing  the  bill  of  lading  aided  a 
memorandum,  **  quantity  ani  quality  unknoum.*' 

The  captain,  on  his  arrival  at  a  poit  in  England, 
having  experienced  bad  weather,  gave  notics  to 
the  ifMorsee  of  the  bill  of  lading  that  he  claimed 
to  exercise  the  option  given  to  him  by  the  charter 
party,  and  requested  to  be  paid  freight  on  the 
invoice  quantity. 

Held,  that  the  cMUion  of  the  memorandum  to  the 
biU  of  lading,  *'  quantity  and  quality  unknown.** 
did  not  take  away  the  captain  s  right  to  be  paid 
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freight    on    the  invoiee    qiumtUy    taken    on 

board  (a). 
Sfecul  CMe  on  appeal  from  the  Connty  Court  of 
Kent,  to  reoorer  a  balance  of  freight  alleged  to  be 
doe  to  the  plaintiff  in  respect  of  a  cargo  of  barley. 
The  facts  of  the  oase  folly  appear  in  the  judgment 
of  the  conrt. 

Qiheon,  for  the  appellant,  the  plaintiff.— It  is 
material  to  look  at  the  object  of  the  clause  of  the 
charter-party,  "  that  in  the  event  of  the  cargo,  or 
any  part  thereof,  being  delivered  in  a  damaged  or 
heated  condition,  the  freight  should  be  payable  on 
the  invoicid  quantity  taken  on  board,  as  per  bill  of 
lading,  or  half  freight  upon  the  damaged  or  heated 
portion,  at  the  captaii^'s  option."  The  merchant 
might  claim  to  pay  on  the  original  quantity 
shipped,  where  the  grain  swells  by  heat,  and  not 
by  its  measurement,  at  the  port  of  discharge,  as 
was  held  in  the  case  of  Qtbeon  y.  BUirge  (10  Ex. 
622),  and  the  custom  is  to  pay  one  half  freight  on 
the  damaged  portion  where  the  gprain  swells.  The 
master  is  absolutely  concluded  against  the  quan- 
tity put  on  board  by  the  Bill  of  Lading  Act  against 
fdl  bond  fide  indorsees  of  the  bill  of  lading,  and  as  the 
master  cannot  tell  who  will  have  possession  of  the 
bill  of  lading,  on  his  arriyal  at  the  port  of  discharge, 
be  naturally  endeavours  to  protect  himself. 
[Keating,  J.— The  judge  below  seems  to  have 
thought  that  the  condition  was  neutralised  by  the 
words  "  quantity  and  quality."]  The  addition  of 
the  words  "  quantity  and  quality  unknown,"  have 
only  the  signification  given  to  them  by  Bramwell, 
B.  in  Je89el  v.  Bath  (L.  Bep.  2  Ex.  267),  where  he 
said :  "  This  document,  although  apparently  con- 
tradictory, means  this,  a  certain  Quantity  of  goods 
has  been  brought  on  board,  whicn  is  said  by  the 
shipper  for  the  purpose  of  freight  to  amount  to  so 
mucn,  but  I  do  not  pretend  or  undertake  to  know 
whether  or  not  that  statement  of  weight  is  correct. 
On  a  bill  of  lading  so  made  out,  I  think  no  one  can 
be  liable  in  snob  an  action  as  the  present."  The 
quantity  delivered  was  never  proved.  [Hony- 
MAN,  J. — ^In  Eadow  v.  Parry  (3  Taunt.  303)  it  was 
decided  that  if  the  master  guards  himself  by  ac- 
knowledging "  that  the  contents  are  unknown," 
BO  that  he  ooes  not  charge  himself  with  the  receipt 
of  any  ffoods  in  particular,  the  bill  of  lading  alone 
is  not  evidence,  either  of  the  quantity  of  the  goods 
or  of  the  property  in  the  consignee.]  The  bill  of 
lading  is  pHmd  facie  evidence  of  the  amount  of 
goods  agamst  the  shipowner : 

Leheau  v.  Oen*ral  Steam  Navigation  Company,  ante, 
vol.  1.,  p.  435 ;  26  L.  T.  Eep.  N.  S.  436. 

0.  If.  Lanyon,  for  the  respondent — The  clause, 
half-freight,  is  put  into  the  charter-party  for  the 
benefit  of  the  charterer.  We  are  not  entitled  to 
pay  more  than  the  full  freight  on  the  sound  cargo, 
and  one-half  freight  on  the  damaged  portion. 
Secondly,  as  to  the  words,  "  quantity  and  quality 
unknown ; "  if  the  word  quality  had  been  left  out, 
the  shipowner  could  recover.  The  words  are 
binding  on  the  charterer,  and  not  binding  on  the 
shipowner  or  captain.  He  cited 
Hadow  V.  Parry,  3  Taunt.  303. 

Oiheon  in  reply.  Our,  adv.  vult, 

June  15. — The  Judgment  of  the  court  (Keatiiu^ 
and  Honyman,  JJ.)  was  delivered  by  ]^batino,  J. 

(a)  For  American  cases  on  the  oonstrnotion  of  the 
^oras  **  weiffht  and  contents  anknowo,"  BoeXClarh  v. 
Barnwell  (12  Howard's  U.  S.  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  272) ;  Vemard 
T.  Hudson (3  Snmner,  405) ;  Shepherd^?.  Naylor  (5  Gray, 
691) ;  Kelley  y.  Bonker  (11  Gray,  428).— En. 


— ^This  was  an  ao&n  brought  in  the  County  Court 
of  Kent,  to  recover  a  balance  of  freight  alleged  to 
be  due  to  the  pUuntifis,  who  were  owners  of  the 
bark  Avoca,  in  respect  c^  a  cargo  of  barley  shipped 
at  Ibraila  in  Sept.  1872.  The  County  Court  judge 
nonsuited  the  plaintiffs,  but  referred  to  this  court 
the  question  whether  such  nonsuit  was  right.  The 
case  was  heard  in  Easter  Term,  before  my  brother 
Honyman  and  myselt  The  Avoea  was  chartered 
by  cbarter-pM-ty,  dated  2nd  Sept.  1871,  to  ship  a 
cargo  of  grain  at  Ibraila,  and  deliver  at  a  port 
in  the  United  Kingdom  on  being  paid  freight, "  7«. 
per  imperial  quarter,  delivered ;  "  and  it  was  pro- 
vided that,  in  the  event  of  the  cargo,  or  any  part 
thereof,  being  delivered  in  a  damaged  or  heated 
condition,  the  freight,  should  be  payable  "  on  the 
invoice  quantity  taken  on  board,  as  per  bill  of  lading, 
or  half  freight,  upon  the  dami^ged  or  heated  por- 
tion, at  the  captain's  option,  provided  no  part  of 
the  cargo  be  thrown  ovedixNurd  or  otherwise  die- 
posed  of  on  the  voyage."  A  cargo  of  barley  was 
accordingly  shipped  at  Ibraila  under  bills  of  lading 
describing  the  quantity  1021  kilos.,  whig^  the  cap- 
tain sisned,  but  before  doing  so  he  added  the  me- 
morandum usually  added  in  cases  of  grain  cargoes, 
"  Quantity  and  quality  unknown."  The  Avoca  ex- 
perienced bad  weather  on  her  homeward  voyage ; 
and  the  captain  having  reason  to  believe  that 
some  of  the  cargo  would  be  heated,  gave 
notice  on  arrival  to  the  defendant,  who  had 
become  indorsee  of  the  bill  of  lading,  that 
he  claimed  to  exercise  the  option  given  him  by  the 
charter-party,  and  required  payment  of  freight 
upon  the  invoice  quantity  as  per  bill  of  lading. 
The  Avoca  discharged  her  cargo  at  Bamsgate. 
The  quantity  of  barley  actually  delivered  did  not 
clearly  appear;  but  it  was  argued  that  eighty 
quarters  were  damaged  by  heating.  There  was 
no  suggestion  of  fraud  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs. 
The  defendants  paid  into  conrt  a  sum  calculated 
upon  the  quantity  he  alleged  to  have  been  deli- 
vered, but  the  plaintiffs  claimed  to  be  paid  upon 
the  invoice  quantity,  as  per  bill  of  lading,  accord- 
ing to  the  terms  of  the  charter-party.  The  County 
Court  judge  was  of  opinion,  that  in  consequence 
of  the  above-mentioned  addition  by  the  captain  to 
the  bill  of  lading,  that  document  ceased  to  indicate 
any  particular  invoice  quantity  of  barley  to  have 
been  taken  on  board,  and  non-suited  the  plaintiffs. 
We  do  not  concur  in  that  opinion.  The  liability 
of  grain  cargoes  to  heat  during  the  voyage,  thereby 
causing  an  increase,  often  considerable,  in  its  bulk, 
doubtless  suggested  the  insertion  in  charter-parties 
of  the  clause  referred  to,  and  which  is  now  so 
common  in  the  case  of  cargoes  shipped  from  the 
Danube ;  the  object  being  to  protect  the  merchant 
from  having  to  pay  full  freight  on  the  larger 
quantity  caused  by  the  heating,  the  freight  having 
— in  consequence  of  the  decision  in  CHhson  y.  Sturge 
(10  Ex.  622) — been  made  payable  on  the  quantity 
delivered ;  and  the  provision  seems  in  such  oases 
the  more  necessary,  from  the  fact  that  those  oar- 
goes,  frequently  sold  as  floating  cargoes,  pass 
from  hand  to  hand  by  transfer  of  the  shipping 
documents  or  by  reference  to  them,  so  that  the  ar- 
rangement by  which  it  may  become  unnecessary 
to  ascertain  the  quantity  of  the  damaged  portion 
of  the  cargo  becomes  one  of  groat  mercantile 
convenience ;  nor  do  we  think  this  at  all  affected 
by  the  addition  made  hj  the  captain  at  the  foot  of 
the  bill  of  lading,  the  object  of  that  memorandum 
being  merely  to  protect  the  captain  against  any 
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nuBtakes  that  might  oocar  in  the  inyoioe  qaantitj 
in  the  bill  of  lading,  in  case  of  alleged  short  deh* 
Teryor  deterioration  not  caased  by  bis  default.  It 
was  argned,  in  conformity  with  the  decision  of  the 
coart  below,  that  the  effect  of  the  memorandum 
was  to  strike  out  the  invoice  quantity  from  the  bill 
of  lading,  but  we  think  no  such  effect  can  be  given 
to  it;  and  we  are  fortified  in  that  opinion  by  the 
case  of  Covaa  v.  Bingham  (2  EL  &  B.  836),  where  in 
a  contract  of  sale  of  a  cargo  afloatt  the  quantity 
stated  in  the  bill  of  lading  was  construed  to  be  the 
qoantity  to  be  paid  for,  notwithstanding  a  similar 
memorandum  in  the  bill  of  lading.  Upon  the  whole, 
therefore,  we  are  of  opinion,  that  the  event  having 
happened  by  reason  of  which  the  captain,  accord- 
ing to  the  terms  of  the  charter,  had  the  right  to 
be  paid  freight  upon  the  invoice  quantity  in  the 
bill  of  lading,  he  did  not  lose  that  right  by  the 
addition  of  the  memorandum  referred  to,  and  con- 
sequently that  the  appellants  are  entitled  to  our 
jadgment.  We  think  the  costs  of  the  appeal 
ought  to  follow  the  event,  and  be  paid  by  the  re- 
spondent. 

Judgment  for  tihe  appellants. 

Attorneys  for  appellants,  Mercer  and  Mercer ;  for 
EdwardSf  Bamsgate. 

Attorneys  for  respondent,  Parker  and  Oo, 


COOTBtT  OF  APPEAL  IN  CHANCE&T. 

Reported  by  E.  Stewart  Bochb  and  U.  Pbat,  Eaqrs., 

BuTistera^it-Law. 

Wednesftay,  April  30, 1873. 

(Before  the  Lords  Justices.) 

Haet  v.  Herwio. 

Foreign  contract  —  Specific  performance  —  Jurie* 
diction — Substituted  service — Vendor  otd  of  juris* 
(iiciioft — Subject  matter  of  contract  withim  juris- 
diction—  Injunction, 

An  Englishman  entered  into  a  contract  abroad  with 
a  foreigner  for  the  purchase  of  a  ship,  then  on  her 
howufward  voyage  to  Cork,  the  purchaser  to  take 
possession  of  the  ship  immediately  after  the  de» 
livery  of  the  homeward  cargo  at  any  place  whither 
she  might  be  ordered.  The  ship  was  ordered 
to  Sunderland,  where  she  discharged  her  cargo. 

On  a  motion  by  the  purchaser  for  an  injundion 
to  restrain  the  removal  of  the  ship  from  Sunder » 
land: 

Held  (affirming  the  decision  ofMaMns,  F.O.),  thcU 
substituted  service  on  the  captain  in  charge  of  the 
vessel  was  sufficient,  and  that  the  court  had  juriS' 
diction  to  restrain  the  removal  of  the  ship  pending 
the  suit 

This  was  an  appeal  from  a  decision  of  Malins, 
V.C. 

The  hearing  in  the  court  below  is  reported  ante, 
vol.  1,  p.  572,  where  the  facts  of  the  case  are 
safficiently  stated. 

The  Vice- Chancellor  having  granted  an  in- 
janction  to  restrain  the  removal  of  the  ship  from 
Sunderland  pending  the  sait,and  having  previously 
ordered  pobstituted  service  on  the  captain  in 
charge  of  the  ship,  the  defendants  (the  vendor  and 
the  captain  in  charge  of  the  ship)  appealed. 

Qlasse,  Q.C.  and  Cozens  Hardy,  for  the  ap- 
pellants.— ^'rhis  court  has  no  jurisdiction  to  decree 
specific  performance  of  a  contract  of  this  kind 
against  a  vendor  who  is  out  of  the  jurisdiction. 
At  all  events,  this  is  not  a  case  for  substituted 


servioe.  Drummond  7,  Drummond  (14  L.  T.  Bep. 
N.  S.  822;  L.  Bep.  2  Eq.  335;  and  on  appeal, 
15  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.  337 ;  L.  Bep.  2  Oh.  32)  shows 
that  the  vendor  should  have  been  served  abroad 
under  Consolidated  Order  X,  Bule  7,  under  which 
the  court  has  jurisdiction  to  direct  the  service  of  its 
process  abroad.  But  this  is  not  a  case  in  which 
the  court  will  exercise  its  jurisdiction  even  in  that 
way,  as  is  shown  by  the  decision  of  the  full  court 
of  appeal  in  Davis  v.  Park  (28  L.  T.  Bep.  K.  S.  295) 
where  an  order  for  service  on  a  defendant  out  of 
the  jurisdiction  was  discharged  on  the  ground  of 
the  suit  being  in  respect  of  a  purely  foreign  con- 
tract. Under  the  Common  Law  Procedure  Act 
a  Court  of  Common  Law  would  have  no  juris- 
diction to  order  service  abroad  upon  the  vendor  in 
a  case  like  this,  and.  that  being  so,  it  cannot  be 
right  for  this  court  to  assume  such  jurisdiction. 
This  is  not  sach  a  contract  as  this  court  will 
enforce;  the  remedy  is  by  action  for  damages. 
They  also  referred  to 

Cookney  v.  Aitderson,  8  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.  295 ;  1  Da  G. 
J.  &  S.  889. 

Cotton,  Q.C.  and  Dauney,  for  the  respondent. — 
Substituted  service  on  the  captain  in  charge  of 
the  ship  was  sufficient,  as  he  was  in  communication 
with  the  vendor  till  just  before  the  filing  of  the 
bill,  and  was  in  possession  of  the  ship  as  agent  for 
the  vendor: 

Hope  Y.  Sope,  4  De  G.  M.  &  G.  828,  341.2 ; 
Hoohouse  v.  Courtney,  12  Sim.  140. 

The  court  has  jurisdiction  to  decree  specific  per* 
formance  of  a  contract  for  sale  of  a  particular 
chattel.  The  principle  is  that  the  contiact  passes 
the  property,  and  the  vendor  becomes  a  trustee  for 
the  purchaser.  Holroyd  y.  MarshdU  (7  L.  T.  Bep. 
N.  S.  172^  10  H.  of  L.  Oas.  191)  shows  that  this 
principle  applies  to  personal  property  as  well  as  to 
real  estate.  The  ship  itself  is  within  the  juris- 
diction of  the  court,  and  that  being  so,  Larivihre 
V.  Morgan  (26  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.  859;  L.  Bep.  7  Ch. 
550)  shows  that  its  removal  may  be  restrained.  If 
the  injunction  is  dissolved,  that  will  be  a  practical 
denial  of  justice  to  us,  for  we  have  no  other 
remedy.    They  also  cited 

Qladstone  t.  Mueurus  Bey,  7  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.  477 
1  H.  <fc  M.  495. 

Cozens  Hardy  having  been  heard  in  reply, 
Lord  Justice  James  said :  Now  that  this  matter 
has  been  fully  discussed,  it  is  clear  that  it  is  an 
important  matter,  and  that  it  deserves  the  full 
discussion  which  it  has  received.  I  am  of  opinion 
that  there  really  is  no  objection  whatever  to  any 
part  of  either  of  the  orders  which  the  Vice- Chan- 
cellor has  made.  In  the  first  place,  I  am  of 
opinion  that  the  order  for  the  substituted  service  is 
quite  in  accordance  with  the  established  principles 
and  practice  of  this  court.  It  is  an  order  for  sub- 
stituted service  upon  the  man  who  in  this  country 
was  the  authorised  agent  of  the  person  abroad,  in 
respect  of  the  very  thing  which  is  the  subject 
matter  of  the  suit,  and  the  service  upon  that 
agent  is  as  efiectual  to  all  intents  and  purposes  as 
service  upon  the  gentleman  himself  would  be. 
With  regard  to  the  substantial  question  whether 
this  court  has  jurisdiction  to  prevent  a  specific 
chattel  from  being  removed  out  of  the  jurisdiction 
until  the  question  is  tried,  I  am  of  opinion  that 
although,  of  course,  if  this  suit  were  a  suit  for 
damages  only,  or  which  could  result  in  damages 
only,  the  plaintiff  must  go  and  seek  the  forum  of 
the  defendant  in  order  to  enforce  that  claim  for 
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damages,  for  according  to  the  established  comity 
of  nations  that  would  be  the  right  thing  to  do,  yet 
where  the  contract,  as  in  this  case,  althongh  it  is  a 
contract  made  abroad,  and  by  a  gentleman  abroad, 
is  a  contract  to  deliver  a  thing  in  specie  to  a 
person  in  this  country,  and  the  thing  itself  is 
brought  here,  and  then  the  right  thing  and  the 
honest  thing  to  do  is  that  the  vendor  should  deliver 
it  here ;  and  the  court  here,  in  the  exercise  of  its 
discretion,  will  see  that  that  thing  to  be  delivered 
in  this  country  does  not  leave  this  country,  so  as  to 
defeat  the  right  of  the  plaintiff  to  have  it  so 
delivered.  I  am  of  opinion  that  if  the  converse 
case  had  arisen,  and  the  ship  had  been  in  Ham- 
burg, and  the  contract  had  been  enforced  through 
the  intervention  of  the  tribunal  there,  no  one  would 
ever  have  supposed  that  there  was  any  violation 
of  international  rights,  or  any  violation  of  the 
comity  of  nations,  as  between  this  country  and 
the  city  of  Hamburg  or  the  Empire  of  Germany, 
or  whatever  the  country  might  be  to  whose 
tribunal  the  application  would  properly  have  been 
made.  Having  regard,  therefore,  to  the  nature  of 
the  contract,  the  subject  matter  of  the  contract, 
the  place  where  the  contract  was  and  is  to  be 
specifically  performed,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the 
order  of  the  Yice-Ohaucellor  was  quite  right  to 
keep  the  ship  here  so  that  it  might  be  delivered  in 
performance  of  the  contract,  and  not  to  allow  the 
Hhip  to  go,  as  was  suggested  by  the  Lord  Justice, 
all  over  the  world  under  such  circumstances  as 
actually  to  prevent  the  contract  from  ever  being 
fulfilled.  For  it  would  be  utterly  impossible  for 
the  plaintiff*  to  ascertain  what  he  was  to  pay  or 
how  he  was  to  get  the  ship.  The  right  of  the 
plaintiff  was  to  have  the  ship  delivered  to  him  in 
exchange  for  the  purchase  money.  The  purchase 
money  is  primdfaeie  47501,  It  is  possible  that 
that  m&j  have  to  be  reduced  to  some  extent 
by  showing  that  the  ship  has  arrived  in  a  damaged 
state  over  and  above  ordinary  wear  and  tear.  Bat 
I  do  not  think  that,  because  there  may  be  an 
uncertainty  as  to  what  the  amount  of  the  reduction 
is  to  be,  it  ought  to  make  any  difference  as  to 
the  security  which  the  defendant  is  entitled  to 
have  before  the  possession  of  the  ship  is  interfered 
with.  Therefore  I  think  the  order  ought  to  be 
varied  to  that  extent,  that  is  to  say,  the  plaintiff 
mast  undertake  to  pay  into  court  the  sum  of  4750/., 
and  there  will  be  an  order  upon  him  to  pay  that 
sum  of  money  into  court  within  fourteen  days. 
The  motion  will,  however,  be  refused  with  costs, 
because  that  condition  does  not  substantially 
affect  the  question  which  has  been  brought  before 
our  notice. 

Lord  Justice  Mbllish. — I  am  entirely  of  the 
saute  opinion.  Mr.  Glasse  relied  very  much  on  the 
analogy  of  the  Common  Law  Procedure  Act, 
which,  he  said,  did  not  give  the  court  of  common 
law  jurisdiction  in  this  case,  and  he  argued  that 
if  the  court  of  common  law  had  not  jurisdiction 
it  could  not  be  right  for  the  court  of  equity  to 
assume  jurisdiction.  But  really  the  analogy  of 
the  Common  Law  Procedure  Act,  when  you  come 
to  examine  the  case,  is  really  against  that  argu- 
ment, and  not  in  favour  of  it.  It  is  quite  true  that 
if  you  simply  look  at  an  action  brought  upon  a 
contract  to  recover  damages,  the  contract  having 
been  made  abroad,  the  defendant  could  not,  under 
the  provisions  of  the  Common  Law  Procedure 
Act,  be  served  abroad ;  and  if  he  did  not  choose 
volnniarily  to  appear  in  the  action  in  this  country. 


the  plaintiff,  for  the  purpose  of  recovering  damages 
for  a  breach  of  the  contract,  must  have  gone  to 
Hamburg,  and  could  not  have  sued  him  here.  But 
if,  on  the  other  hand,  the  contract  had  been  of 
such  a  nature  that  the  property  had  passed,  and, 
the  chattle  having  been  sent  to  this  country,  the 
agent  of  the  owner,  by  the  authority  of  the  owner, 
had  refused  to  deliver  it  in  this  country,  then,  if 
that  had  been  the  state  of  things,  an  action   of 
detinue  or  trover  could  have  been  brought,  becanse 
the  whole  cause  of  action  would  have  arisen  here. 
Now  the  real  truth  is,  that  in  the  view  of  the 
court  of  equity  the  property  has  passed  from  the 
defendant.    The  plaintiff,  upon  complying   with 
the  conditions  substantially,  is  to  be  considered  as 
the  owner.    I  think  that  shows  very  clearly  that 
if  the    Common   Law   Procedure    Act  does  not 
violate,  as  I  am  clearly  of  opinion  that  it  does  not 
violate,  any  rule  of  the  comity  of  nations,  ^  we 
shall  not  violate  any  rule  of  the  comity  of  nations 
by  saying  that  we  have  jurisdiction  to  compel  the 
defendant,  who  has  agroed  to  sell  his  ship  to  an 
English  snbject,  and  has  agreed  in  the   result, 
according  to  the  terms  of  his  contract,  to  perform 
that  contract  in  England,  namely,  at  Sunderland, 
which  was  to  be  the  port  of  discharge,  who  has 
voluntarily  sent  the  ship  to  Sunderland,  and  who 
has  voluntarily  given  directions  to  his  agent  the 
roaster,  to  perform   that  contract — we  shall  not 
violate  any  rule  of  the  comity  of  nations  by  saying 
that  we  have  jurisdiction  to  compel  the  defendant 
to  perform  that  contract.    I  am  quite  clearly  of 
opinion  that  we  are   not    in    the   least    degree 
infringing  any  mle  of  the   law  of  nations  by 
saying  that  this  court,  which  is  the  only   court 
.which  can  compel  the  actual  specific  performance 
of  the  contract,  has  jurisdiction  so  to  compel  its 
performance.    This  is  peculiarly  a  case  for  the 
interference  of  the  court,  inasmuch  as  if  specifio 
performance  were   denied  to    the   plaintiff,    he 
practically  would  get  no  justice  at  all,  because  the 
loss  which  he  would  sustain  by  a    breach  of  the 
contract,  that  is  to  say,  the  amount  of  value  of  the 
ship  over  and  above  the  purchase  money,  would  be 
the  damages  which  he  could  recover,  and  it  would 
be  almost  impossible  for  him  to  prove  with  any 
satisfaction  in  Hamburg  how  much  the  ship  was 
worth,  or  that  it  was  worth  anything  beyond  the 
sum  that  he  was  giving,  so  as  practically  to  make 
out  that  he  was  damaged  at  all.    In  fact,  he  baa 
entered  into  this  contract  for  the  purchase  of  the 
ship,  and  he  is  entitled  to  the  ship.    There  may  be 
a  doubt  as  to  what  the  put  chase  money  is  to  be, 
but  that  he  is  entitled  to  the  vessel  there  appears 
to  be  no  doubt  at  all ;  yet  he  might  actually, 
although  he  would  be  unable  to  prove  it  in  Ham- 
burg, suffer  very  considerable  damage.     I  am, 
therefore,  clearly  of  opinion  that  the  order  of  the 
Vice- Chancellor  is  substantially  correct. 

Appeal  accordingly  dismifiaed  with  coats. 
Solicitors  for  the  appellants,  Parker  and  Glarke, 
Solicitor  for  the  respondent,  Hickin,  agent  for 
Brown  and  8on,  Sunderland. 
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Monday,  May  5, 1873. 

Present ;  Lord  Chelmsfoed,  Lord  Oolonsay,  and 

Lord  Hatherley.) 

Bakkik  and  others  V,  Potter  and  others. 

Marine  insurance — Insurance  of  chaHered  freight 
to  he  named  on  homeward  voyage  during  outward 
voyage— 'Total  loss  actual  or  constructive — Ferils 
of  the  eea — Notice  of  abandonment. 
The  plaintiffs  aa  mortgagees  in  possession  of  a  shipf 
entered  into  a  charter'party,  with  De  M.  in  Feb, 
1863,   by  which    it   was  agreed   that  the    ship 
should  proceed  from  the  Clyde  to  Southland  and 
thence  to  New  Zealand  with  a  cargo  for    the 
owners'  benefit,  and  having   arrived  and  dis" 
charged  the  same,  and  being  made  tight,  staunch, 
strong  and  fUted  for  the  voyage,  should  pro- 
eeed  to  Calcutta,  and  there  being  tight,  staunch, 
^e*,  shotdd  loctd  from  the  factors  of  the  freighter 
a  cargo  and  convey  it  for  certain  freight  to  Liver' 
pool  or  London.    The  plaintiffs  then  insured  the 
kowieward  ehckrtered  freight  in  ordinary  terms 
against  perils  of  the  sea  during    the  outward 
voyage  to  New  Zealand,  and  thirty  days  after 
arrival  there. 
The  ship  arrived  in  New  Zealand  in  April  1863, 
damagedby  weaiher  and  by  having  been  aground. 
Surveys  were  held,  but  the  extent  of  the  damage 
could  not  he  ascertained,  because  there  was  no 
dry  dock,  nor  other  appliances,  necessary  for  a 
fall  exetmination.     The  captain  was  delayed  at 
the  port  in  New  Zealand  oy  want  of  funds  for 
repair  of  the  ship,  and  meanwhile  the  ship  was 
used  as  a  storehouse  for  coals  at  a  rent, 
Ii^  April  1864,  funds  having  arrived  and  some 
repairs  having  been  done,  the  ship  proceeded  in 
haUast  to  Calcutta.    There  the  agents  of  De  M,, 
having  heard  that  De  M,  had  jfaUed  in    Dec. 
1863,  refused  to  have  anything  to  do  with  the  ship, 
or  to  provide  a  cargo.      The  ship  was  then  fully 
examined,  and  it  was  found  that  t^e  damages  were 
much  more  serious  than  had  been  supposed,  and 
ikat  the  cost  of  repairs  would  exceed  the  valu9 
when  repaired. 
Thereupon,  in  Aug.  1864,  the  plaintiffs  gave  notice  of 
abandonment  to  the  underwriters  on  ship  and  to 
the  underwriters  on  freight,  but  neither  notice  was 
accepted. 
I«  an  action  on  the  insurance  on  freight : 
Held  (affirming  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Ex- 
ehequer  Chamber),  first,  that  there  was  a  total 
loss  of  the  freight  by  the  perils  of  the  sea  whilst  the 
policy  was  stlU  in  force  ;  secondly,  that  there  was 
vo  necessity  for  a  notice  of  abandonment,  such 
notice  only  being  necessary  where  something  exists 
which  can  be  taken  by  the  underwriters  for  their 
benefil ;  and,  thirdly  that  the  conduct  of  the  owners 
with  respect  to  the  ship  did  not  prejudice  their 
claim  against  the  underioriters  on  freight. 
This  was  an  appeal  from  a  jadgment  of  the  Court 
of  the  Exchequer  Chamber,  reversing  a  decision  of 
the  Coart  of  Common  Pleas,  by  which  a  rule  to  set 
aside  a  verdict  foand  for  the  defendants  was  dis- 
charged. 

The  claim  was  npon  a  valaed  policy  upon 
diartered  freight.  At  the  time  of  entering  into 
the  charter-party,  the  ship  Sir  W.  Eyre  was  on 
so  ootward  YOjSkfie  from  the  Clyde  to  New 
Zealand  for  owner's  benefit,  and  it  was  agreed 
Vol.  II.,  N.S. 


that  on  arrival  there  she  should  be  made  staunch 
and  strong,  and  proceed  thence  to  Calcutta,  and 
load  there  a  cargo  for  the  charterer,  and  carry  the 
same  to  England,  for  which  her  owners  were  to 
be  paid  an  agreed  sum.  The  policy  was  effected 
two  days  after  the  charter-party,  and  covered  the 
freight  to  be  earned  under  the  charter-party, 
not  during  the  homeward  voyage,  but  during  the 
outward  voyage  to  New  Zealand,  and  thirty  days 
after  arrival,  The  facts  are  fully  set  out  in  the 
opinions  of  the  judges,  and  the  judgments  of  the 
Lords,  but  a  clear  statement  of  facts  will  be  found 
in  the  judgment  of  Willes,  J.,  in  this  case  in  the 
Court  of  Common  Pleas  (3  Mar.  Law  Cas.  O.  S. 
122),  and  in  Barker  v.  Janson  (3  Mar.  Law  Cas. 
O.S.28). 

The  case  will  be  found  reported  in  the  Common 
Pleas,  3  Mar.  Law  Cas.  O.S.  122 ;  L.  Rep.  3  C.  P. 
562 ;  in  the  Exchequer  Chamber,  3  Mar.  Law  Cas. 
O.  S.  374;  L.  Rep.  5  C.  P.  546. 

Benjamin  and  Cohen  for  the  appellants. 

Sir  O.  Honyman,  Q.C.,  Butt,  Q.O.,  and  Lanyon 
for  the  respondents. — The  following  cases  and 
authorities  were  referred  to : 

Roux  V.  Salvador,  1  Bmg.  N.  C.  526 ;  3  Id.  266 ; 

Knight  v.  Faith,  15  Q.  B.  649 ; 

Benson  v.  Cliapman,  5  C.  B.  530 ; 

FlerM'ng  v.  Smith,  1  H.  of  L.  Ca.  513 : 

Cologan  v.  London  Assurance  Company,  5  M.  ft  S. 

447; 
Mossy.  Smith,  9  C.  B.  96 ; 
BoseUo  V.  Gumey,  11  C.  B.  176 ; 
Stewart  v.  Greenock  Marine  Insurance  Company,  2 

H.  of  L.  Ca.  159 ; 
Scottish  Marine  Insurance  Company  v.  Turner,   1 

Macq.  H.  of  L.Oa.334; 
Idle  T.  Royal  Exchange   Assurance    Company,  8 

Taunt.  755; 
Mount  y.  Harrison,  4i  Bing.  388 ; 
Martin  ▼.  Crokatt,  14  East,  465 : 
Cambridge  v.  Anderton,  3B.  A  C.,  691 ; 
FamwoHh  ▼.  Hyde,  3  Mar.  Law  Cas.  O.  S.  187,  429; 

14  C.  B.,  N.  S.  719 ;  18  Id.  835 : 
King  v.  Walker,  3  H.  &  C.  209 ; 
Hamilton  v.  Mendes,  2Barr  1210 ; 
Barker  v.  Janson,  and  Potter  v.  Campbell^  17  Xt.  T. 

Bep.  N.  S.  473,  474  note ;  3  liar.  Law  Cas.  O.  S.  28. 
Kelly  Y.  Solan,  9  M.  &  W.  54 ; 
Tovmsend  v.  Crowds,  2  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.  537  :  8  C.  B. 

n.  1,  477 ; 
Stringer  v.  English  and  Scotch  Marine  Insurance 

Company,  38  L.  J.,  321,  Q.  B.  ;   L.  Bep.  4  Q.  B. 

676 ;  3  Mar.  Law  Cas.  O.  S.  446 ; 
Foley   Y.  United  Fire  and  Insurance  Company,  22 

L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.  108 ;  L.  Bep.  5  C.  P.  105  ;  3  Mar. 

Law  Cas.  O.  S.  352 ; 
PhilUps  on  Insnranoe,  sects.  1490,  1507, 1649, 1650, 

1684; 
Amoald  on  Marine  Insnranoe,  Part  3,  o.  6. 

The  following  questions  of  law  were  then  pro- 
pounded to  the  juages. 

1.  Was  there  a  loss  by  the  perils  insured  against 
durinsT  the  term  of  the  policy  P 

2.  Was  notice  of  abandonment  either  of  ship  or 
freight,  or  of  both,  necessary  to  enable  the  plain- 
tiffs to  recover  for  a  total  loss  on  the  policy  on 
freight  P 

3.  If  notice  of  abandonment  was  necessary,  was 
the  notice  given  in  time  P 

4.  If  notice  of  abandonment  of  the  ship  was 
necessary  in  order  to  make  a  constructive  total 
loss  of  the  ship,  and  such  notice  was  not  given  in 
time,  does  the  want  of  due  notice  as  to  the  ship 
affect  the  right  of  the  plaintiffs  upon  the  policy  on 
freight  P 

*      5.  "W  as  there  any  such  conduct  on  the  part  of 
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the  assnred,  after  the  time  of  the  alleged  oons  trac- 
tive loss  of  the  ship,  as  discharged  the  underwriters 
from  their  liability  npon  the  policy  on  freight  ? 

6.  Onght  the  judgment  to  oe  for  the  appellants 
or  the  respondents  P 

^e6. 24.— Brett,  J.:  My  Lords, — In  order  to 
answer  your  Lordships*  question?,  it  seems  to  me 
convenient  to  determine,  in  the  firsc  place,  what  is 
the  correct  interpretation  of  the  policy  in  respect 
of  which  those  questions  arise,  and  to  point  out  iis 
peculiarity.  What  is  the  subject-matter  insured? 
The  description  is  that  tbe  insurance  is  made  "  on 
homeward  chartered  freight."  Having  regard  to 
the  surround iog  circumstances  when  the  policy 
was  made,  to  these  words  of  reference,  and  to  the 
statement  in  paragraph  7  of  the  case,  the  policy  is 
not  on  homeward  freight  generally,  t.e„  on  any 
homeward  freight,  but  on  the  homeward  chartered 
freight  to  be  earned  under  the  charty-narty  of  the 
9th  Feb,  1863.  It  was  argued  that  tne  subject- 
matter  insured  was  not  freight  strictly  so  called, 
but  some  right  which  the  counsel  described  at 
different  times  in  different  terms.  It  seems  to  me 
that  those  terms  are  either  other  phrases  to 
describe  the  charter-party  freight  have  men- 
tioned, or  that  they  do  not  describe  what  is  the 
only  subject-matter  insured  by  this  policy.  The 
voyage  insured,  as  descriptive  of  the  voyage  during 
which  the  perils  insured  against  may  arise,  is  a 
voyage  "  at  and  from  the  Clyde  to  Southland, 
while  there,  and  thence  to  Otago  (New  Zealand), 
and  for  thirty  days  in  port  there  slter  arrival." 
This  is  a  different  voyage  from  and  does  not  com- 
prise any  part  of  the  voyage  on  which  the  charter- 
party  freight  can  be  earned,  which  latter  is  a 
voyage  from  Calcutta  to  Liverpool  or  London. 
The  subject-matter  insured  then  is  freight ; 
the  freight  insured  is  not  any  but  one  particular 
freight ;  it  is  not  freight  which  might  he  earned 
on  the  voyage  insured  or  part  of  it ;  the  goods  in 
respect  of  the  carriage  of  which  the  insured  freight 
may  be  earned  cannot  be  at  risk  daring  any  part 
of  the  voyage  insured ;  and  therefore  the  loss  of 
freight  covered  by  this  policy  cannot  occur  through 
damage  to  goods  by  a  peril  insured  against,  but 
only  through  damage  to  the  ship.  Assuming,  then, 
this  to  be  a  valid  policy,  which  is  not  disputed, 
the  true  interpretation  of  the  contract  seems  to 
be,  that  the  insurers  undertime  to  indemnify  the 
assured  if  there  be  a  loss  of  the  freight  to  be 
earned  by  the  oharter-party,  in  consequence  of 
and  proximately  caused  by  suoh  damage  to  the 
ship  from  a  peril  insured  against  during  the 
voyage  from  England  to  New  Zealand,  as  will 
prevent  the  assured  from  being  able  to  earn  the 
whole  Or  any  part  of  the  charter-party  freight  on 
the  voyage  from  Calcutta  to  England.  The  next 
matter  material  to  be  observed  seems  to  me  to  be 
that  there  is  only  one  contract  to  which  the  plain- 
tiff and  the  defendant  are  both  parties,  namely  the 
policy,  and  there  are  only  two  contracts  with  which 
both  of  them  are  concerned  in  this  matter,  namely, 
the  policy  and  the  charter-party  referred  to  in  the 
policy.  The  defendant  is  in  no  way  a  party  to  the 
policy  on  ship.  He  incurs  no  liability  under  it,  and 
has  no  rights  by  virtue  of  it.  It  seems,  therefore, 
contrary  to  all  rule  to  argue  either  as  for  or 
af^ainst  him  from  anything  depending  for  its  mate- 
nality  on  the  existence  or  non-existenoe  of  the 
policy  on  ship. 

It  seems  to  me  convenient,  in  the  next  place, 
to  consider  what   does  or  does  not  amount  to 


a  loss,  and  what  amounts  to  a  total  loss  under 
ordinary  policies  on  freight.  On  an  ordinary 
policy  on  "  freight  in  general  terms  "  there  is  no 
loss  at  all  on  freight  for  which  the  underwriter  on 
freight  is  liable  by  reason  of  partial  damage  to 
the  ship,  however  great,  causing  an  average  loss  of 
a  policy  on  ship,  or  of  partial  damage  to  cargo 
causing  an  average  loss,  however  great,  on  the 
cargo  generally  under  a  policy  on  goods.  There  is 
a  partial  loss  of  freight  under  a  general  polioy  on 
freight  if  there  be  a  general  average  loss  caused  by 
a  peril  insured  against  giving  rise  to  a  general 
average  contribution;  or  under  certain  circum- 
stances if  there  be  a  total  loss  of  part  of  a  cargo  ; 
or  if  in  case  of  total  loss  of  the  ship  the  cargo  be 
sent  on  in  a  substituted  ship ;  or  if  in  case  of  a 
total  loss  of  tho  cargo  tho  ship  earn  some  fr^ht 
in  respeot  of  other  goods  carried  on  the  voyage 
insured.  There  may  be  an  actual  total  loss  of 
freight  under  a  general  polioy  on  freight,  if  there 
be  an  actual  total  loss  of  ship,  or  an  actual  total 
loss  of  the  whole  cargo.  An  actual  total  loss  of 
ship  will  occasion  an  actual  total  loss  of  freight, 
unless  when  the  ship  be  lost,  cargo  be  on  board, 
and  the  whole  or  a  part  of  such  cargo  be  saved, 
and  might  be  sent  on  in  a  substituted  ship  so  as  to 
earn  freight.  An  actual  total  loss  of  the  whole 
cargo  will  occasion  an  actual  total  loss  of  freight, 
unless  suoh  loss  should  so  happen  as  to  leave  the 
ship  capable,  as  to  time,  plaoe,  and  oondition,  of 
earning  an  equal  or  some  freight  by  carrying  other 
cargo  on  the  voyage  insured. 

It  has  become  a  question  in  this  case  whether 
there  may  not  be  on  a  general  policy  on  freight 
another  kind  ot  actual  sotal  loss — namely,  by 
such  damage  to  the  ship  as  would  justify 
notice  of  abandonment  and  make  thereupon  a 
constructive  total  loss  of  ship  under  policy  on 
ship,  although  there  be  no  loss  of  cargo,  or  an 
average  loss  of  cargo  without  means  of  send- 
ing on  the  cargo.  In  such  a  state  of  things  the 
ship  may  or  may  not  be  insured  ;  if  the  ship  be 
insured,  due  notice  of  abandonment  of  ship  may  or 
may  not  have  been  given.  It  the  ship  bo  nob 
insured,  what  must  happen  upon  the  assumption? 
The  assumption  is  that  a  prudent  owner  will  not 
repair.  Then  the  ship  will  noc  be  repaired.  If 
not  repaired,  she  will  remain  a  wreck,  or  be  sold  as 
a  wreck.  She  cannot,  therefore,  sail  on  the 
voyage  insured  in  the  polioy  on  freight.  Then 
SQch  freight  is  and  must  be  in  fact  absolutely  and 
totally  lost.  There  is  no  freight,  no  chance  of 
freight,  to  abandon  to  the  underwriter  on  freight. 
It  has  never  been  suggested  that  the  ship  should 
be  abandoned  to  the  underwriter  on  freight. 
There  is  nothing,  then,  which  can  be  abandoned 
to  him  of  which  he  could  take  possession  or  from 
which  he  could  derive  profit.  If  the  ship  be 
insured,  and  due  notice  of  abandonment  be  given 
to  the  underwriter  on  ship,  the  property  in  the 
ship  passes  to  the  underwricer  on  ship.  In  suoh 
cases  the  new  owner  of  the  ship  will  in  almost 
every  case  sell  her  as  a  wreck.  Again,  there 
would  be  nothing  and  no  chance  of  anything  to 
abandon  to  the  underwriter  on  freight.  If  from 
exceptional  facilities  the  underwriter  on  ship 
should  repair  the  ship  and  earn  full  freight  on  the 
voyage  described  in  the  polioy  on  freight,  such 
freight  would  belong  to  the  new  owner  of  the 
ship  ;  none  of  it  oould  go  to  the  assured  or  under- 
writer on  freight;  but  freight  would  have  been 
earned  on  the  voyage  insured  in  the  policy  on 
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freight,  and  as  the  insoring  of  the  ship  is  the 
▼ohiDtary  act  of  the  shipowoer,  and  the  abandon- 
ment is  also  bis  act,   it  has   been  decided  in 
yoor  Lordships*   House    that   in    snob    excep- 
tional case  tbere  is  no  loss  at  all   of  freight 
for  which  the  underwriter  on  freight  is  liable : 
{SeottUh  Marine  In$wa/nce  Company  v.  Tvmer, 
1  Mmk).  H.  of  L.  Gas.  334.)    If  this  bad  not  been 
a  decision  in  yoor  Lordships'  House,  I  should  have 
yentured  to  think  that  a  valid  abandonment  of 
ship  was  of  the  same  effect  as  leaving  her  a  wreck, 
and  that  the  real  total  loss  of  freight  suffered  by 
the  assured  on  freight  was  covered  by  the  only 
policy  which  could  cover  it,  namely,  the  policy  on 
/reig^t.  But  the  exceptional  case  thus  mentioned, 
which  according  to  the  decision  causes  no  loss  at 
all  of  freight  on  the  policy  on  freight,  need  not  be 
farther  noticed.    It  is  the  same  case  as  if  the 
shipowner,  uninsured    on  ship  but   insured  on 
freight,  should   unnecessarily  and  unreasonably 
repair  the  ship,  sail  her  on  the  voyage  insured  in 
the  freight  policy,  and  earn  full  freight.    In  such 
case  it  is  held  that  there  is  no  loss  at  all   on 
the  freight  policy.    If  the  ship  be  insured,  but  due 
notice  of  abandonment  of  the  ship  be  not  given 
to  the  underwriter  on  ship,  then  the  ship  is  left  on 
the  hands  of  the  assured  as  if  she  were  not  in- 
sured.    Does  not  this  case  become  the  same  as 
that  first  put,  namely,  the  case  of  the  shipowner 
having  injured  freight  but  not  ship  P    It  seems 
impossible  to  maintain  that  upon  a  question  of 
coDstmction  the  rights  of  either  the  assured  or 
underwriter  on  the  freight  policy  can  be  altered 
by  anything  done  or  omitted  to  be  done  on   the 
policy  on  ship.    To  hold  otherwise  is  to  mix  up 
two  independent  contracts,  and  contracts  between 
^erent  parties.    The  excepted  case  above  men- 
tioned of  the  ship   being  repaired   and  earning 
freight  on  the  voyage  insured  is  made  to  depend 
not  on  what  is  done  under  or  by  virtue  of  another 
oontract,  but  on  what  is  done  to  and  by  the  ship. 
If  the  ship  earn  freight  by  reason  of  repairs  reck- 
lessly or  improvidently  made,  the  same  result  fol- 
lows whether  the  ship  was  insured  or  not. 

In  determining,  then,  the  construction  of  the 
policy  on  freight  as  to  liabilities  and  rights  under 
It,  it  must  be  immaterial  whether  the  assured  on  a 
Vo\ky  OD  the  ship  has  lost  or  made  perfect  his  right 
to  recover  on  that  policy  for  a  constructive  total 
loss  of  ship  by  failing  to  givo  or  giving  due  notice 
<d  abandonment  under  that  policy.  The  only  ques- 
tion is  whether  there  is  any  implied  contract  or 
condition  in  the  policy  on  freight,  under  any  of 
the  states  of  circumstances  above  mentioned, 
where  there  is  any  loss  of  freight,  imposing  upon 
the  assured  under  that  policy  the  obligation  of 
giving  notice  of  abandonment  to  the  underwriter 
ol  that  policy.  And  i^  was  to  meet  this  ques- 
tion that  the  arguments  were  propounded  at 
the  bar  with  regard  to  the  reason  for  giving 
notice  of  abandonment.  On  the  one  side  it  will  be 
found  that  the  arguments  were  founded  on  the 
>seerti<m  that  notice  of  abandonment  need  not  be 
given  where  there  is  nothing  to  abandon,  where 
there  is  nothing  and  no  chance  of  anything  which 
CSQ  pass  or  be  of  value  to  the  abandonee.  On  the 
other  side,  the  real  point  of  the  argument  was  that 
if  the  thing  insured  could  be  said  to  exist  in 
■pede,  notice  of  abandonment  of  it  must  be  given, 
uthoogh  it  oonld  not  pass  to  the  abandonee,  and 
he  comd  not  derive  any  value  from  it.  This  argn- 
■>«it  tock  the  form  of  asserting  that  the  notice  is 


required  in  order  to  signify  an   election  b^  the 
assured,  or  to  give  an  opportunity  for  inquiry  to 
the  underwriter.      The  propositions  thus  enun- 
ciated on  the  two  sides  were  treated  by  the  appel- 
lant's counsel  as  so  contradictory  the  one  of  the 
other,  so  inconsistent,  that  if  the  one  prevailed  the 
other  must  fail.    It  may,  however,  oe  that  they 
are  consistent,  and  that  where  there  is  anything 
to  abandon,  the  caution  of  great  merchants  and 
lawyers  has  by  usage  engrafted  upon  contracts  of 
marine  insurance  the  implied  condition  that  notice 
of  abandonment  must  be  given  quickly,  both  in  order 
to  signify  the  election  of  the  assured  and  to  give 
the  underwriter  opportunity  for  inquiry  and  action, 
but  that  where  there  is  nothing  to  abandon  notice 
of  abandonment,  being  futile,  is  unnecessary.  The 
end  to  bo  obtained  by  abandonment  would  seem 
to  bo  the  preservation  of  the  cardinal  principle  of 
marine  insurance,  the  principle  of  indemnity,  and 
to  that  end  to  prevent  the  assured  from  having  at 
the  same  time  payment  in  full  of  the  sum  insured 
and  the  thing  insured  of  value  in  his  hands.  It  may 
be  that  it  is  as  an  incident  of  the  rule,  and  in  order 
to  secure  its  application,  that  the  assured,  where 
he  must  abandon  in  order  to  recover  the  full  sum 
insured,  must  give  quick  notice  of  his  intention  to 
abandon.    But  whatever  be  the  reason  of  the  rule 
as  to  the  time  of  giving  notice  of  abandonment,  it 
is  and  must  be  inapplicable  where  no  abandonment 
need  be  made.    The  question,  therefore,  really  is 
whether  there  must  be  abandonment  in  order  to 
enable  an  assured  to  recover  as  for  a  total  loss 
when  there  is  nothing  to  abandon.     If  there  is 
such  a  necessity,  it  arises  upon  a  condition  to  be 
implied.      It  seems  to  me  to  be  a   proposition 
without  foundation  of  reason  to  say  that  there 
must  be  an  abandonment  where  there  is  nothing  to 
abandon.    If  the  case  of  Knight  v.  Faith  (15  Q.  B. 
649)  decided  the  contrary,  I  with  deference  think 
it  is  a  wrong  decision.    The  view  of  the  Court  of 
Common   Pleas   in  Famworth  v.   Hyde  (3  Mar. 
Law  Cas.  O.  S.  187,  429 ;  18  C.  B.,  N.  S.,  835 ; 
15  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.  375),  not  overruled  as  to  this 
point  in  the  court  of  error,  seems  to  me  to  be 
correct.    I  venture  to  affirm  that  it  is  a  correct 
proposition   of   insurance  law   to   say  that    no 
abandonment  is  neoessary  and  no  notice  of  aban- 
donment is  required  where  there  is  nothing  to 
abandon  which  can  pass  to  or  be  of  value  to  the 
underwriter.  It  follows  that  on  a  policy  on  freight 
in  general  terms  there  need  be  no  abandonment  of 
freight,  and  no  notice  of  abandonment  is  required, 
where  the  ship  is  damaged  to  such  an  extent  or 
under  such  circumstances  as  would  authorise  an 
abandonment  of  the  ship  on  a  policy  on  the  ship, 
and  where  there  is  no  cargo  on  board  the  ship,  or 
if  on  board,  where  none  is  saved  with  the  ch&nce 
of  an  opportunity  of  its  being  forwarded  in  a  sub- 
stituted ship. 

In  the  several  states  of  circumstances  above 
set  forth  and  considered,  the  loss  of  freight  on 
the  policy  on  freight,  would  be  an  actual 
total  loss.  This  conclusion  does  not,  as  it  seems 
to  me,  go  the  length  of  determining  that  there 
never  can  be  a  constructive  total  loss  of  freight. 
If,  for  instance,  the  ship  be  damaged  as  described, 
hue  cargo  which  was  on  board  be  saved  under 
circumstances  which  leave  it  doubtful  whether 
such  cargo  might  or  might  not  be  forwarded 
in  a  8ubstitute<t  ship,  or  if  the  cargo  be  lost  and 
the  ship  may  or  may  not  probably  earn  some 
freight  by  carrying  other  goods  on  the  voyage 
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insured,  it  may  be,  and  I  think  the  rule  is»  that  in 
order  to  make  certain  his  right  to  recover  as  for  a 
total  loss  on  the  policy  on  freight,  the  assured 
should  give  notice  of  abandonment  of  the  chance  of 
earning  such  substituted  freight. 

Another  form  of  policy  on  freight,  not  unusual, 
bat  not  so  frequent  as  a  policy  on  freight  in 
general  terms,  is  a  policy  insuring  **  chartered 
treight."  In  such  policies  the  voyage  insured 
commences  usually  at  or  from  the  port  of  sailing 
on  the  voyage  described  in  the  charter-party, 
or  on  or  at  the  commencement  of  the  voyage 
the  ship  must  make  to  reach  that  port;  but 
in  both  cases  the  voyage  insured  usually  covers 
also  the  whole  voyage  to  be  sailed  under  the 
charter-party.  Such  a  policy  attaches  earlier  than 
a  policy  on  freight  in  general  terms ;  it  attaches 
before  any  goods  are  on  board  the  ship.  If  the 
ship  be  lost  or  damaged,  or  the  cargo  be  lost  after 
the  goods  are  on  board,  the  same  circumstances 
mast  arise  and  the  same  considerations  apply  as 
have  been  related  and  treated  of  in  the  case  of  a 
policy  on  freight  in  general  terms.  Before  any  goods 
are  shipped  the  loss  can  occur  solely  by  reason  of 
damage  to  the  ship;  but  if  the  ship  be  then  actually 
totally  lost,  or  so  damaged  as  to  be  possibly  a  con- 
structive total  loss,  so  much  of  the  above  reason* 
ing  as  is  applicable  to  a  loss  by  damage  to  the  ship 
seems  to  oe  equally  if  not  more  cogent  to  show 
that  no  part  of  the  charter  freight  could  possibly 
be  earned  by  the  assured,  that  there  would  be 
no  freight  or  chance  of  freic^ht  to  be  abandoned, 
and  therefore  that  no  abandonment  or  notice 
of  abandonment  would  be  necessary ;  but  that 
the  loss  of  the  chartered  freight  would  be  an 
actual  total  loss  on  the  policy  on  freight. 

These  considerations  and  this  inquiry  into  the 
rules  applicable  to  ordinary  policies  on  freight  seem 
to  me  to  determine  what  must  be  the  decision  on 
this  unusual  policy  on  freight  under  the  circum- 
stances which  have  arisen.  The  questions  raised 
are,  whether  there  is  any  loss  of  freight  by  a  peril 
insured  against,  and  if  so,  is  that  loss  a  total  loss  P 
The  ship  was  damaged  during  the  voyage  insured. 
She  was  damaged  by  a  peril  insured  against. 
Unless  the  damages  to  the  ship  should  be  wholly 
or  sufficiently  repaired,  the  insured  freight  could 
not  be  earned.  If  the  damasce  to  the  ship  could 
not  be  sufficiently  repaired  to  enable  the  assured 
to  earn  the  charter  freight  by  carrying  goods  on 
board  that  ship,  it  seems  to  me  that  the  damage  to 
the  ship  Caused  by  a  peril  insured  against  during 
the  voyage  insured  is  the  cause  of  the  loss  of  the 
earning  the  chartered  freight  by  that  ship.  Loss 
of  freight  by  reason  of  such  damage  to  the  ship 
caused  by  such  a  peril  is  a  loss  against  which, 
according  to  the  interpretation  put  upon  the  policy 
at  the  commencement  of  this  opinion,  the  under- 
writer on  this  policy  on  freight  has  in  terms  agreed 
to  indemnify  the  assured.  The  question  therefore 
is,  whether  the  ship  could  have  been  sufficiently 
repaired  to  enable  the  assured  to  earn  the  chartered 
freight.  Physically  or  mechanically  she  could. 
But  as  matter  of  business  carried  on  according  to 
the  dictates  of  sense  she  could  not.  The  true 
meaning  of  the  24th  paragraph  (a)  of  the  case  is 
that  a  prudent  owner  of  this  ship,  that  is  to  say,  an 
owner  conducting  himself  according  to  the  dictates 
of  common  sense  in  business,  would  not  repair  the 

(a)  The  24th  paragraph  of  the  case  is  set  out  in  the 
opinion  of  Martin,  B.,  post,  p.  81.— Ed. 


ship.  In  such  case  the  law  holds  that  within  the 
meaning  of  such  a  policy  as  this,  the  ship  coald 
not  be  repaired  so  as  to  earn  the  freight  or  any 
part  of  it  by  the  use  of  that  ship.  The  assured 
not  being  able  to  tender  that  ship,  and  having 
none  of  the  goods  in  his  possession,  had  no 
claim  to  carry  any  goods  under  the  charter- 
party  in  a  substituted  ship.  Without  therefore 
relying  upon  the  obvious  other  impediment  and 
prevention  in  the  way  of  the  plaintiff's  earning  the 
charter-party  freight,  namely,  the  certainty  from 
the  extent  of  damage  that  the  ship  could  not  be  re- 
paired so  as  to  be  seaworthy  within  any  time 
during  which  the  charterer  would  be  bound  to  wait 
for  her,  it  seems  to  me  that  the  other  facts  which 
I  have  mentioned  show  conclusively  that  there' 
was  a  loss  of  freight  by  reason  of  damage  to  the 
ship  caused  by  sea  perils  happening  during  the 
voyage  insured ;  and  that  such  loss  of  freight  is, 
upon  the  construction  put  upon  the  policy  at  the 
commencement  of  this  opinion,  a  loss  by  a  peril 
insured  against;  and  that  inasmuch  as  without 
repairing  the  ship,  which  the  assured  did  not  do, 
and  was  not  bound  to  do,  because  in  consideration 
of  law  it  could  not  be  done,  no  part  of  the  char- 
tered freight  could  be  earned  by  anyone ;  and  thab 
there  was  therefore  no  part  of  the  chartered  freight, 
or  any  chance  of  earning  any  part  of  it,  which  by 
a  pretended  abandonment  could  pass  to  or  be  of 
value  to  the  underwriter  on  freight ;  and  that  con- 
sequently the  loss  of  freight  was  an  actual  total 
loss  without  notice  of  abandonment.  If  notice  o£ 
abandonment  were  necessary,  the  question  whether 
in  this  case  it  was  given  in  due  time  seems  to  me 
to  be  more  doubtful.  There  was  no  reason  in  this 
case  to  doubt  the  accuracy  of  the  information  for- 
warded to  the  assured.  The  question,  therefore, 
as  it  seems  to  me,  is,  whether  at  any  time  before 
the  surveys  made  at  Calcutta  were  received,  the 
assured  had  information  of  damage  to  the  ship  of 
such  a  nature  and  to  such  an  extent  as  rendered 
the  prospect  of  a  total  loss  of  the  chartered  freight 
imminent  but  not  certain.  If  he  had  he  was  bound 
to  give  notice  at  once.  If  the  case  had  been  on 
trial  before  a  jury  I  should  say  that  they  should 
have  been  asked  to  find  whether  at  any  time  there 
was  laid  before  the  assured  information  so  certain 
and  oi  such  a  nature  as  would  lead  an  assured  of 
ordinary  care  and  intelligence  to  conclude  that 
there  was  great  danger  of  a  total  loss  of  the  char- 
tered freight,  but  a  chance  of  such  loss  being 
obviated,  and  that  they  should  have  been  directed 
that,  if  such  information  was  atany  timeoonveyed 
to  the  assured,  he  was  bound  immediately  to  give 
notice  of  abandonment.  As  in  this  case  the  court 
was  to  draw  inferences  of  fact,  the  question  is, 
whether  before  the  surveys  made  at  Calcutta  were 
received,  the  assured  had  information  of  damage 
to  the  ship  of  such  a  nature  and  to  such  an 
extent  as  I  have  described.  The  information 
upon  these  points  which  the  assured  had  re- 
ceived were  the  surveys  made  at  Blufl!  Har- 
toar  and  at  Fort  Chalmers.  As  to  the  first,  made 
on  the  27th  May  1863,  I  think  it  was  of  no  im- 
portance. The  Survey  of  the  10th  July  1863, 
made  at  Port  Chalmers,  does  not  seem  to  me  to 
disclose  formidable  damage  to  the  ship.  If  it  had 
stood  alone  I  should  have  been  inclined  to  think 
that  it  disclosed  such  damage  as  ought  to  have  so 
greatly  alarmed  the  assured  as  that  he  ought  to  have 
acted  upon  it  by  giving  immediate  notice  of  aban- 
donment.   But  it  seems  to  me  that  the  surveys  of 


MARITIME  LAW  CASES. 


69 


H.  OF  L.J 


Rankin  and  others  v.  Potter  and  others. 


fH.  OP  L. 


the  25th  Aag.  1863,  and  of  the  4fch  Sepfc.  1863, 
received  aboat  tho  same  time,  would  modify  the 
view  to  be  derived  from  the  former  survey,  and 
would  lead  the  assured  to  believe  that  the  ship 
could  proceed  to  Calcutta,  and  be  repaired  to  suoh 
an  extent,  and  within  suoh  time,  as  would  enable 
bim  to  earn  the  chartered  freight.  I  therefore 
come  to  the  conclusion,  though  with  some  doubf, 
that  there  was  no  information  before  the  arrival  of 
ibe  surveys  made  at  Calcutta  which  made  it  incum- 
bent on  the  assured  to  give  notice  of  abandonment, 
assuming  notice  at  some  time  to  be  necessary,  and 
tbat  upon  the  same  assumption  the  notice  given 
upon  the  receipt  of  the  Calcutta  surveys  was  given 
in  due  time. 

If  no  notice  was  necessary,  if  there  was  an 
actual  total  loss,  I  cannot  think  that  the  right 
of  the  assured  to  payment  of  a  total  loss  can 
be  effected  by  a  delay  in  demanding  such  payment. 
Delay  in  giving  notice  of  a  total  loss  seems  to  me 
to  amount  to  no  more  than  delay  in  asking  for  the 
83itlement  of  it.  I  know  of  no  obligation  in  in- 
suranoe  law  to  give  immediate  notice  of  an  actual 
total  loss.  Immediate  notice  would  not  enable  the 
underwriter  to  make  the  loss  in  aoy  way  less. 

I  therefore  answer  your  Lordships'  questions 
thus :  As  to  the  first,  there  was  a  loss  by  the  perils 
insured  against  during  the  term  of  the  policy.  As 
to  the  second,  no  notice  of  abandonment  either  of 
ship  or  freight  was  necessary.  As  to  the  third,  if 
notice  of  abandonment  was  necessary,  it  was 
given  io  time.  As  to  the  fourth,  that  in  Xhe  case 
supposed  want  of  due  notice  as  to  the  ship  would 
not  affect  the  rights  of  the  plaintiffs  upon  the 
policy  on  freight.  As  to  tho  fifth,  there  was  no 
such  conduct  on  the  part  of  the  assured  as  dis- 
charged the  underwriters  from  their  liability  upon 
the  policy  on  freight.  As  to  the  sixth,  that  the 
judgment  ought  to  be  for  the  respondents. 

Mbllor,  J. — My  Lords :  I  answer  all  the  ques- 
tions proposed  by  your  Lordships  to  the  jadges 
who  attended  during  the  argument  in  this  case  in 
favour  of  the  plaintiffs  below,  the  respondents  in 
your  Lordships'  House.  In  answer  to  the  first 
question,  I  am  of  opinion  that  there  was  a  loss  of 
the  subject  matter  of  iosurance  by  the  perils  in- 
sured against  during  the  term  of  the  policy.  In 
answer  to  the  second  question,  I  am  of  opinion 
that  no  notice  of  abandonment  either  of  the  ship 
or  freight  was  neoessary  under  the  circumstances 
to  enable  the  plaintiffs  to  recover  for  a  total  loss 
on  the  policy  on  freight.  In  answer  to  the  third 
question,  I  am  of  opinion,  although  with  some 
hesitation,  that  if  notice  of  abandonment  was 
necessary,  it  was  under  the  circumstances  given 
in  time.  To  the  fourth  question,  I  answer  that  in 
my  opinion  if  notice  of  abandonment  of  the  ship 
was  necessary  in  order  to  make  a  constructive 
total  loss  of  the  ship,  and  such  notice  was  not 
given  in  time,  the  want  of  due  notice  as  to  the 
ship  does  not  affect  the  right  of  the  plaintiffs  upon 
the  policy  on  freight.  To  the  fifth  question,  I 
answer  that  in  my  opinion  there  was  no  such  con- 
duct on  the  part  of  the  assured,  after  the  time  of 
the  alleged  constructive  loss  of  the  ship,  as  dis- 
charged the  underwiters  from  their  liability  upon 
the  policy  on  freight.  To  the  sixth  question,  I  am 
of  opinion  that  the  judgment  ought  to  be  for  the 
respondents. 

In  order  to  arrive  at  a  right  conclusion  in 
this  case,  it  is  most  essential  accurately  to  ascer- 
tain the  subject  matter  insured  by  the  poUcy  in 


question,  and  against  what  perils  it  was  agreed 
by  the  underwriters  to  insare ;  and  to  keep  abso- 
lutely distinct  the  considerations  which  alone  effect 
the  policy  on  the  contemplated  homeward  freight 
from  those  considerations  which  would  apply 
to  an  ordinary  case  of  insurance  of  the  ship; 
and  I  cannot  help  saying,  with  great  respest, 
that  the  error  into  which  the  Court  of  Com- 
mon Pleas  appears  to  me  to  have  fallen,  has 
arisen  from  not  keeping  distinct  the  character 
of  the  plaintiffs  as  owners  of  the  ship,  from  their 
character  as  insurers  of  an  entirely  distinct  subject 
matter  of  insurance,  viz.,  the  freight  contemplated 
to  be  earned  on  the  homeward  voyage. 

The  charter-party  is  [The  learned  Judge  then 
stated  the  charter-party].  It  is  to  be  observed  that 
the  nature  of  the  int<erest  insured  is  not  an  interest 
in  anything  actually  existing  and  of  which  posses- 
sion can  be  had,  such  as  a  ship  or  cargo,  or 
freight  of  cargo  on  board,  but  it  is  the  interest 
only  in  the  ri^t  to  have  a  cargo  provided  by  the 
charterer  at  Calcutta  on  the  condition  that  the  ship, 
when  it  arrived  there,  should  be  tight,  staunch, 
and  strong,  and  every  way  fitted  for  the  voyage 
home,  notwithstanding  any  perils  of  seas  which 
might  happen  to  the  ship  on  her  voyage  to  New 
Zealand,  and  for  thirty  days  in  port  there  after 
arrival.  In  other  words,  it  is  a  warranty  that  no 
'*  peril  of  the  seas  "  which  might  happen  to  the 
ship  on  her  voyage  to  New  Zealand,  and  for  thirty 
da^s  in  port  there  after  arrival,  should  prevent  the 
ship  from  arriving  at  Calcutta,  and  from  being 
there  tight,  staunch,  and  strong,  and  every  way 
fitted  for  the  voyage  home,  with  the  cargo  there 
stipulated  to  be  loaded  by  the  agent  of  the  char- 
terer, and  the  right  to  have  such  cargo  loaded, 
and  to  earn  the  stipulated  freight  on  the  voyage 
home,  and  the  interest  in  such  right  is  by  the 
policy  yalued  at  the  sum  of  40002.  And  the 
question  really  is,  was  the  ship  so  damaged  by 
perils  of  the  seas  during  the  period  covered  by 
that  policy  as  to  be  practically  disabled  from 
arriving  and  being  at  Calcutta  in  such  condition 
of  seaworthiness  as  to  entitle  her  to  require  from 
the  charterers'  agent  the  loading  of  the  stipulated 
cargo. 

In  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Common 
Fleas  it  is  said  that  "  the  case  of  insurance  of 
specific  charter  freight  to  be  carried  upon  a  future 
voyage  against  perils  to  be  incurred  in  the 
present  one,  is,  so  far  as  we  can  learn,  exceptional 
in  practice,  though  not  unprecedented."  And  I 
cannot  forbear  to  add  that  I  think  it  to  be  an 
eminently  inconvenient  and  unsatisfactory  course 
of  insurance.  The  subjecti  matter  of  the  insur- 
anee  under  the  policy  in  question  appears  to  me  to 
be  accurately  appreciated  and  stated  by  the  Court 
of  Common  Pleas  (3  Mar.  La  w  Cas.  O.S.I  22  ;L.  Re  p. 
3  C.P.  567.568;  18  L.  T.  Rep.  N.  S.  715) ;  but  I  think 
that  the  foundation  of  the  error  into  which,  as  it 
appears  to  me,  the  court  fell,  is  to  be  found  in  the 
following  passage  of  the  judgment:  '*The  insur- 
ance of  a  subject  thus  dependent  upon  the  posses- 
sion of  the  ship,  though  not  properly  an  accessory 
thereto,  nor  incident  to  the  voyage  insured,  yet, 
being  insured  by  the  ordinary  form  of  policy, 
ought  to  be  dealt  with  upon  the  same  principles 
as  an  insurance  of  the  ship  itself,  and  as  subject 
to  the  same  conditions  in  respect  of  abandonment 
and  otherwise,  unless  so  far  as  the  character  of  the 
subject  matter  rendered  abandonment  idle  or  in- 
applioable." 
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I  have  already  stated  that  in  my  opinioa 
the  true  effect  of  the  policy  under  considera- 
tion was  to  insure  the  ability  of  the  ship  to 
earn  the  freight  contemplated  by  the  charter- 
party,  upon  the  cargo  to  be  loaded  at  Calcutta  for 
the  nomeward  voyage,  against  perils  to  be  en- 
countered by  the  ship  on  the  Voyage  to  New  Zea- 
land, and  for  thirty  days  in  port  there  after 
arrival,  so  that  she  shoald  not  be  prevented 
from  getting  to  Calcutta  in  such  a  state  of 
seaworthiness  as  to  give  the  owners  a  right 
of  action  against  De  Mattos  if  he  did 
not  load  the  cargo  pursuant  to  the  charter- 
party.  The  condition  of  the  ship  when  at  New 
Zealand,  as  regarded  the  sea  damage  which 
she  sustained  there  during  the  time  covered 
by  the  policy,  was  such  as  it  is  admitted 
in  the  joint  caee  would  have  justified  an  abandon- 
ment aod  claim  for  a  constructive  total  loss. 

The  admitted  facts  as  regards  the  condition  of  the 
ship  at  New  Zealand  being  such  as  would  have  jus- 
tified an  abandonment  of  the  ship  as  for  a  constrac- 
tive  total  loss,  it  now  becomes  important  to  consider 
whether  the  right  to  earn  the  freight  under  the 
charter-party  was,  and  to  what  extent,  effected  by 
the  actual  condition  of  the  ship  at  New  Zealand. 
Cleasby,  B.,  is  reported  to  have  said  in  the  Court 
of  Exchequer  Chamber  that  the  thing  insured  "is 
the  right  to  earn  the  freight,  and  &his  is  neither 
destroyed  nor  irretrievably  lost  because  the  ship  is 
damaged  to  the  extent  alleged.  The  condition  of 
earning  it,  namely,  repairing  the  vessel,  is  not 
made  impossible  but  expensive,  and  therefore 
difiicalt  of  performance,  bat  these  expenses  and 
the  difficulty  form  the  equivalent  in  such  case  to 
damage  to  the  thing,  where  the  thing  exists  in 
Bp<^cie,  and  more  damage  to  any  extent  does  not 
constitute  total  loss."  With  great  respect  this 
appears  to  me  to  confound  the  considerations  which 
arise  upon  two  distinct  contracts,  viz.,  that  of  an 
ordinary  policy  on  the  ship,  and  a  policy  confined 
to  the  right  and  ability  of  tlie  ship  to  earn  the 
stipulated  freight.  The  ship  was  in  fact  in  such 
condition  from  sea  damage  in  New  Zealand  that 
no  uninsured  owner  of  ordinary  prudence  would 
have  repaired  her,  and  so  far  as  he  was  concerned, 
had  he  known  the  actual  facts,  he  would  have 
been  justified  in  at  once  abandoning  her  to  the 
underwriters.  So  soon  as  the  ship  becomes  so 
sea  damaged  that  no  prudent  uninsured  owner 
would  repair  her,  I  think  that  from  that  moment 
her  capacity  to  earn  the  stipulated  freight  on  the 
homeward  voyage  had  become  a  practical  impos- 
sibility, so  that  she  could  not  be  effectually 
tendered  to  the  agent  of  the  freighter  at  Calcutta 
as  a  ship  *'  tight,  staunch,  and  strong,  and  every 
way  fitted  for  the  voyage,"  that  is  the  homeward 
voyage.  It  must  be  taken  for  granted  that  if  the 
actual  extent  of  the  damage  had  been  ascertained 
at  New  Zealand,  the  owner  would  then  have  done 
what  ho  did  at  Calcutta,  name'y ,  abandon  the  ship 
to  tho  underwriters ;  but  the  doing  that,  or  the  not 
doing  it,  either  at  New  Zealand  or  Calcutta,  could 
not  and  does  not,  as  I  think,  assist  in  determining 
whether  in  fact  by  reason  of  perils  of  seas  during 
tho  time  covered  by  the  policy  the  ship  hod 
become  incapable  of  earnino:  the  contemplated 
freight,  pursuant  to  the  charter-party.  I  accept 
the  dilemma  proposed  in  the  judgment  of  the 
Court  of  Common  Fleas,  that  "the  assured 
must  answer  that  the  total  loss  was  com- 
plete,   actual,   and  absolute,   without    abandon- 


ment at  Bluff  Harbour,  immediately  upon  the 
happening  of  the  damage,  to  repair  which 
would  cost  more  than  the  value  of  the  vessel, 
and  if  that  were  so,  the  subsequent  pro- 
ceedings of  the  owner  were  immaterial,  inasmuch 
as  no  freight,  properly  so  called,  was  in  fact  sub- 
sequently earned."  I  think  that  my  Brother 
Lush  was  right  in  the  opinion  he  expressed  in  the 
Court  of  Exchequer  Chamber,  namely,  "That 
which  in  the  language  of  maritime  commerce 
constitutes  a  loss  of  a  ship,  is  damage  to  an  ex- 
tent not  worth  repairing,  followed  by  a  determina- 
tion not  to  repair.  As  respects  her  capacity  to 
earn  freight,  a  ship  in  such  condition  is  as  much 
lost  to  the  owner  as  if  she  had  sunk  or  broken  up." 
It  is  true  that  the  ship  was  taken  to  Calcutta 
under  the  charter-party  as  an  existing  ship,  such 
as  was  supposed  capable  of  being  repaired  at  a 
cost  which  might  reasonably  be  incurred  in  order 
to  enable  her  to  prosecute  her  voyage.  But  when 
the  true  condition  of  the  ship  was  ascertained,  and 
she  was  found  to  be  damaged  to  an  extent  which 
justified  the  owners  in  abandoning  her  to  the 
underwriters,  as  a  constructive  total  loss,  and 
they  did  abandon  her,  the  inference  arising  from 
those  facts  is  entirely  rebutted.  I  do  not  feel  it 
incnmbent  on  me  to  do  more  than  to  say,  that 
whatever  was  then  done  or  omitted  to  be  done 
with  a  view  to  abandonment  by  the  plaintiffs  as 
owners  of  the  ship,  has  no  real  bearing  upon  the 
question  to  be  determined  in  this  oase. 

If  I  am  right  in  assuming  that  by  reason  of 
damage  from  perils  of  the  sea  she  had  within  the 
time  covered  by  the  policy  become  practically  dis- 
abled from  being  tendered  at  Calcutta  to  the 
freighters' agent,  as  a  ship  answering  theoonditions 
of jthe  charter-party,  the  subject-matter  of  insuranoo 
had  become  a  total  loss.  There  was  nothing  which 
the  assured  as  insurers  of  the  anticipated  freight 
could  do,  or  leave  undone,  which  could  affect  the 
position  or  conduct  of  the  underwriters  in  regard 
to  the  condnct  contained  in  the  policy  on  freight. 
To  say  that  the  plaintiffs  as  insurers  of  the  freight 
were  in  fact  identified  with  the  owners  of  the 
ship,  and  were  therefore  bound  to  act  or  not  to 
act,  to  elect  or  not  to  elect,  in  conformity  with 
the  proceedings  of  the  plaintiffs  as  owners  of  the 
ship,  is  to  confound  the  rights  and  obliga- 
tions of  the  parties  under  two  separate  and  dis- 
tinct contracts.  It  does  not  appear  from  the 
case  whether  there  was  an  insurance  on  the 
ship,  but  I  collect  from  the  judgment  in  Potter  v. 
Oamphell  (3  Mar.  Law  Cas.  O.  S.  28,  note; 
17  L.  T.  Rep.  N.  S.  474,  note;  16  W.  R. 
499),  that  there  was  such  a  policy  on  the  ship 
covering  the  voyage  to  New  Zealand ;  but  I  am 
entitled,  in  considering  the  effect  of  the  policy  in 
question,  to  treat  the  ship  as  uninsured,  and  to 
deal  singly  with  the  loss  of  the  anticipated  freight. 
The  right  to  call  upon  De  Mattos  to  load  a  cargo 
at  Calcutta  had  been  rendered  abortive  by  perils  of 
seas,  resulting  in  such  damage  to  the  ship  at  New 
Zealand  as  rendered  it  practically  impossible  to 
make  an  effectual  tender  of  her  to  receive  cargo  at 
Calcutta.  What  was  then  in  the  power  of  the 
assured  under  this  policy  to  do  or  say  to  the  under- 
writers which  would  not  have  been  an  idle  cere* 
mony  P  The  plaintiffs  in  their  character  of  owners 
of  the  ship  had  a  duty  to  elect  and  icive  notice  of 
abandonment  within  a  reasonable  time  after  the 
discovery  of  the  true  state  of  the  facts,  and  it  may 
be  that  they  were  guilty  of  such  laches  in  delay  in 
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ihe  disoovery  as  rendered  their  notice  of  abandon- 
ment when  given  inoperative ;  bat  I  am  at  a  loss 
to  SAe  how  that  affects  the  plaintiffs  under  the 
policy  in  question.  Their  election  was  made  for 
them,  when  the  condition  of  the  ship  owing  to 
perils  insured  against  became  sach  as  practically 
destroyed  her  capacity  to  earn  the  contemplated 
freight. 

The  gronnd  npon  which  a  notice  of  abandon- 
ment is  held  not  to  be  necessary,  where  a  ship 
founders  at  sea,  and  actual  total  loss  takes 
place,  is,  that  there  is  nothing  left  which  the 
assured  can  cede  to  the  underwriters,  or  by  which 
their  position  can  be  affected,  and  it  appears  to  me 
that  the  reasoning  of  Lord  Abinger  in  delivering 
the  judgment  of  the  Exchequer  Chambers  in  Boux 
▼.  Salvador  (3  Bing.  N.  S.  278),  applies  strictly  to 
the  circumstances  of  the  present  case.  Had  it  not 
been  for  the  respect  whicn  I  feel  for  the  opinions 
of  the  judges  who,  expressing  the  same  view  which 
I  entertain  of  the  subject  matter  of  insurance 
under  the  policy  in  question,  have  come  to  a  dif- 
ferent oondusion,  I  should  have  been  content  to 
have  stated  my  opinion  to  be  in  conformity  with 
the  judgments  of  Cookbarn,  C.J.  and  my  brother 
Lash  in  the  Court  oE  Exchequer  Chamber. 

Entertaining  a  very  strong  opinion  that  no  notice 
of  abandonment  was  necessary,  I  feel  some  difficulty 
in  dealing  with  the  question  whether  if  a  notice  of 
abandonment  was  necessary  it  was  given  in  time. 
In  considering  this  question  as  applicable  to  the 
policy  on  freight  simply,  it  appears  to  me  that 
questions  of  fact  quir.e  distinct  from  those 
which  would  affect  the  policy  on  the  ship 
may  arise,  and  it  may  well  be  that  what 
is  a  reasonale  notice  in  the  one  case,  is  not 
reasonable  in  the  other;  but  I  cannot  fix 
any  precise  time,  under  the  circumstances  of 
the  present  case,  from  which  if  a  notice  was 
necessary  to  be  given,  it  would  be  or  not  be  in 
time,  as  a  matter  of  reasonableness.  If  it  is  to  de- 
pend upon  the  diligence  with  which  the  owner 
pursues  the  inquiry  into  the  actual  condition  of  the 
ship  arising  from  sea  peril,  I  do  not  discover  in  the 
facts  stated  any  such  laches  or  neglect,  or  any  such 
conduct  on  the  part  of  the  master  in  his  dealing 
with  the  ship  until  the  extent  of  the  damage  was 
discovered,  as  would  induce  me  to  differ  from  the 
opinion  expressed  by  the  majority  of  the  judges  in 
the  Exchequer  Chamber. 

Before  concluding,  I  ought  not  to  omit  to 
notice  a  point  that  was  mode  in  the  argument, 
and  which  I  believe  is  adopted  by  one  of 
my  learned  brothers  for  whose  opinion  I  enter- 
tain the  greatest  respect  —  namely,  that  the 
insolvency  of  De  Mattos,  and  not  the  perils  of  the 
seas,  was  the  proximate  cause  of  the  loss  of  the 
anticipated  freight,  and  further,  that  the  delay  in 
the  ship's  arrival  at  Calcutta  had  discharged  De 
Mattos,  even  if  solvent,  from  loading  a  cargo  under 
the  terms  of  the  charter-party.  I  cannot  help 
thinking  that  this  view  of  the  case  arises  from  not 
keeping  strictly  in  view  the  subject  matter  of  in- 
surance under  .the  policy.  If  the  matter  insured 
was  the  right  and  ability  of  the  ship  to  earn  the 
homeward  freight  by  being  at  Calcutta,  tight, 
staunch,  and  strong,  and  every  way  fitted  for  the 
voyage  home,  and  that  such  state  of  the  ship  was 
a  condition  precedent  tto  the  right  to  require  the 
loading  of  a  cargo  at  Calcutta  by  the  agent  of  De 
Mattos,  the  ship  neither  did  nor  could  fulfil  that 
condition,  owing  to  the  perils  of  the  seas  during 


the  time  covered  by  the  policy,  and  that  I  think 
was  a  loss  insured  against  independently  of  the 
solvency  or  insolvency  of  De  Mattos  on  her  arrival. 
It  was  farther  said  that  the  fact  of  the  insolvency 
of  Da  Mattos  would  have  equally  prevented  his 
agent  from  providing  a  cargo,  even  if  the  ship  had 
arrived  at  Calcutta  in  seaworthy  condition.  Had 
the  policy  not  been  a  valued  policy,  the  fact  might 
have  seriously  affected  the  damages,  but  I  do  not 
see  how  it  can  afford  an  answer  to  the  present 
action.  Then  with  regard  to  De  Mattos  bemg  dis- 
charged from  the  obligation  to  load  a  cargo  in  con- 
sequence of  the  delay  which  had  taken  place  on  the 
arrival  of  the  ship,  that  can  be  no  answer  to  the 
action,  if  I  am  right  in  attributing  that  delay  to 
the  effect  of  sea  damage  within  the  policy. 

I  have  therefore  come  to  the  conclusion  that  all 
the  questions  propounded  by  your  Lordships  to 
the  judges  ought  to  be  answered  in  favour  of 
the  plaintiffs  below  who  are  the  respondents  in 
your  Lordships*  House. 

Blackburn,  J. — My  Lords :  Your  Lordships 
have  in  this  case  proposed  six  questions  to  the 
judges,  all  of  which  I  answer  in  favour  of  the  plain- 
tiffs in  the  cause,  who  are  the  respondents  in  your 
Lordships'  House.  With  your  Lordships'  permis- 
sion I  will  first  state  generally  my  reasons  for 
deciding  in  favour  of  the  plaintiffs  on  the  merits. 

The  plaintiffs  being  mortgagees  in  possession  of 
the  ship  Sir  William  Eyre,  then  on  a  voyage  to 
New  Zealand  from  the  Clyde,  had  entered  into  a 
charter-party  with  De  Mattos,  by  which  it  was 
agreed  that  the  ship  should  sail  to  New  Zealand 
with  a  cargo  for  owners'  benefit,  and  having  arrived 
and  discharged  the  same,  and  being  made  tight, 
staunch,  and  strong,  and  every  way  fitted  for  the 
voyage,  should  proceed  to  Calcutta,  and  there  being 
tight,  staunch,  and  strong,  and  every  way  fitted 
for  the  voyage,  should  load  from  De  Mattos'  agents 
a  cargo  and  convey  it  for  freight  to  Liverpool  or 
London.  It  is  to  be  observed  on  this  charter-party 
that  it  is  a  condition  precedent  to  the  earning  of 
the  freight,  that  the  Sir  William  Eyre  should  be 
in  due  time  at  Calcutta,  and  there  seaworthy  for 
the  voyage  from  Calcutta  to  Liverpool  or  London. 
The  plaintiffs  could  not  substitute  any  other  vessel 
for  her,  and,  that  being  so^  the  plaintiffs  might  be 
prevented  from  earning  that  freight  by  any 
disaster  which  befel  the  Sir  William  Eyre  on  her 
voyage  out  to  New  Zealand,  or  during  her  stay  there, 
or  on  the  voyage  from  thence  to  Calcutta,  or  during 
her  stay  there,  if  the  effect  of  that  disaster  was  to 
render  it  impracticable  to  tender  the  Sir  WiUiam 
Eyre  at  Calcutta  indue  time,  and  in  a  seaworthy  con- 
diiion  for  the  voyage  home  round  the  Cape  of  Good 
Hope ;  but  that  they  had  a  vested  expectation  of 
earning  this  freight,  if  no  such  disaster  happened. 
They  had  therefore  in  respect  of  this  freight  an 
insurable  interest  during  the  whole  of  the  outward 
voyage.  This  is  not,  as  I  understand,  disputed, 
but  5  authority  is  required  for  it,  I  would  refer 
your  Lordships  to  Barber  v.  Fleming  (L.  Bep. 
5  Q.  B.  59),  and  Foley  v.  United  Fire  and  Marine 
Insurance  Company  of  Sydney  (3  Mar.  Law  Cas.  352, 
L.  Bep.  5  C.  T.  155 ;  22  L.  T.  Bop.  N.  S.  108). 
Being  so  situated  they  entered  into  the  policy. 
In  my  opinion  the  whole  merits  in  this  case 
depend  upon  the  accurate  understanding  of  the 
contract  contained  in  this  policy. 

I  must  first  observe  on  a  matter  which^ 
perhaps    not    strictly    before    your    Lordships. 
It  is  stated  in  the  appendix  to  the  case  that 
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this  insurance  was  for  4000L  on  freight  valaed 
at  50002.,  and  throngbout  the  argument,  and  in 
the  judgments  below,  the  policy  was  treated 
as  a  valued  policy,  and  consequently  no  question 
was  discussed  as  to  the  amount  to  be  recovered, 
nor  whether  the  insolvency  of  De  Mattos,  and  the 
consequent  diminntion  in  value  of  the  freight  in- 
sured, affected  that  amount.  In  the  policy  itself, 
however,  as  set  out  in  the  appendix  to  the  case, 
the  space  which,  if  this  was  the  case,  ought 
to  have  been  filled  up  with  5000^,  is  left  blank,  and 
the  policy  is  in  form  an  open  one.  It  is  possible 
thab  the  policy  is  miscopied,  but  I  think  it  more 
probable  that  it  was  drawn  up  in  this  form  by  mis- 
take, and  that  the  underwriters,  either  from  a 
sense  of  honour  or  from  knowing  that  the  contract 
conid  be  reformed  in  equity,  have  been  content  to 
ant  on  the  contract  as  it  ought  to  have  been  drawn 
up.  I  presume  your  Lordships  would  not  like  to 
put  any  obstacle  in  the  way  of  such  a  fair  proceed- 
ing. I  shall  therefore  make  co  further  remark  on 
the  amount  to  be  recovered. 

The  insurance  is,  **  lost  or  not  lost  at  and 
from  Clyde  to  Southland,  while  there,  and  thence 
to  Otago,  New  Zealand,  and  for  thirty  days 
in  port  there,"  upon  the  8ir  William  Eyre.  And 
the  subject  -  matter  is  4000Z.  on  homeward 
chartered  freight.  I  think  that  the  meaning  of 
this  contract  is  that  the  underwriters  are  to  in- 
demnify the  assured  if  by  any  of  the  perils  insured 
against  the  Sir  William  Eyre  is,  during  the  voyage 
from  the  Clyde  to  New  Zealand,  or  during  thirty 
days  after  arrival  there,  so  damaged  that  in  conse- 
quence the  homeward  chartered  freight  cannot  be 
earned.  In  the  judgment  in  the  Common  Pleas  in 
this  case  it  is  said,  "  The  policy  under  considera- 
tion thus  differs  from  an  ordinary  insurance  upon 
freight.  First,  in  that  it  could  not  be  affected  by 
loss  of  cargo,  because  the  freight  insured  was  not 
for  cargo  in  existence  or  appropriated  during  the 
risk ;  next  that  it  was  not  subject  to  general  aver- 
age either  of  ship  or  cargo,  because  the  freight  was 
not  to  be  earned  during  the  voyage  insured, 
and  as  a  consequence,  that  the  underwnter^as 
not  in  any  case  to  contribute  to  repairs  of  the 
ship,  not  even  in  respect  of  general  average. 
And  lastly,  that  as  the  freight  rested  in  contract  for 
the  future  employment  of  the  ship  only,  it  would 
not  pass  by  bare  abandonment  to  the  underwriters 
upon  ship,  but  would  simply  come  to  nothing  upon 
such  abandonment  if  justifiable,  because  the  aban- 
donment would  be  in  effect  an  election  by  the 
owner  to  treat  the  charter  as  at  an  end  by  reason 
of  the  usual  exception  of  sea  perils  in  the  charter- 
party,  and  he  would  not  be  bound  to  incur  in  favour 
of  the  underwriters  on  ship  any  new  responsi- 
bility not  connected  with  the  voyage  on  which  the 
ship  was  insured."  So  far  I  completely  agree,  and 
instead  of  repeating  this  in  other  words  I  adopt 
this  language  as  my  own,  but  in  what  follows  in 
that  judgment  I  du  not  agree.  I  think  that  if  there 
was  damage  to  the  ship,  such  that  though  it  was 
physically  possible  to  repair  the  ship,  the  expense 
would  be  so  great  that,  according  to  the  rule  laid 
down  in  Moae  v.  Smith  {9  C.  B.  104),  it  was  un- 
reasonable so  to  do,  the  owner  might,  as  between 
him  and  the  charterer,  elect  not  to  repair  the  ship, 
but  to  treat  the  charter  as  at  an  end  by  reason  of 
the  exception  of  the  sea  perils,  and  if  under  such 
circumstances  the  owner  did  not  in  fact  repair  her, 
the  freight  was  totally  lost  by  the  perils,  insured 
against,  and  not,  as  stated  in  the  judgment  in  the 


Common  Pleas,  by  the  owner's  default,  for  th® 
owner  was  not  bound  to  repair  the  ship.    TberO 
would  be  no  loss  from  the  perils  insured  against, 
if  the  owner  did  in  fact  repair  the  ship,  whicb, 
though  not  bound  to  do  so,  he  had  a  right  to  do  i£ 
he  pleased.    If  indeed  there  had  been  a  partial  loss 
or  damage,  such  that  the  owner  could  reasonably 
repair  the  ship,  he  was  bound  to  do  so,  and  if  in 
such  a  case  he  declined  to  do  so,  I  should  a^ee 
with  the  judgment  in  the  Common  Pleas  in  saying 
that  be  would  lose  the  freight  by  his  own  choice 
or  default,  and  not  by  any  peril  insured  against. 
But  I  think  that  where  the  damage  is  so  great  that 
the  owner  is  not  bound  to  repair  the  ship,  if  he 
declines  to  do  so  he  would  lose  his  freight,  not  by 
his  own  default,  but  by  the  peril  insured  against. 
This  seems  an  elementary  proposition,  but  as  muoh 
of  what  I  consider  the  error  in  the  judgment  of 
the  Common  Pleas  arises  from  not  bearing  it  in 
mind,   I  will  proceed   to  state  some  authorities 
for  it.    The  principle  is  thus  expressed  in   the 
judgment   of    the    Queen's    Bench    in    Stringer 
V.    Englishy  Sx.,  Insurance    Company    (3    Mar. 
Law  Cas.  O.  S.  440 ;  L.  Rep.  4  Q.  B.  691) :  "  The 
assured,  if  he,  by  any  means  such  as  he  coold 
reasonably  be  expected  to  use,  could  have  pre- 
vented the  loss  "  (which  was  in  that  case  by  a 
sale  in  the  Prize  Court)  "  was  bound  to  use  thero, 
and  if  the  sale  was  directly  occasioned  by  his  de- 
fault,  though  remotely    by    the    perils    insured 
against "  (in  that  cape  a  seizure)  "  he  cannot  re- 
cover against  the  underwriters.    But  the  assured 
are  not  bound  to  use  unreasonable  exertions  in 
order  to  preserve  the  thing  insured ;   and  if  the 
giving  of  a  bond  or  deposit  of  money  "  (in  the  pre- 
sent case  the  repairing  of  the  ship)  **  would  have 
exposed  them  to  expense  or  risk  of  expense  beyond 
the  value  of  the  object,  or  as  the  same  idea  is 
often  expressed,  if  the  steps  necessary  to  prevent 
the  sale  '  (loss)  *'  were  such  as  a  prudent  uninsured 
owner  would  not  have  adopted,  we  think  they 
were  not  in  default,  and  the  sale  was  then  a  total 
loss  occasioned  by  the  seizure."    I  do  not  cite  tbis 
as  conclusive,  for  it  is  for  your  Lordships  to  de- 
termine whether  it  is  correct  or  not,  but  as  ex- 
pressing what  I  think  the  true  principle.     So  far 
as  regards  the  case  of  a  ship,  it  is  very  concisely, 
and  I  think  accurately  expressed,  by  my  brother 
Lush  in  his  judgment  in  the  court  below  when  he 
says,  "  That  which  in  the  language  of  maritime 
commerce  constitutes  the  loss  of  a  ship  is  damage 
to  an  extent  not  worth  repairing,  followed  by  a 
determination  not  to  repair. 

I  must  here  observe  that  in  mv  opinion  (which 
in  this  respect  differs  from  that  expressed  in 
the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas 
below)  there  might  well  be  a  state  of  things  in 
which  the  assured  could  recover  on  this  policy 
for  a  total  loss  of  the  freight,  though  the 
assured  could  not,  either  with  or  without  notice 
of  abandonment,  recover  against  the  under- 
writers on  ship  for  a  total  loss.  The  questions 
between  the  assured  and  the  two  sets  of  under- 
writers are  not  the  same.  The  question  between 
the  assured  and  the  underwriters  of  the  ship  is 
whether  the  damage  sustained  may  be  so  far  re- 
paired as  to  keep  her  a  ship,  though  not  perhaps 
so  good  a  ship  as  she  was  before,  without  expend- 
ing more  than  she  would  be  worth.  The  question 
between  the  assured  and  the  underwriter  on  the 
chartered  freight  is  whether  the  damage  can  be 
BO  far  repaired  that  the  ship  can  be  at  Calcutta, 
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seAWortby  for  a  TOyage  roand  the  Gape  of  Gkx)d 
Hope,  without  expending  more  than  she  woald  be 
worth.  I  shoold  have  added  a  farther  term  that 
the  repairs  coald  be  done  bo  promptly  that  she 
might  arrive  at  Oalcutta  within  a  reasonable  time, 
•8  between  the  shipowner  and  De  Mattos,  were  it 
DOt  for  the  case  of  Hwrat  y.  Ushome  (18  C.B.  144), 
which  seems  to  me  an  authority  against  this  posi- 
Uon.  And  though  I  should  not  hesitate  to  advise 
yoor  Lordships  to  reconsider  that  case  if  neces- 
i«r7, 1  think  it  is  not  necessary  so  to  do  in  the 
present  case. 

My  posititm  therefore  is  that  if  the  ship  were 
80  damaged  that  she  could  be  brought  to  Oal- 
catta  and  there  made  seaworthy  for  a  voyage 
round  the  Cape,  but  not  without  expending 
say  10,000{.,  and  would  then,  all  things  con- 
siaered,  be  worth  only  say  9000L,  but  that  she 
could  by  an  expenditure  of  say  40002.  be  made  a 
ship  quite  fit  for  short  voyages,  though  not  for 
such  a  voyage  as  that  round  the  Gape,  and  would 
then  be  worth  say  50002.,  there  would  be  a  total 
loss  of  the  freight,  though  no  total  loss  of  the  ship. 
No  notice  of  abandonment  whatever  given  to  the 
underwriters  on  ship  could  have  converted  that 
which  on  those  figures  was  only  a  partial  loss  into 
a  total  one.  This  was  decided  by  the  Exchequer 
Chamber  in  Kemp  v.  HaUiday  (2  Mar.  Law  Gas. 
O.  S.  271,  370;  6  B.  &  S.  723;  14  L.  T.  Eep. 
N.  !S.  762),  a  case  which  was  not  cited  at  your 
Lordships'  bar,  but  to  which  I  venture  to  refer 
your  Lordships,  as  the  passages  contained  in  pages 
749  to  754  of  the  report  will  show  your  Lordfships 
that  the  opinions  I  now  express  are  not  formed  for 
the  first  time. 

i  DOW  proceed  to  consider  the  answer  to  your 
LordshipNs'  first  question.  That  in  my  opinion 
depends  upon  a  question  of  fact,  which  I  think  is 
aoswered  by  the  very  important  addition  to  the 
case  made  anting  the  argument  in  the  Exchequer 
Chamber,  and  now  contamed  in  the  case  *.  **  It  is 
tdmitted  that  the  sea  damage  which  the  ship 
ftostained  at  New  Zealand  during  the  time  covered 
by  the  policy  would  have  justified  an  abandon- 
nieot  and  claim  for  a  constructive  total  loss."  This 
cao  only  mean  that  the  damage  to  the  ship  was  so 
great  that  the  ship  could  not  be  repaired  without 
spending  more  than  she  was  worth,  and  consc- 
qoeDtly  that  the  shipowner  might  justifiably  elect 
not  to  repair  her.  I  think  that  under  suoh  cir- 
oamstances  the  shipowner  had  a  right  as  against 
his  underwriters  on  ship  to  come  upon  chem  for  a 
total  loss.  Bnt  if  he  does  so,  then  on  general 
priDciples  of  equity  not  at  all  peculiar  to  marine 
insurance,  he  who  recovers  on  a  contract  of  indem- 
nity mutt  and  does,  by  taking  satisfaction  from  the 
person  indemnifying  him,  cede  all  his  rights  in 
respect  of  that  for  which  he  obtains  indemnity. 
It  was  held  in  Maaon  v.  Sainahury  (3  Doug.  61), 
that  the  Hand-in- Hand  Insurance  Gompany  having 
paid  the  plaintiff  for  a  loss  under  a  fire  policy, 
were  entitled  to  recover  in  an  action  in  his  name 
sgainstthe  hundred.  This  cession  or  abandon- 
ment  is  a  very  different  thing  from  a  notice  of 
abandonment,  though  the  ambiguous  word  "aban- 
donment" often  leads  to  confounding  the  two. 
There  is  no  notice  of  abandonment  m  cases  of  fire 
ioBoranoe,  but  the  salvage  is  transferred  on  the 
principle  of  ecmitv  expressed  by  Lord  Hardwicke 
in  Randal  v.  Uockrane  (1  Yes.  sen.  98),  that  '*  the 
person  who  originally  sustains  the  loss  was  the 
owner,  bnt  after  satisfaction  made  to  him  the  in- 
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surer."  In  OodaaU  v.  Boldero  (9  East,  72),  the 
same  principle  was  acted  upon  in  a  case  of  life 
insurance.  That  case  was  overruled  in  Dalby  v. 
The  India  and  London  Life  Assurance  Company 
(15  G.  B.  365),  because  the  principle  was  mis- 
applied to  a  life  insurance,  which  is  not  a  contract 
of  indemnity ;  but  the  principle  itself  has  never 
(that  I  know  of)  been  questioned.  When  therefore 
the  party  indemnified  has  a  right  to  indemnity, 
and  has  elected  to  enforce  his  claim,  the  chance  of 
any  benefit  from  pn  improvement  in  the  value  of 
which  is  in  existence,  and  the  risk  of  any  loss  from 
its  deterioration,  are  transferred  from  the  party 
indemnified  to  those  who  indemnify,  and  therefore 
if  the  state  of  things  is  such  that  steps  may  be 
taken  to  improve  the  value  of  what  remains,  or  to 
preserve  it  from  further  deterioration,  such  steps 
from  the  moment  of  the  eleetion  concern  the  party 
indenmifying,  who  therefore  ought  to  be  informed 
promptly  of  the  election  to  come  upon  him,  in 
order  that  he  may  if  he  pleases  take  steps  for  his 
own  protection.  And  on  general  principles  of  law 
(still  not  confined  to  marine  insurance)  an  election, 
once  determined,  is  determined  for  ever,  and  such 
a  determination  is  made  by  any  act  that  shows  it 
to  be  made.  And  therefore  anything  that  indicates 
that  the  party  indemnified  has  determined  to  take 
to  himself  the  chance  of  benefit  from  an  increased 
value  in  the  part  saved,  and  only  claim  for  the 
partial  loss,  will  determine  his  election  so  to  do. 
I  may  refer  for  an  exposition  of  this  general  prin- 
ciple to  the  judgment  of  the  Exchequer  Ghamber 
in  Glough  v.  London  and  North  Western  Railway 
(L.  Rep.  7  Ex.  34,  35;  25  L.  T.  Rep.  N.  S.  708.) 
In  cases  of  marine  insurance  the  regular  mercan- 
tile mode  of  letting  the  underwriters  know  that 
the  assured  mean  to  come  upon  them  for  a  com- 
plete indemnity  is  by  giving  notice  of  abandonment, 
which  is  a  very  dift'erent  thing  from  the  abandon- 
ment or  cession  itself.  This  notice  when  given  is 
conclusive  that  the  assured,  if  still  in  a  situation 
to  determine  his  election,  has  determined  to 
come  upon  the  underwriters  for  a  total  loss, 
the  consequence  of  which  is  that  everything  is 
ceded  (to  avoid  the  use  of  the  ambiguous  word 
"  abandoned  *')  to  the  underwriters.  Abbott,  G.J  , 
in  Cohgan  v.  London  Assurance  (5  M.  &  S. 
456),  says :  "I  do  not  consider  an  abandonment 
as  having  the  effect  of  converting  a  partial  .into 
a  total  loss."  .  .  .  The  abandonment,  how- 
ever, excludes  any  presumption,  which  might 
have  arisen  from  the  silence  of  the  assured, 
that  they  still  meant  to  adhere  to  the  adventure 
as  their  own."  If  before  giving  this  notice  the 
assured  have  already  indicated  by  their  acts,  or  if 
the  circumstances  are  such  that  they  indicate  by 
their  silence  that  they  have  elected  to  adhere  to 
the  adventure  as  their  own,  the  notice  of  abandon- 
ment obviously  comes  too  late.  A  very  good  ex- 
ample of  such  a  case  is  afforded  by  Mitchell  v. 
Edie  (I  T.  R.608),  as  explained  in  iJowaJ  v.  Salvador 
(3  Bing.  N.  G.  666).  There  a  ship  ladeu  with 
sugar,  and  bound  for  London,  was  captured  and 
finally  taken  into  Gharlestown,  where  the  sugar 
was  sold  and  the  proceeds  lodged  in  the  hands  of 
a  person  resident  in  Gharlestown.  Prom  the  state 
of  political  affairs  at  that  time  sugar  was  dear  at 
Gharlestown,  and  as  Lord  Abinger  conjectured, the 
sugar  had  come  to  a  very  good  market  and  the 
assured  was  satisfied  and  took  to  the  proceeds. 
A  year  afterwards  the  person  in  whose  hands  the 
money  was  became  insolvent,  and  after  that  it  was. 
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with  obvioiii  jostice,  held  that  it  was  too  latA  to 
come  apon  the  underwriters  for  a  total  loss.   Thos 
explained,  the  case  is  a  good  example  of  the  prin- 
ciple stated  in  Stringer  v.  England,  ^c.  Insurance 
Company  (L.  Bep.  4  Q.  B.  688),  where  it  is  said, 
"  As  is  well  pointed  oot  in  2  Phillips'  Insurance, 
sect.  1669,  where  the  cargo  still  suhsists  in  specie 
and  may  he  recovered,  the  question  depending  on 
abandonment  is,  which  party  should  be  at  the  risk 
of  the  marlret  and  the  Bolveuoy  of  agents,  neither 
of  which,  independently  of  the  direct  effect  of  the 
perils  insured  against,  concerns  the  insured.    To 
allow  the  assured  to  change  his  election  whilst  the 
oircumetanoes  remain  the  same,  would  enable  the 
assured  to  treat  the  property  as  his  so  long  as  there 
was  a  prospect  of  profit  from  the  rise  in  the  market, 
and  as  the  property  of  the  insurers,  so  soon 
as  there  was  a  certainty  of  loss,  which  would  be  in- 
equitable:  qui  cominodum  sentU  seniire  debet  et 
onvs,**    I  should  apologize  to  your  Lordships  for 
dwelling  so  long  on  what  seems  to  me  the  principle 
on  which  abandonment  and  the  necessity  of  notice 
of  abandonment,  when  required,  depend,  had  it 
been  argued  at  your  Lordships'  bar,  on  the  au- 
thority of  Knipht  V.  Faith  (15  Q.  B.  649),  that 
there  is  a  technical  rule  of  insurance  law  by  which 
notice  of  abandonment  must  be  given  if  the  thing 
exist  in  specie  at  all,  though  the  state  of  things  is 
such  that  the  underwriters  could  do  nothing  in 
consequence  of  the  notice.    I  think  it  more  con- 
venient to  postpone  my  remarks  on  that  case  till  I 
answer  your  Lordships'  Isst   question.      In  the 
meanwhile,  I  proceed  to  say  that  I  should  be  very 
sorry  to  throw  any  doubt  on  the  principle  expressed 
by  Lord  Abinger  in  the  following  passage  in  his 
judgment  in  Boux  v.  Salvador  {2  Bing.  N.  C.  286), 
where,  after  stating  the  state  of  circumstances 
which  give  the  insured  a  right  to  treat  the  case  as 
one  of  total  loss,  he  proceeds :  "  But  if  he  elects  to 
do  this,  as  the  thing  insured,  or  a  portion  of  it, 
still  exists  and  is  vested  in  him,  the  very  principle 
of  indemnity  is  that  he  should  make  a  cession  of  all 
his  rights  to  the  recovery  of  it,  and  that  too  within 
a  reasonable  time  after  he  receives  intelligence  of 
the  accident,  that  the  underwriter  may  be  entitled 
to  all  the  benefit  of  what  may  still  be  of  any  value, 
and  that  he  may,  if  he  pleases,  take  measures  at 
his  own  cost  for  realising   or  increasing  that 
value."    But  I  think  this  is  from  the  nature  of 
things  confined  to  cases  where  there  are  some 
steps  which  the  underwriter  could  take,  if  be  had 
notice.    When  they  can  do  so,  I  think  that  the 
neglect  to  give  a  notice  of  abandonment  may 
determine  the  owner's  election.    This  is  a  matter 
that  is  now  of  much  greater  practical  importance 
than  it  was  when  Lord  Abinger  delivered  that 
judgment.    For  then  the  assured  could  not  learn 
that  his  ship  had  got  into  difficulties  at  a  distant 
place  till  long  after  the  disaster,  and  the  under- 
writers could  only  send  out  orders  which  would 
arrive  later  still.      Under  such  circumstances,  a 
notice  of  abandonment  was  often  a  very  idle  cere- 
mony, and,  in  my  opinion,  unnecessary  if  the  facts 
did  amount  to  a  total  loss,  inoperative  if  they  did 
not.     Now,  when  by  means  of  ibe  electric  tele- 
graph the  underwriters'  orders  might  promptly 
reach  the  spot  where  the  ship  was  in  peril,  a  notice 
of  abandonment  may  be  of  great  practical  import- 
ance.     What  would   be  a  reasonable  time  and 
whether  the  neglect  to  give  notice  of  abandonment 
does  determine  the  election,  must,  I  think,  depend 
in  each  case  on  the  circumstances,  and  nrinoipally 


on  what  steps  the  underwriters  might  take  if  they 
had  notice.    If  there  was  nothing  they  could  do, 
no  notice,  I  think,  is  required.  This,  I  apprehend, 
is  the  principle  of  Cambridge  v.  Anderton  (2  B.  & 
C.  691),  Boux  V.  Salvador  (3  Bing.  N.  C.  266), 
and  Farnwortk  v.  Hyde  (2  Mar.  Law  Gas.  O.  S. 
187,  429 ;  18  0.  B.,  N.  S.,  835 ;  15  L.  T.   Rep. 
N.  S.  395).      For,  as  has  often  been  observed, 
a  sale  by  the  master  is  not  one  of  the  underwriters' 
perils,  and  is  only  material  as  showing  that  there 
is  no  longer  anything  which  can  be  done  to  save 
the  thing  already  sold  for  whom  it  may  concern. 
It  conclusively  determines  that  neither  assurers 
nor  assured  can  do  anything,  and  consequently 
that  a  notice  of  abandonment  would  be  but  an  idle 
form  on  which  nothing  couli  be  done,  and  which 
therefore  is  unnecessary.    If  these  which  I  have 
submitted  to  your  Lordships  are  the  true  principles 
on  which  the  law  depends,  it  seems  to  me  to  be 
obvious  that  in  this  case  there  was  a  total  loss  of 
the  freight  in  consequence  of  the  damage  by  sea 
perils  being  so  great  that  the  shipowner  was  not 
bound  to  repair  her.      No  doubt  the  shipownor 
might  have  repaired  her  if  he  jpleased,  and  if,  as  in 
Benson  v.  Chapman  (2  H.  of  L.  Gas.  695),  he  had 
elected  to  repair  her,  and  had  done  so,  though  at  a 
ruinous  expense,  the  freight  would  not  have  been 
lost.    But  the  ship  in  this  case  never  was  repaired 
so  as  to  make  her  capable  of  earning  the  freight, 
and  the  insured  was  under  no  obligation  to  repair 
her  at  a  ruinous  cost.     Thi-3  brings  me  to  the 
second  question.    I  cannot  see  how  the  contract 
between  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant,  by  which 
the  latter  undertakes  to   indemnify  the  formsr 
against  loss  on   the  freight,  can   be  in  any  way 
affected  by  the  fact  that  the  plaintiff  had  made  a 
contract  with  other  personn  by  which  they  under- 
took to  indemnify  him  against  loss  on  the  ship.  If 
the  facts  are  not  such  as  to  amount  to  a  Ices  of 
freight  from  the  perils  insured  against,  no  trans- 
action between   the  plaintiff  and  third  persons 
could  make  them  amount  to  such  a  loss.    If  they 
were  such  as  to  amount  to  a  loss  of  the  freight,  it 
can  make  no  difference  to   the   now  defendant 
whether  the  plaintiff  can  or  cannot  recover  for  the 
damage  to  his  ship  from  other  persons.    It  is  true 
that  a  transaction  with  third  persons  may,  as  evi- 
dence, prove  that  the  plaintiff  had  elected  not  to 
repair  the  ship,  as  the  sale  of  the  wreck  in  Ca/m» 
bridge  v.  Anderton  and  in  Famworih  v.  Hyde,  did. 
And  so  if  the  plaintiff   in  the  present  case  had 
given  notice  of  abandonment  at  once  to  the  under- 
writers on  ship  and  recovered  from  them  as  for  a 
total  loss,  it  would  have  afEorded  concluRive  evi- 
dence that  he  had  elected  not  to  repair  the  ship. 
As  it  was,  he  delayed  so  long  that  I  think  the  fair 
conclusion  of  fact  is  that,  as  between  him  and  the 
underwriters  on  ship,  he  had  elected  to  take  his 
chance  of  making  a  better  thing  of  it  by  keeping 
her  as  a  ship  to  himself  and  coming  on  the  under- 
writers for  a  partial  loss  only.    I  dp  not  go  into 
the  facts,  as  the  question  whether  they  could  have 
recovered  a  total  loss  on  the  policy  on  ship  or  not 
is  only  collaterally  raided  in  this  case,  but,  in  my 
opinion,  they  completely  bring  the  case  within  the 
principle  stated  by  Lord  Chancellor  Cottenham  in 
Fleming  v.  Smith  (1  H.  of  L.  Gas.  530),  whore  he 
says,  '*They  were  sufficiently  informed  of  what 
had  taken  place  to  enable  them,  if  they  thought 
proper,  to  take  upon  themselves  the  chance  of 
the  benefit  of  retaining  the  ownership  of  the  pro- 
perty, instead  of  taking  the  sum  which  was  secured 
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to  them  by  the  policy  effected  with  the  ander- 
writen  on  the  vessel ;  and  if  they  acted  upon  that 
opportunity  of  election,  they  surely  cannot  after- 
wvds  torn  round  and  go  against  the  nnderwriters 
as  for  a  total  loss."  I  shoald  therefore,  as  at 
present  advised,  have  concarred  with  the  Court  of 
Common  Pleas  in  their  decision  in  Potter  v.  Oa/mp' 
Ml  {uhi  sup,),  Bnt  I  think  that  this  in  noways 
affects  the  question  between  the  plaintiffs  and  the 
nnderwriters  on  freight.  I  agree  with  what  has 
been  said  by  my  brother  Brett ;  the  plaintiffs  not 
having  come  upon  the  underwriters  for  ship  leaves 
the  case  just  as  if  the  ship  had  never  been  insured 
atalL 

This  brings  me  to  consider  whether  it  was 
neoeasary  for  the  plaintiffs  to  give  notice  of  aban- 
donment to  the  underwriters  on  freight.  It  was 
argoed  at  your  Lordships'  bar  that  by  the  law  of 
marine  insurance  a  notice  of  abandoment  was  as 
imperatively  necessary  as  a  notice  of  dishonour  is 
by  the  law  merchant  on  bills  of  exchange.  On 
this  I  shall  submit  some  observations  at  the  end  of 
this  opinion,  but  at  present  I  will  assume  that  the 
trae  principle  is  that  notice  of  abandonment  is  only 
requisite  when  from  the  state  of  facts  it  may  make 
a  difference  to  the  underwriters  if  the  assured 
delays  making  his  election  whether  he  will  adhere 
to  the  property,  taking  his  chance  of  profit  or 
loss  from  so  domg,  or  come  upon  the  underwriters 
for  a  total  loss.  If  that  be  the  principle,  it  seems 
to  me  to  follow  from  it  that  inasmuch  as  there  was 
nothing  which  the  nnderwriters  on  freight  could 
have  done  to  alter  their  position  in  consequence  of 
a  notice  of  abandonment,  and  that  it  would  have 
been  an  idle  ceremony,  no  notice  could  ever  be 
required*  and,  not  being  required  at  all,  could  not 
be  too  late.  These  are  the  reasons  for  which  I 
answer  to  your  Lordships*  second  question  by 
eajiog  that,  in  my  opinion,  no  notice  of  abandon- 
ment, either  of  ship  or  freight,  was  necessary  to 
enable  the  plaintiffs  to  recover  for  a  total  loss  on 
the  policy  on  freight. 

To  the  third  question,  that,  in  my  opinion,  no 
notice  at  all  being  required,  it  never  could  be  outi 
of  time. 

To  the  fourth  question,  that,  though  I  think 
that  under  the  circuraRtances  of  this  case  the 
plaintiffs  have  precluded  themselves  from  recover- 
ing for  a  total  loss  of  a  ship,  that  in  no  way 
affects  the  rights  of  the  plaintiffs  upon  the  policy 
on  freight. 

I  now  oome  to  yonr  Lordships'  fifth  ques- 
tioo.  From  what  I  have  already  written,  your 
Lordships  will  perceive  that  in  my  opinion  the 
decision  of  the  case  r^ly  should  depend  on 
the  answer  to  this  question.  I  have  already 
indicated  that  I  think  that  the  assured  so  con- 
ducted themselves  as  to  discharge  the  under- 
writers on  ship  from  the  liability  for  a  total  loss, 
for  the  assured  took  to  themselves  the  chance  of 
benefit  from  retaining  the  ship  as  their  own,  and 
80  made  their  election  as  to  the  ship.  But  as  to 
the  freight,  I  can  see  nothing  which  could  have 
been  done  by  the  underwriters  if  the  idle  ceremony 
of  a  notice  had  been  gone  through.  It  was  indeed 
suggested  that  the  underwriters  on  freight  might 
have  made  some  arrangement  with  the  under- 
writers on  ship,  by  which  they  were  to  repair  the 
ship,  send  her  on,  and,  in  the  name  of  the  owners, 
tender  her  to  Do  Mattes.  But  in  all  cases,  and 
especially  in  cases  of  insurance,  we  look  to  what  is 
practically  possible,  and  not  to  remote  theoretical 


imaginations.  If  it  could  be  shown  that  the  delay 
in  this  case,  which  was  certainly  considerable,  had 
in  any  way  altered  the  position  of  the  under- 
writers, if  there  was  anything  which  they  could 
have  done,  if  the  claim  had  been  made  on  them  at 
the  time  when  the  disaster  happened  at  New  Zea- 
land, or  in  the  interval,  which  they  cannot  now  do, 
or  if  any  prejudice  had  been  sustained  by  them  in 
consequence  of  the  delay,  the  case  would  be 
different.  I  should  then  have  to  consider  whether 
the  prejudice  sustained  was  sufficient  to  give  rise 
to  a  preclusion.  But,  as  the  facts  are,  there  is 
nothing  of  the  sort.  I  therefore  answer  your 
Lordships'  fifth  question  by  saying  that,  in 
my  opinion,  there  was  no  such  conduct  as  to 
discharge  the  underwriters  from  their  liability 
upon  the  policy  on  freight. 

The  answers  to  tliose  five  questions  would  an- 
swer the  sixth  and  last,  were  it  not  that  I  have 
reserved  to  this  time  the  discussion  of  the  pro- 
position argued  at  your  Lordships'  bar,  that  there 
IS  a  technical  necessity  for  a  notice  of  abandon- 
ment in  a  case  of  marine  insurance,  whether  any 
use  can  be  made  of  it  or  not,  and  whether  the 
failure  to  give  it  works  any  prejudice  or  not.  It 
was  said  it  was  required  by  the  law  merchant  as 
to  insurance,  just  as  notice  of  dishonour  is  required 
by  the  law  merchant  on  a  bill  of  exchange.  Such 
is  the  law  in  some  foreign  countries,  bnt  I  will 
submit  to  your  Lordships  my  reasons  for  thinking 
that  it  is  not  and  never  was  the  law  of  England. 
Emerigon,  in  the  first  section  of  the  17th  chapter 
of  his  celebrated  Treatise  on  Insurance  (vol.  2, 
p.  207,  of  the  edition  by  Bonlay  Paty,  1827),  states 
that  by  the  general  law  merchant,  or,  as  he  calls 
it,**le  Droit  dea  Nations,'*  there  was  no  need  for 
any  notice  of  abandoment,  the  contract  being  one 
of  indemnity  only.  I  do  not  pretend  to  have 
made  any  research  myself  as  to  what  was  the 
ancient  law  merchant,  but  from  Emerigou's  high 
character  for  learning  and  researoh  I  assume  that 
he  is  correct.  He  then  proceeds  to  say  that  the 
law  merchant  did  not  prohibit  persons  from 
making  a  stipulation  that  under  certain  stipu- 
lated circumstances  the  subject  matter  of  the  as- 
surance might  be  abandoned  to  the  underwriters, 
who  then  should  pay  the  whole  sum  assured,  with- 
out having  any  option  meroly  to  indemnify  the 
assured.  And  he  observes  that  doubtless  the 
usual  clauses  to  that  effect  gave  rise  to  established 
rules  on  the  subject.  He  then  cites  from  Casa- 
regis  three  rules  from  Emerigon  seems  to  con- 
sider as  truly  stating  the  law  merohant  on  the 
subiect.  They  are  as  follows : — 1.  That  the  aban- 
donment is  a  form  which  is  sufficiently  complied 
with  by  the  simple  fact  that  the  assured  demands 
from  the  assurers  payment  of  the  sole  sum  in- 
sured. 2.  That  the  assurod  may,  without  having 
recourse  to  abandonment,  recover  the  salvage,  and 
claim  payment  from  the  assurers  of  an  average 
loss  only.  3.  That  in  case  of  total  loss  abandon- 
ment is  am  idle  form,  *'  le  delaissement  est  une  for- 
malUe  inutile."  The  editor  of  Emerigon  observes 
in  a  note  that  the  first  and  third  of  those  rules  are 
not  the  law  of  France  at  this  day.  And  Emerigon 
points  out  that  all  this  was  in  France  (and,  in  con- 
sequence, in  those  countries  which  have  adopted 
the  French  law)  altered  by  the  positive  enactment 
contained  in  the  celebrated  Ordonnance  de  la 
Marine  of  1681,  l^  the  4f6th  article  of  which  it  was 
enacted  that  *'  No  abandonment  shall  be  made 
except  in  case  of  capture,  "shipwreck,  hris"  (a 


76 


MARITIME  LAW  CASES. 


H.  Of  L.] 


Eavkin  and  others  V,  Potter  and  others. 


[H.  op  L. 


word  for  which  I  know  of  no  English  eqaivalent, 
'^breakage*'  or  *'fraoture  "  not  being  used  in  this 
technical  sense),  "  stranding,  arrest  of  princes,  or 
total  loss  of  the  things  assured,  and  that  all  other 
losses  shall  be  deemed  average  losses  only."    On 
this  Emerigon  treats  at  great  lengths  in  the  fol- 
lowing sections  of  the  17th  chapter.    There  seems 
to  have  been  at  first  much  controversy  and  dis- 
pute as  to  the  true  effect  of  the  enactment,  bat  it 
seems  to  have  been  finally  settled  in  France  that 
the  assured  could  never  recover  for  a  total  loss 
without   abandonment,  even   though   the   thing 
assured   was   totally  destroyed.     **  Such,"   says 
Emerigon  (c.  17,  s.  6,  voL  2,  p.  252), "  is  the  enact- 
ment of  our  Ordonnance,  to  which  we  meat  sub- 
mit."   And  it  was  further  established  that  when 
any  of  the  events  specified  in  the  46th  article  bad 
happened,  the  assured  might  Jby  giving  notice  of 
abandonment  recover  for  a  total  loss,  though  the 
thing  insured  was  quite  safe  and  uninjured.    This 
Emerigon  justifies,  or  at  least  accounts  for,  by 
saying  that  the  Ordonnance  created  a  presumption, 
which  was  juris  et  de  jure,  that  where  any  of  the 
first  five  cases  had  happened  the  thing  was  lost. 
This  was  carried  so  far  that  where  a  ship  was 
stranded   and  got  o£E   without  injury  either  to 
herself  or  cargo,  the  owners  of  the  cargo  were 
permitted  to  give  notice  of   abandonment  and 
recover  as  for  a  total  loss.    This  highly  artificial 
conclusion  was  corrected  by  a  supplemental  ordon- 
nance of  1779,  but  till  then  it  remained  the  French 
law :  (see  Emerigon,  c.  17,  s.  2,  vol.  2,  p.  212.)  Now 
the  enactments  of  the  French  law,  contained  in 
the  ordinance  of  the  Marine,  can  have  no  force  in 
England,  except  in  so  far  as  they  have  been  adopted 
into  our  law.    As  far  as  regards  the  law  that  by 
giving  notice  of  abandonment  the  assured  can 
recover  for  a  total  loss,  because  by  a  presumption 
juris  et  de  jure  the  property  is  to  be  taken  as  lost 
in  law,  though  it  is  safe  in  fact,  it  certainly  is  not 
the  law  of  England,  and  never  was.    In  Hamilton 
y,  Mendez  (2  Bur.  1198)  Lord  Mansfield  strongly 
laid  down  the  doctrine  that  a  policy  of  marini^ 
icauranoe  is  a  contract  of  indemnity,  and  that  *'  if 
the  thing  in  truth  was  safe,  no  artificial  reasoning 
shall  be  allowed  to  set  up  a  *'  total  loss."    No  one 
would  for  a  moment  now   venture  to  contend 
that  a  notice  of  abandonment  could  in  England 
entitle  an  assured  to  recover  as  for  a  total  loss  on 
a  policy  on  goods  if  the  ship  was  captured,  though 
sec  free,  or  wrecked  but  the  cargo  saved  uninjured, 
or  in  a  case  of  simple  stranding.    So  far  the  law 
of  the  Ordonnance  is  clearly  not  adopted  in  Eng- 
land.   Even  in  the  case  where  the  loss  is  at  the 
time  of  the  notice  of  abandonment  total,  though 
capable  of  being  reduced  by  a  change  of  circum- 
stances to  a  partial  loss  {Lean  v.  Hornby,  3  E.  & 
B.  180),  the  assured  (unless  in  the  very  uncom- 
mon case  of  the  notice  being  accepted)  cannot 
recover  as  for  a  total  loss  if  that  change  of  cir- 
cumstances does  occur  before  the  trial.    Nor  can 
it  be  for  a  moment  contended  that  a  notice  of 
abandonment  is  essential  to  the  assured's  right  to 
recover  for  a  total  loss  where  the  loss  is  in  fact 
total.    But  though  in  no  one  of  these  cases  has  the 
French  enactment  been  adopted  in  the  English  law, 
it  is  argued  that  it  has  been  so  adopted  as,  in  the  case 
of  what  is  somewhat  unhappily  called  a  construc- 
tive total  loss,  to  render  a  notice  of  abandonment 
a  necessary  technical  preliminary  to  an  action  for 
the  total  loss,  though  it  is  not  required  for  any 
useful  purpose,  though  no  prejudice  has  been 


sustained  for  want  of  it,  though  the  loss  at  the 
time  of  the  trial  still  continues  total,  and  though, 
according  to  Gasaregis,  as  cited  and  approved  of 
by  Emerigon,  the  law  merchant  looked  on  the 
notice  of    abandonment  in  case  of  total  loss  as 
being  une  formaXite  inutile.    It  is  unnecessary  to 
refer  to  any  English  decisions  prior  to  the  great 
case  of  Roux  y,   Salvador,    All  the  authorities 
bearing  on  the  point  were,  I  believe,  cited  and 
considered  in  the  elaborate  judgments  delivered 
in  that  case;  and  the  decision  of  the  Court  of 
Exchequer  Chamber  was  that  no  notice  of  aban- 
donment was  necessary,  because,  as  stated  by  Lord 
Abinger  (3  Bing.  N.  C.  281).  "  Neither  the  as- 
sured nor  the  underwriters  could  at  the  time  when 
the  intelligence  arrived  exercise  any  control  over 
the  goods,  or  by  any  interference  alter  the  conse- 
qoenoes."    It   may  be,   however,  convenient    to 
refer  your  Lordships  to  the  portion  of  Mr  Phillips' 
Treatise  on  Insurance  in  which  he  treats  on  this 
subject.    I  know  of  no  text  writer  who  treats  the 
law  of  insurance  with  more  learning,  and  cer- 
tainly of  none  who  treats  it  with  as  much  sound 
sense  and  appreciation  of  the  bearing  of  the  doc- 
trines laid  down  on  practical  business.     It  is, 
however,  to  be  borne  in  mind  that  he   writes  in 
America,  and  that,  as  he  clearly  states  in  sect. 
1536  (vol.  2,  ed.  3,  p.  271),  "  It  is  a  general  rule  in 
the    United    States   that    if    the  ship   or  goods 
insured  are  damaged  to  more  than  half  of  the 
value  by  any  peril  insured  against,  or  more  than 
half  the  freight  is  lost,  the  assured  may  abandon 
and  recover  for  a  total  loss."    He  adds  in  sect. 
1536,  **  This  rule  of  abandonment  on  account  of 
loss  over  50  per  cent,  of  the  value  of  the  subject 
makes  the  most  material  difference  between  the 
American  and  English  jurisprudence,  relative  to 
total  loss  and  abandonment,  and  is  to  be  kept  in 
mind  in  examining  the  decisions  of  the  tribunals 
of  the  two  countries.  This  rule,  and  that  rule  in  the 
United  States  whereby  the  validity  of  the  aban- 
donment is  tested  by  the  circumstances  existing 
at  the  time  of  making  it,  instead  of  the  time  of 
bringing   the  suit,  as  in  England,  give  a  wider 
lange     to    constructive    total    loss    and    aban- 
donment in  the  United   States."    Bearing  this 
distinction    in    mind,    anyone    who    wishes     to 
understand  this   subject   will   derive    great    as- 
sistance from  perusing  the  whole  of  Mr  Phillips* 
17th    chapter  on    total  loss    and  abandonment. 
I    will     only     refer    your    Lordships    to    sect. 
1491,  where  he  says,  *'An  abandonment  being 
a  transfer,  it  can  be  requisite  only  where  there  is 
some  assignable  transferable  subjects  on  which 
it  can  operate."    '*  When  nothing  remains  to  be 
assigned    or    transferred,    an    abandonment    is 
useless  and  unnecessary."     And  to  sect.  1494, 
where    he    observes,    "  But    the  better    rule  in 
such  case' is  that  if  the  insured  neglect  to  aban- 
don, he  shall  recover  only  according  to  the  state 
of  things  at  the  trial;    since,  as  we  shall   see, 
under  a  declaration  for  a  total  loss  he  may  recover 
for  a  partial  loss,  and  the  underwriter  ought  to 
have  the  advantage  of  whatever  may  occur  to 
make  the  loss    partial  so  long  as   the  assured 
delays  to  elect  a  total  loss.    If  he  ha5^  judgment 
for  a  total  loss,  this  is  equivalent  to  an  abandon- 
ment and  gives  the  underwriter  a  right  to  salvage." 
And  to  sect.  1497,  where  he  says,  *'  The  distinction 
mentioned  above  as  to  recovering  a  total   loss 
without  abandonment  is  to  be  observed,  viz.,  that 
the  assured  is  charged  with  the  proceeds  in  the 
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•dJQBtiiienfc  of  the  loss  as  in  a  salvage  I09S,  thoagh 
tbe  same  may  not  have  actually  oome  to  his 
hands.  This  circumstance  being  borne  in  mind 
will  reconcile  most  of  the  decisions  on  this  sab- 
ject  which  otherwise  would  appear  to  be  directly 
contradictory  according  to  the  language  com- 
monly used  by  the  courts,  which  must,  however, 
be  constracted  in  reference  to  one  or  the  other  de- 
scription of  case  under  consideration."  Your 
Lordships  will  appreciate  tbe  shrewdness  of  the 
latter  part  of  this  remark  if  you  examine  the 
various  dicta  cited  in  Boux  v.  Sahador  and  Knight 
V.  Faith.  To  return  to  the  English  authorities, 
the  decision  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer  Chamber 
in  Roux  V.  Salvador  was,  as  far  as  I  can  learn, 
received  with  general  approbation  at  the  time. 
There  was,  however,  one  exception.  Lord  Camp- 
bell never  could  be  brought  to  think  it  right.  In 
the  case  of  Fleming  v.  Smith  (1  H.  L.  Ca.  513),  the 
counsel  for  the  appellants  (the  Attorney-General 
Jervis,  afterwards  Chief  Justice,  and  Sir  S.  Thesi- 
ger,  now  Lord  Chelmsford)  argued,  as  I  think 
logically,  from  the  decision  in  Bows  v.  Salvador, 
tlukt  notice  of  abandonment  could  not  be  in  any 
case  required  except  where  there  is  something 
which  could  be  done  by  the  underwriters  in  conse- 
quence; and  then  the  failure  to  give  notice  of 
abandonment  might  be  material  as  determining 
the  election  which  the  assured  had,  whether  to 
treat  the  loss  as  total  or  not.  This,  as  I  have 
already  stated  to  your  Lordships;  is  what  I  con- 
sider to  be  the  law.  Lord  Campbell  was  of  a 
different  opinion,  and  in  his  opinion  says,  '*  The 
law  therefore  requires  that  notice  shall  be  given 
in  order  to  convert  a  oonstruotive  into  a  total 
loss;*'  but  though  that  was  his  opinion,  it  was 
not  the  judgment  of  the  House  of  Lords.  Lord 
Cottenham  (and  Lord  Brougham  concurred 
in  his  opinion),  carefully  pats  the  decision 
exclusively  on  the  ground  that  the  assured  had  in 
fact  elected  to  treat  the  loss  as  a  partial  loss  only. 
This  studied  silence  on  his  part  may  'prevent  us 
from  saying  that  he  differed  from  Lord  Camp- 
bell; but  he  certainly  did  not  express  an v  concur- 
rence with  him.  After  this  in  the  Queen  h  Bench, 
wheo  Lord  Campbell  was  Chief  Justice,  there  arose 
the  case  of  Knight  v.  Faith  (15  Q.  B.  649.)  Tbe 
manner  in  which  that  judgment  came  to  be  deli- 
vered was  very  peculiar.  There  was  a  very  brief 
case  stated  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  of  Queen's 
Bench.  On  the  statements  in  it  the  court  came  to 
the  conclusion,  as  stated  in  the  judgment,  that 
"slight  repairs  might  have  been  sufficient  again  to 
fit  her,  the  ship,  for  navigation,"  and  the  oourt  say 
that,  though  she  was  sold,  "  we  are  of  opinion  that 
as  against  the  insurers  the  sale  is  not  shown  to  be 
lawful"  On  such  facts  the  assured  oould  never 
have  recovered  for  a  total  loss,  even  if 
he  had  delivered  all  possible  notices  of  aban- 
donment from  the  first  to  last.  Tet  the 
court  forced  the  council  to  amend  the  case 
by  inserting  a  statement  that  no  notice  of 
abandonment  was  given, and  pronounced  an  elabo- 
rate judgment  on  a  point  which  it  was  wholly 
unnecessary  to  notice,  except  for  the  purpose  of 
recording  dissent  from  the  decision  of  the  Exche- 
quer Chamber  in  Boux  v.  Salvador.  It  should  in 
candour,  however,  be  added  that  the  other  judges 
of  the  court  joined  Lord  Campbell  in  this.  Still  I 
think  that  the  fact  that  a  judgment  was  not  neces- 
sary for  the  decision  of  the  case  before  the  court 
always  diminishes  its  authority.  And  I  think  that 


on  perusing  the  judgment  in  Knight  v.  J^t^  it 
will  be  found  that  no  argument  is  produced  which 
had  not  been  used  in  Boux  v.  Salvador,  and  that 
no  new  authoritjy  is  produoed  except  Lord  Camp- 
bell's own  opinions  in  Fleming  v.  Smith,  and  a 
passage  from  the  judgment  of  Cottenham,  L.O., 
in  Stewart  v.  Oteenock  Marine  Insurance  Oom- 
piny  (2  H.  of  L.  Ca.  159).  The  question  in 
that  latter  case  was  what  passed  to  the  under- 
writers on  ship,  who  were  liable  for  a  total 
loss  of  ship.  They  raised  the  very  question 
alluded  to  in  the  section  1497  of  Phillips  already 
cited.  The  ship  having  been  destroyed  just  before 
she  entered  the  docks,  kept  together  as  a  ship  so 
that  she  entered  the  docks,  delivered  her  cargo, 
and  so  earned  freight,  and  the  underwriters  on 
ship  said  they  were  entitled  as  salvage  to  the 
freight  thus  earned  after  the  disaster.  This  House 
decided  that  they  were  entitled  to  the  benefit, 
on  the  precise  principle  long  before  laid  down  in 
Bandal  v.  Cochrane^  and  the  other  cases  I  referred 
to  in  the  beginning  of  this  opinion,  that  the  plain- 
tiffs **  claiming  as  upon  a  total  loss  must  give  up 
to  the  underwriters  all  the  remains  of  the  property 
recovered,  together  with  all  the  benefit  or  advan- 
tage belonging  or  incident  to  it."  But  I  cannot 
see  how,  or  in  what  way,  the  assertion  of  the  doc- 
trine that  recovering  for  a  total  loss  operates  as 
a  cession  of  everything,  can  be  said  to  amount 
to  the  assertion  of  that  other  doctrine  that 
the  handing  Ju  a  notice  of  abandonment  is  a  con- 
dition precedent  to  the  right  to  claim  for  a  total 
loss.  And  as  it  seems  to  me,  every  dictum  cited  in 
Knight  V.  Faith  is  capable  of  being  reconciled  with 
the  judgment  of  the  Exchequer  Chamber  in  Boum 
V.  Salvador,  ii  it  is  only  borne  in  mind  that  the 
abandonment  or  cession  consequent  on  recovering 
for  a  total  loss  is  one  thing ;  the  notice  of  aban- 
donment supposed  to  be  a  condition  preoedent  to 
claiming  for  a  total  loss  is  another. 

I  have  dwelt  on  this  point  at  perhaps  unneces- 
sary length,  for  all  that  it  is  necessary  to  decide 
in  this  case  is  that  where  there  is  nothing  to 
abandon  no  notice  is  requisite.  I  have  therefore 
to  conclude  by  sayiog,  in  answer  to  your  Lordshipjt' 
last  question,  that  in  my  opinion  judgment  ought 
to  be  tor  the  plaintiffs  in  the  cause,  the  respondents 
in  your  Lordships'  House. 

B&AMWELL,  B. — ^My  Lords  :  In  this  case  I  think 
it  convenient  to  consider  (though  it  has  been 
already  done  in  the  judgments  delivered),  the 
precise  effect  of  the  contract  the  plaintiffs  seek 
to  enforce.  Tbe  owners  of  the  ship,  Sir  William 
Eyre,  had  entered  into  a  charter-party  with  Do 
Mattos,  whereby  the  ship,  then  on  a  voyage  to 
New  Zealand,  was  to  proceed  to  Calcutta  and  there 
load  a  cargo  for  Liverpool  or  London,  to  be  pro- 
vided by  him.  The  contract  in  question  is  a 
policy  of  insurance  by  the  owners  (now  represented 
by  the  plaintiffs),  whereby  the  underwriters  (the 
defendant  being  one),  insured  against  oertail  perils 
of  the  seas,  which  might  happen  on  the  voyage 
then  in  progress  to  New  Zealand,  preventing  the 
owners  from  earning  or  being  entitled  to  earn  the 
charter  freight.  And  the  policy  is  to  be  t-aken  to 
be  a  valued  policy,  and  4000Z.  the  value.  The  in- 
surance did  not  extecd  to  the  voyage  from  New 
Zealand  to  Calcutta,  the  stay  there,  nor  the  voyage 
home.  In  effect,  therefore,  the  insurance  was 
against  perils  on  the  voyage  to  New  Zealand  which 
should  prevent  tbe  ship  getting  toCalcutta  in  such 
a  state  as  to  give  the  owners  a  right  of  aotion 
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againBt  DeMattos  if  he  did  not  load  the  cargo,  and 
in  saoh  a  state  as  shonld  enable  the  yessel  to  bring 
the  cargo  home  loaded,  and  earn  the  freight.  For 
if  De  Mattos  had  loaded  the  cargo,  and  if  owing  to 
perils  coyered  by  the  policy  (perhaps  undiscovered 
at  Calcutta),  the  yessel  had  failed  to  bring  the 
chartered  cargo  home,  I  apprehend  the  under- 
writers would  haye  been  liable. 

It  seems  to  me,  therefore,  wilh  great  re- 
spect, that  on  this  policy  there  might  have 
been  a  partial  or  total  loss  of  the  ship.  I 
am  not  speaking  of  what  is  probacle,  but  it  is 
possible,  I  suppose,  that  the  ship  might  have 
been  so  injured  on  the  outward  voyage  as  to  be 
unseaworthy  for  a  whole  cargo ;  it  is  possible  that 
the  charterer,  though  having  a  right  to  refuse  to 
load  an  unseaworthy  ship  or  a  partial  cargo,  might 
have  elected  to  do  so.  In  such  case  there  might  be 
a  partial  loss.  And  it  is,  I  suppose,  possible  that  a 
peril  covered  by  the  policy  might  have  injured  the 
ship  in  such  a  way  that  it  became  necessary  to 
jettison  a  part  of  the  cargo  on  the  home 
voyage,  and  yet  the  rest  might  be  carried  home  in 
the  ship  and  freight  earned.  This,  aJso,  I  con- 
ceive. Would  be  a  partiid  loss,  and  without  a  total 
loss  of  the  ship.  So  also,  if  by  perils  insured 
against  the  ship  had  been  disabled  from  reaching 
Calcutta  by  an  acnreed  time  in  the  charter,  or  not 
in  time  to  make  the  voyage  the  same  as  the  charter 
provided  for.  I  do  not  know  that  it  is  necessary 
to  enter  into  these  speculations,  but  to  my  mind 
they  help  to  clear  the  matter. 

It  seems,  to  me,  then,  that  the  insurance  was 
that  perils  of  the  seas  on  the  voyage  to  Now 
Zealand  should  not  destroy  or  prevent  the 
right  of  action  against  De  Mattos  to  accrue 
on  the  ship*s  arrival  at  Calcutta,  and  his  re- 
fusal to  loaa,  and  should  not  prevent  the  earning 
of  the  freight,  if  he  performed  his  contract  to  load. 
Whether  such  an  insurance  should  be  called  an  in- 
surance on  freight  is  only  a  question  of  words.  But 
it  is  very  important,  in  most  cases,  to  use  the  right 
words.  Certaiolythis  insurance  is  practically  more 
an  insurance  on  ship  in  respect  of  freight  than  on 
the  freight.  For  if  the  ship  sustained  no  damage 
on  the  voyage  to  New  Zealand  from  perils  insured 
against,  there  could  be  no  claim  on  the  under- 
writers. This,  perhaps,  is  true  of  all  insurances 
on  chartered  freight  till  the  cargo  is  loaded.  For, 
till  then,  nothing  that  can  happen  to  the  cargo,  or 
its  carriage,  can  be  in  question.  If  Willes,  J.'s 
expression  is  accurate  m  this  respect,  this  is 
wholly  an  insurance  on  the  ship.  He  says,  "  The 
policy  was  in  its  nature  therefore  against  total  loss 
of  freight  by  total  loss  of  ship."  Of  course  I  do 
not  mean  that  all  the  incidents  of  an  ordinary 
insurance  on  ship  attach,  nor  that  none  of  those 
on  freight  do. 

It  seems  to  me  that  the  before  statement  of 
the  case  answers  the  first  difficult  put  on 
behalf  of  the  defendant,  viz.  that  Be  Mattos' 
insolvency  or  the  destruction  of  the  ship  by  the 
cyclone  was  the  cause  of  the  plaintiffa'  loss  of  the 
freight.  This  is  not  so.  For  the  perils  on  the 
outward  voyage  had  put  the  ship  into  such  a  con- 
dition that  the  plaintiffs  had  not  the  right  of  action 
against  De  Mattos  for  not  loading.  They  thought 
they  had  when  the  vessel  arrived  at  Calcutta,  and 
so  probably  did  De  Mattos'  agents.  But  they 
thought  so  because  they  did  not  know  the  true 
state  of  the  facts.  Had  they  sued  De  Mattos  he 
would  have  had  an  answer  that  the  ship  was  not 


seaworthy.  Nor  oould  they  have  said  in  reply 
that  they  were  ready  to  make  her  so  within  a  rea- 
sonable time.  For  her  state  was  such  that  on  its 
being  known  to  them  they  would  not  have  been 
ready  to  do  so.  One  of  the  losses,  therefore, 
insured  against,  viz.,  inability  to  enforce  the 
charter  against  De  Mattos,  accrued  by  reason  of 
perils  insured  against.  The  assured  would  in- 
deed probably,  as  the  charter  freight  was  higher 
than  the  market  rate,  have  lost  the  benefit  of 
the  charter  by  reason  of  De  Mattos'  refusal  or 
inability  to  load,  even  though  they  had  not  lost  it 
through  perils  of  the  sea.  But  the  loss  would 
have  been  different.  They  might  haye  recovered 
damages  from  him,  or  proved  against  his  estate. 
No  doubt  they  would  not  in  this  way  have  got 
4000^.,  but  they  would  have  got  something.  I 
agree  with  the  illustration  of  Willes,  J.  of  the 
house  left  out  of  repair  and  subsequently  burned 
down,  and  with  that  of  Sir  George  Honyman,  of 
an  injury  to  a  man's  leg  which  a  Rubseq[uent  in- 
jury made  it  necessary  to  cut  off.  1  think, 
therefore,  there  was  a  loss  of  the  chartered  freight 
by  perils  insured  against,  loss  which  accrued,  and 
gave  a  vested  cause  of  action  when  the  ship  was 
damaged  by  taking  the  ground  at  New  Zealand. 

Another  difficulty  made  for  the  defendants  was, 
that  as  the  ship  remained  in  specie,  and  oould 
have  been  repaired  so  as  to  carry  the  cargo  and 
earn  the  freight,  and  the  assured  did  not  think  fit 
to  repair,  but  abandoned  the  ship  to  the  under- 
writers on  ship,  therefore  the  freight  was  lost 
not  by  perils  of  the  sea,  but  by  the  voluntanr  act 
of  the  plaintiffs.  I  think  the  answer  to  this  is 
that  it  was  not  their  voluntary  act,  but  one  to 
which  they  were  practically  compelled  by  the  ex- 
tent of  the  damage.  If  this  argument  is  good,  it 
must  apply  to  eyery  case  of  insurance  on  freight, 
where  the  ship  remains  in  specie.  But  this  is  not 
pretended.  I  think,  therefore,  there  was  a  loss 
of  the  thing,  or  one  of  the  things,  insured  by 
perils  insured  against.  But  the  great  question  is, 
was  there  a  total  loss  P 

I  think  this  question  ought  to  be  and  is  un- 
affected by  there  having  been  an  insurance  on 
ship.  For  suppose  there  had  been  none,  then 
the  ship,  or  her  materials,  would  have  belonged 
to  the  assured,  who  would  have  broken  her 
up  or  sold  her  to  be  broken  up.  In  that  case 
they  would  own  the  salvage  of  the  ship,  instead 
of  the  underwriters  doing  so.  And  indeed  in 
this  case  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  held 
that  the  abandonment  was  ineffectual.  There 
is  no  estoppel  on  that  matter  between  the  present 
parties,  and  the  question  there  decided  would 
nave  to  be  reconsidered  in  this  case.  But  it 
seems  to  me  immaterial  whether  the  ship  was  in- 
sured or  not,  whether  validly  abandoned  or  not. 
In  any  case,  if  she  was  so  damaged  by  the  perils 
insured  against  that  a  prudent  owner  would  not 
repair  her,  her  owners  were  rendered  practically 
unable  to  enforce  the  charter-party  against  De 
Mattos,  and  so  there  would  be  a  total  loss  of  the 
chartered  freight,  actual  or  constructive.  Now  there 
was  a  damage  or  loss  to  such  an  extent.  Bat  the  ship 
though  so  injured  remained  a  ship,  and  could  have 
been  repaired  so  as  to  earn  the  freight,  though  at  a 
loss.  The  loss  of  the  ship,  therefore,  though  total, 
was  what  is  called  constructive,  an  unfortunate 
expression,  but  one  for  which  I  know  no  substitute. 
It  was  actually  a  total  loss,  the  materials  of  the 
ship  remaining  in  the  form  of  a  ship.    In  such  a 
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case  if  the  materials  cannot  be  kept  together  as  a 
Bhip  at  an  expense  less  than  their  valae  as  a  ship 
when  so  kept,  plas  their  value  as  materials  nob  so 
kept  together,  the  yessel  it  totally  lost,  or  rather 
the  loss  of  ihe  vessel  is  total.    One  might  put  a 
oBse  where  the  loss  was  greater  where  the  vessel 
held  together,  than  where  it  fell  to  pieces;   as 
where  a  vessel  went  on  shore  and  broke  to  pieces 
withont  damage  to  the  materials,  the  ship  breaker's 
labour  woaid  be  less  than  if  the  materials  remained 
together  in  the  form  of  a  ship.    These  are  very 
trite  and  obvions  remarks,  but  I  hope  as  this  case 
has  been  discussed  as  one  almost  depending  on  first 
principles,  that  they  may  be  forgiven,  as  it  is  very 
desirable  in  snch  a  discussion  to  keep  elementary 
matters  clearly  in  view.    Whether  this  should  be 
called  an  actual  or  constructive  total  loss  seems  to 
me  very  doabtfhl.    I  incline  to  think  it  was  an 
actual  total  loss  of  the  freight  by  a  constructive 
total  loss  of  the  ship.    The  damage  or  loss  to  a 
riiip  may  be  absolutely  or  necessarily  total,  as 
where  it  is  burned  or  sunk  to  a  hopeless  depth. 
It  may  be  total  where  it  remains  in  specie  afloat 
or  ashore.    In  that  case  it  is  so,  or  not,  at  the 
option  of  the  assured.    He  may,  if  he  thinks  fit, 
treat  the  loss  as  partial,  and  repair  her.    It  is 
obvioos  that  except  in  cases  of  valued  policies  the 
question  is  comparatively  unimportant.    In  the 
case  of  a  valued  policy  the  question  may  be  much 
more  important.    But  in  both  sorts  of  policies 
where  the  ship  remains  in  specie,  afloat  or  ashore, 
though  the   loss  is  really  total,  though  she  is 
practically  lost  as  a  ship,  and  what  remains  is  the 
materials  of  a  ship  fastened  together  in  the  form 
of  a  ship,  the  option  is  with  the  assured  to  keep 
bis  ship  or  his  salvage,  and  claim  for  a  partial 
loss,  or  to  claim  for  a  total  loss,  giving  up  his 
interest  in  the  ship  or  its  materials  to  the  under- 
writers.   This  is  abandonment.    It  always  sup- 
poses there  is  somethincr  to  abandon,  something  to 
cede.    If  the  ship  is  burned,  or  sunk  to  a  hopeless 
depth,  there  is  nothing  to  abandon.    So  if  she  is 
dashed  to  pieces  on  the  shore  there  is  no  ship  to 
abandon ;  by  the  destruction  of  the  ship  the  loss 
of  the  ship  is  total,  and  the  pieces  as  a  oonse- 
qoenoe  belong  to  the  underwriter.    What  would 
be  the  law  in  the  supposable  case  of  the  ship 
being  rebuilt  of  the  old  materials,  to  whom  she 
would   belong,    and  what    consequences    would 
follow  as  to  other  matters,  it  is  not  necessary  to 
consider.    It  is  enough  to  say  that  where  the 
thing  exists,  as  it  is  called,  in  specie,  in  such  con- 
dition as  to  be  capable  of  utilisation  as  the  thing 
insured,  the  assured  to  claim  for  a  total  loss  must 
abandon ;  where  it  does  not  so  exist  he  need  not. 
Sorely  this  is  equally  true  of  goods  and  of  every 
other  subject  of  insurance.    Now  here  there  was 
absolntely  nothing  to  abandon.    To  hold  that  it 
was  necessary  to  abandon,  or  to  give  notice  of 
abandonment,  would  be  to  hold,  not  that  it  was 
necessary  to  do,  but  to  say,  something.    For  let 
what  might  be  said,  nothing  would  thereby  be 
done,  no  possible  effect  could  follow.    I  cannot 
find  the  notice  of  abandonmdct  in  the  case,  and  I 
can  hardly  think  what  words  could  be  used.    If 
they  were  that  all  right  to  the  freight  was  aban- 
doned they  were  idle  words,  for  there  was  no  such 
right,  no  right  at  all.    It  is  suggested  that  the 
underwriters  might  have  chartered  a  ship  and 
proposed  to  Do  Mattos  to  let  them  bring  home  the 
cargo.    Bnt.  the  power  to  do  this,  and  the  possi- 
bility of  their  doing  it,  would  not  be  aoythingi 


nor  the  consequence  of  anything  abandoned  to 
them.  It  would  not  be  a  right  at  all,  much  less 
a  right  acqnired  by  abandonment.  It  might 
equally  be  done  by  them  though  there  was  no 
abandonment.  Bnt  this  is  the  utmost  that  can 
be  suggested ;  as  there  was  nothing  to  be  done, 
as  nothing  could  be  abandoned,  nothing,  no  right, 
I  think  it  was  not  and  could  not  be  necessary  for 
the  assured  to  say  they  abandoned,  nor  conse- 
quently to  give  any  notice  thereof.  I  beg  to  refer 
to  the  judgments  of  Gockbum,  O.J.  and  Lush,  J. 
on  this  point,  to  which  I  cannot  profitably  add. 

But  it  is  argued  that  though  no  notice  of  aban- 
donment may  have  been  necessary,  or  possible, 
yet  that  the  assured  ought  to  have  given  notice 
that  they  elected  to  treat  the  loss  as  total.  That 
is,  that  they  elected  not  to  repair  the  ship,  and  so 

SusJify  themselves  to  enforce  the  charter  against 
^e  Mattos.  I  may  observe  in  passing  that  I 
could  not  find  as  a  fact,  acting  as  juryman,  that 
they  could  have  repaired  the  ship  in  time  for  it  to 
be  ready  for  the  adventure  for  which  De  Mattos 
agreed  to  find  the  cargo,  and  indeed,  as  the  case 
stands,  I  should  think  he  might  have  refused  on 
the  ground  that  the  ship  was  a  year  over- 
due. But  on  the  question  of  giving  notice  of 
their  election,  if  they  were  bound  to  do  so, 
it  must  be  by  virtue  of  some  general  rule  of  law, 
or  some  rule  of  insurance  law,  some  im- 
plied part  of  the  contract  of  insurance.  I  know  of 
no  such  rule,  either  of  the  general  or  particular 
law.  I  know  of  no  rule  which  compels  a  person, 
having  an  option,  to  give  notice  which  way  he 
exercises  it,  where  the  position  of  the  other  party 
would  not  be  effected  by  the  giving  or  withholding 
of  notice,  when  his  conduct  would  not  be  regulated 
thereby.  On  this  point  I  refer  to  the  judgment 
of  Lush,  J. 

The  opinions  in  favour  of  the  defendants  seem 
to  me  to  be  influenced  by  a  fallacy,  which 
may  be  thus  expressed.  The  plaintiffs,  it  is 
argned,  are  prosecuting  the  voyage  or  adventure 
till  they  give  notice  of  abandonment  of  the  ship ; 
therefore  they  are  prosecuting  what  would 
give  them  a  right  to  the  freight;  therefore 
there  could  not  oe  a  total  loss  of  freight  at 
that  time;  and  that  time  was  long  after  the 
damage,  and  therefore  the  total  loss  was  not  then 
actual.  In  a  sense  this  is  true.  But  as  soon  as 
the  ship  is  abandoned  there  is  a  total  loss  of 
freight,  or  rather  that  which  was  doubtful  when 
the  damage  happened  is  by  the  abandonment  of 
the  ship  ascertained  to  be  a  total  loss  of  the  freight. 
Suppose  instead  of  abandonment,  and  instead  of 
destruction  by  the  cyclone,  the  assured  had  them- 
selves broken  up  the  ship  at  Oalcutta,  would  not 
the  loss  of  freight  then  have  been  total  P  No  doubt 
the  cause  of  action  wonld  have  accrued  when  the 
damage  happened  at  New  Zealand,  and  from  that 
date  the  statute  of  limitations  would  run ;  but  the 
character  of  the  loss  would  be  doubtful  till  the 
owners  of  the  ship  elected  to  treat  the  loss  of  ship 
as  total.  Suppose  this  had  been  a  case  of  a  sub- 
charter,  viz.)  that  the  owner  had  chartered  to  the 
assured,  who  had  sub- chartered  to  De  Mattos. 
Whether  in  such  case  there  would  be  a  total  loss 
of  the  sub-chartered  freight  would  depends  on 
whether  the  shipowner  elected  to  treat  the  loss  of 
the  ship  as  total.  So  here,  though  the  owners  and 
the  persons  with  whom  De  Mattos  made  his 
charter  are  the  same,  yet  it  is  on  their  election  as 
owners  to  treat  the  ship  as  totally  lost  or  not  that 
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their  total  Iobs  of  freight  ae  letters  of  the  ship  to 
charter  depends.  They  fill  two  characters,  owners 
and  parties  to  the  charter;  on  their  election  in 
the  former  character  depends  their  loss  in  the 
latter.  With  great  respect  this  seems  to  me  the 
answer  to  the  argument  in  the  judgment  of  the 
Common  Pleas.  I  think  their  judgment  for  the 
defendants  arises  from  not  advertiocc  to  this  con- 
sideration. No  doubt  had  the  owner  repaired  the 
ship  the  loss  of  freight  would  not  have  been  total, 
supposing  the  repairs  in  time  for  the  vojage  for 
which  De  Mattos  undertook  to  find  a  cargo, 
which,  if  it  were  in  controversy,  I  could  not 
find  in  the  plaintiff's  favour.  True  it  is  also 
that  for  a  long  time  the  plaintiffs  thought 
they  could  and  would  repair,  but  when  they 
found  out  they  practically  could  not,  and  so 
would  not,  the  loss  of  the  freight,  till  then  in 
doubt,  became  certain  and  fixed.  On  these 
grounds  I  think  no  notice  of  abandoning  of  the 
freight  was  necessary. 

On  the  question  of  whether  if  notice  of 
abnndonment  was  necessary  ic  was  given  in 
time,  I  feel  this  difficulty.  Thinking  none 
necessary,  I  am  yet  to  say  when  it  ought  to 
have  been  given — ^whether  the  assured  used  due 
diligence  in  the  performance  of  a  duty  which  did 
not  exist  P  I  come  to  the  oonolusion  that  if  it  was 
necessary  to  give  it,  it  was  not  given  in  time.  I 
agree  with  the  reasoning  of  Willes,  J.,  on 
this.  It  is  a  rule  that  where  a  man  is  put  on 
informing  himself,  he  is  in  the  same  position  as 
though  he  had  notice.  I  think  that  what  had 
happened  was  enough  to  make  the  assured  bound 
to  inform  themselves  as  to  the  extent  of  the 
di^mage.  I  think  their  delay  in  doing  so  was  un- 
reasonable, bearing  in  mind  that  the  stay  in  New 
Zealand  was  attributable,  in  part  at  least,  to  their 
own  misconduct  in  breaking  the  law. 

Further,  I  incline  to  think  the  question  raised  by 
Willes,  J.,  should  be  answered  unfavourably  to  the 
assured.  I  think  that  (as  a  matter  of  fact,  not  as 
a  matter  of  law)  the  vessel  should  have  been  taken 
to  Sydney  to  be  examined :  (See  Qemon  v.  Bwjal 
Exchange  Assurance  Company,  6  Taunt.  383.)  On 
this  part  of  the  case  I  feel  great  doubt,  arising 
from  the  complication  of  the  laots  and  the  conflict 
of  opinions.  Dealing  generally  with  the  case,  I 
cannot  but  think  that  much  of  the  difficulty  has 
arisen  from  the  unusual  nature  of  the  policy  and 
the  peculiar  circumstances  of  the  loss,  the  delay, 
the  insolvency  of  the  charterer,  and  the  subse- 
quent destruction  by  the  cyclone.  For  suppose 
the  ship  safe  and  arrived  at  Calcutta,  the  charterer 
ready  to  load,  a  policy  on  the  freight  extending  to 
perils  at  and  from  Calcuttc^  and  the  day  before 
the  loading  began  the  ship  driven  ashore  by  a 
storm,  and  so  damaged  as  certainly  and  obviously 
not  worth  repair,  in  short,  a  oonstruotive  total  loss, 
would  abandonment  then  have  been  necessary, 
and  of  what  P  There  would  have  been,  could  have 
been,  nothing  to  abandon.  But  that  case  does  not 
in  substance  differ  from  the  present.  Suppose 
that  instead  of  the  vessel  proceeding  to  Calcutta 
her  state  had  been  known  in  New  Zealand,  and 
that  she  was  not  worth  repair,  and  suppose  there 
had  been  no  insurance  on  ship,  but  her  owners  had 
kept  her  there  existing  in  form  as  a  ship,  but  used 
as  a  coal  hulk  only,  would  there  not  have  been  a 
total  loss  of  this  freight,  and  would  notice  of 
abandonment  have  been  necessary  P  It  seems  to 
me  clearly  not. 


I  answer  your  Lordships'  questions  as  follows : 
To  the  first,  yes ;  the  second,  no ;  the  third,  no ; 
the  fourth,  no;  the  fifth,  no;  the  sixth,  for  the 
respondents. 

Mabtin,  B. — ^My  Lords :  I  assure  your  Lord- 
ships if  I  had  merely  consulted  my  own  feeling  I 
would  rather  not  have  delivered  my  opinion  upon 
this  case;  but  having  read  very  carefully  the 
judgments  delivered  in  the  Court  of  Common 
Pleas  and  in  the  Exchequer  Chamber,  and  having 
arrived  at  the  conclusion  that  the  judgment  of  the 
Court  of  Common  Pleas  and  that  of  my  brother 
Cleasby  in  the  Exchequer  Chamber  are  right,  I 
think  it  my  duty  to  state  the  reasons  which  have 
led  me  to  that  conclusion,  especially  as  your  Lord- 
ships will  find  yourselves  obliged  in  determiniuec 
this  case  to  decide  what  is  the  effect  of  a  con- 
structive total  loss  of  ship  upon  an  insurance  on 
freight.  Under  these  circumstances  your  Lord- 
ships will  excuse  me  for  bringing  before  you  my 
view,  and  the  more  so  as  it  is  not  exactly  that- 
either  of  my  brother  Cleasby  or  of  the  Court  of 
Common  Pleas. 

This  is  an  action  upon  a  policy  of  insurance 
on  freight,  and  the  main  question  arises  upon 
a  novel  state  of  facts.    Nothing  similar,  so  far 
as  I   know,  has    been  the    subject  of  decision 
in  a    oourt    of  law.     A    ship    called    the    Sir 
William  Eyre  had  sailed  from  the  Clyde  on  a 
voyage  to  New  Zealand,  to  deliver  cargo  and 
passengers  at   two  places,  viz.,   Southland  and 
Otago.    After  she  had  sailed  a  charter-party  was 
executed  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiffs,  who  were 
mortgagees  in  possession  and  a  Mr.  De  Mattos 
whereby  it  was  agreed  that  the  ship  after  having 
discharged  her  cargo  at  New  Zealand  should  pro- 
ceed to  Calcutta,  and  there  load  from  the  agents 
of  De  Mattos  a  full  cargo  of  merchandise  for 
England  for  freight,  41,  per  ton.    It  was  also 
provided  that    the    ship    should    be    consigned 
to    De   Mattos'   agents    at    Calcutta.     On    the 
16th  Feb.  1863,  a  few  days    after  the  date  of 
the   charter-party,  the    policy    now   sued    upon 
was  effected.     It   is    in    the  common    printed 
form.    The  risk  was  "lost  or  not  lost,  at  and 
from  the  Clyde  to  Southland,  whilst  there,  and 
thence  to  Otago,  and  for  thirty  days  in  port  there 
after  arrival."    The  subject  insured  was  **  4000Z. 
homeward  chartered  freight."    The  freight  was  to 
be  earned  on  the  voyage  from  Calcutta  to  England. 
The  perils  insured  against  were  to  be  incurred 
on  the  voyage  from  the  Clyde  to  Otago,  and  thirty 
days  after  arrival.    The  plaintiffs  to  succeed  must 
therefore  establish  that  the  freight  from  Calcutta 
to  England  was  lost  by  a  peril  which  occurred  on 
or  before  the  5th  Aug.  1863,  when  the  last  of  the 
thirty  days  expired,  and  their  contention  is  that 
the  facts  stated  in  the  special  case  do  so.    The 
material    ones  are  these:    The  ship  arrived   at 
Southland  on  the  23rd  April  1863,  and  remained 
there  until  the  let  July.    Whilst  there  she  sus- 
tained very  considerable  damage.    Upon  the  4th 
July  she  arrived  at  Otago,  and  there  discharged 
the  remainder  of  her  cargo.    Whilst  there  she  was 
surveyed,  but  there  was  no  dry  dock,  and  the 
extent  of  damage  could  not  be  ascertained.    And  I 
think  it  must  be  taken  that  the  master  acted  bond 
fide,  and  believed  that  with  some  temporary  repairs 
the  ship  would  be  capable  of  proceeaing  in  ballast 
to  Calcutta,  and  there  made  fit  to  carry  the  char- 
tered cargo  to  England  and  earn  the  freight.    The 
temporary  repairs  were  not  commenced  until  Feb. 
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1864»  and  the  ship  remained  at  Otago  (Port  Ohal- 
mere)  until  the  14th  April.  'The  cause  of  the 
delay  is  thus  stated  in  the  14th  paragraph  of  the 
case :  "  The  Sir  William  Eyre  remained  at  Port 
Ghahners  nntii  14th  April  1864,  being  prevented 
Bolelj  by  want  of  funds  from  making  the  necessary 
preparation  to  proceed  to  Calcutta;  the  master 
had  not  sufficient  funds  to  defray  the  ship^s 
charges  and  disbursements,  and  the  liabilities 
which  she  had  incurred  in  New  Zealand,  and  not 
bebg  able  to  raise  such  funds  in  New  Zealand,  nor 
Messrs.  Dalgetty,  to  whom  the  ship  was  consigned 
at  Otago,  being  willing  to  advance  him  the  money 
be  required  for  the  purposes  aforesaid,  he  was 
obliged  to  wait  until  he  had  obtained  a  sufficient 
remittance  from  the  plaintiffs."  Whilst  the  ship 
was  there  the  master,  in  order  that  she  might  not 
be  wholly  unproductive,  used  her  to  store  coal,  and 
earned  upwards  of  7001.  for  storapte  rent.  On  the 
14di  April  she  sailed  for  Calcutta,  and  arrived 
there  on  the  7th  June.  The  master  immediately 
went  to  the  agents  of  De  Mattos,  and  applied  to 
them  to  carry  out  the  charter.  A  copy  of  it  had 
Mveral  months  before  been  forwarded  to  them,  but 
De  Mattos  had  become  insolvent  in  the  December 
previous,  and  they  had  provided  no  cargo,  and 
absolutely  refused  to  provide  any,  or  to  have  any- 
thing to  do  with  the  ship.  The  ship  was  after- 
wards put  into  a  dry  dock  and  surveyed.  On 
the  2nd  Aug.,  upon  the  receipt  in  the  United 
Kingdom  of  the  survey,  dated  8th  June,  the  plain- 
tiffs gave  notice  of  abandonment  of  the  ship  to 
the  [underwriters  on  ship,  and  of  freight  to  the 
defendants,  the  underwriters  on  the  freight. 
Neither  were  accepted.  The  ship  in  her  damaged 
stote  was  of  the  value  of  3000Z.  On  8th  Oct.  the 
ship  was  stranded  in  a  cyclone  and  became  a 
wreck.  Paragraph  24  of  the  case  is  as  follows  :— 
"  It  is  admitted  that  the  sea  damage  which  the 
ship  sustained  at  New  Zealand  during  the  time 
covered  by  the  policy  was  such  as  would  have 
justified  an  abandonment,  and  claim  for  a  con- 
structive total  loss."  There  are  some  other  state- 
ments in  the  case,  but  the  above  are  the  material 
ones. 

Upon  these  facts  it  was  contended,  first,  that 
there  was  a  loss  of  the  freight  insured  by 
perils  of  the  sea  at  New  Zealand,  by  reason  of 
the  damaiice  sustained  at  Southland  before  the 
expiration  of  the  thirty  days.  This  contention  I 
think  cannot  bo  sustained.  The  loss  of  the  ship 
no  doubt  causes  a  loss  of  freight,  but  there  are 
two  kinds  of  losses  of  ship,  actual  and  constructive, 
and  so  long  as  a  ship  exists  in  specie,  and  retains 
the  character  of  a  ship,  and  is  dealt  with  as  such, 
and  is  capable  of  being  repaired,  there  is  no 
actual  loss ;  there  may  be  the  elements  of  an  in- 
choate constructive  total  loss,  but  to  make  such 
a  loss  of  ship  there  must  be  an  abandonment : 
Knight  v.  Faith  {uhi  Bwp.)  The  only  case  referred 
to  in  the  judgment  of  the  Exchequer  Chamber 
npon  this  point  was  Roux  v.  Salvador  {uhi  sup.) 
But  it  seems  to  me  to  have  no  bearing  upon  it. 
It  was  an  insurance  on  hides  from  Valparaiso  to 
Bordeaux.  The  ship  sprang  a  leak,  and  put  into 
Rio ;  the  hides  were  found  there  to  be  in  an  in- 
cipient state  of  putrefaction,  and  it  was  certain 
that  if  they  had  oeen  sent  on  to  Bordeaux  they 
would  have  lost  the  character  of  hides  and  become 
a  mass  of  putrefaction  before  their  arrival*  The 
master  of  the  ship  sold  them  at  Bio,  and  it  was 
held  to  be  not  an  average  but  a  total  loss,  with 
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benefit  of  salvage.  I  do  not  see  how  this  case 
bears  upon  the  present.  The  ship  after  the  ex- 
piration of  the  thirty  days  existed  in  specie,  was 
treated  and  dealt  with  as  a  ship,  performed  a  two 
months'  voyage  from  New  Zealand  to  Calcutta 
without  apparently  exhibiting  any  symptom  of 
weakness  or  damage,  and  was  tendered  by 
the  master  to  De  Mattos*  agents  there  as 
a  ship  capable  of  being  repaired  and  earning  the 
insured  freight,  and  was  of  the  value  ofSOOOL 
Under  such  circumstances  I  think  there  could  not 
be  a  loss  of  freight  by  perils  of  the  sea  until  the 
plaintiffs  had  elected  not  to  repair  the  ship,  and 
not  prosecute  the  voyage  from  Calcutta* 

Secondly,  it  was  contended  that  there  was  a  con- 
structive total  loss  of  the  ship  by  the  abandonment 
to  the  underwriters  of  the  ship  on  the  2nd  August. 
The  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  in  Potter  v.  Oamphell 
{uhi  sup.),  and  which  was  an  action  upon  a  policy 
on  the  ship,  adjudged  that  the  abandonment  was 
not  in  time,  and  that  there  was  not  a  ccmstruotive 
total  loss  of  ship.  I  think  this  judgment  right, 
and  I  understand  all  my  learned  brethren  are  of 
the  same  opinion.  I  also  agree  with  them  that 
the  constructive  total  loss  of  ship  and  the  validity 
of  the  abandonment  is  not  the  test  of  the  defen- 
dant's liability,  and  that  the  question  is  the  same 
as  if  there  had  been  no  insurance  on  the  ship  at 
all.  The  main  and  substantial  question  is,  was 
the  freight  from  Calcutta  lost  to  the  plaintiffs  by 
perils  of  the  sea  P  In  my  opinion  this  is  to  be  de- 
termined by  the  state  of  facts  existing  at  the  time 
the  plaintiffs  elected  not  to  repair  and  prosecute 
the  voyage  from  Calcutta  to  England,  and  is  in  a 
great  measure,  if  not  entirely,  a  question  of  fiict. 
When  the  policy  was  effected  the  subject  insured 
was  freight  expected  to  be  earned,  and  if  the  ship 
had  been  sunk  or  wrecked  before  the  expiration  of 
the  thirty  days  (the  5th  Aug.  1863),  the  aefendants 
would  have  been  liable,  for  the  expected  freight 
would  have  been  lost  proximately,  indeed  directly, 
by  a  peril  of  the  sea.  But  the  ship  arrived  at  Cal- 
cutta, and  assuming  the  liability  of  the  defendants 
to  be  then  continuing,  it  seems  to  me  that  the 
ordinary  rule  as  to  insurance  on  freight  applies, 
viz.,  there  must  have  been  cargo  at  Calcutta  in 
order  to  earn  it ;  if  there  were  no  cargo,  it  might 
be  that  the  plaintiffs  might  have  had  a  cause  of 
action  against  De  Mattos  for  not  providing  it ;  but 
unless  there  were  cargo  the  freiirht  insured  was  lost 
to  the  plaintiffs,  not  by  the  peril  of  the  sea,  but  by 
def  aul t  of  De  Mattos.  The  ship  arrived  at  Calcutta 
on  the  7th  June,  and  was  immediately  tendered  to  De 
Mattos'  agent,  under  the  provision  in  the  charter- 
party;  but  De  Mattos  had  become  insolvent  in 
December  previous,  and  the  agent  declared  that 
he  had  no  cargo  for  the  ship,  and  would  provide 
none,  and  did  provide  none.  Therefore  before  the 
extent  of  damage  was  ascertained,  and  the  election 
not  to  repair  made,  the  eamiiLg  of  the  freight  had 
beoome  hopeless,  indeed  impossible,  and  was  in 
reaUty  and  truth  lost  to  the  plaintiffs  by  a  cause 
wholly  beside,  and  independent  of,  the  perils  of 
the  Sea.  It  seems  to  me  a  crucial  test  that  if  the 
ship  had  sustained  no  damage,  and  had  arrived  at 
Calcutta  perfectly  sound  and  seaworthy,  the  freight 
would  have  been  equally  lost  to  the  plaintiffs.  In 
my  opinion  the  utmost  that  can  be  said  is,  that»  if 
De  IViattbs  had  been  willing  to  provide  the  oargo, 
and  had  had  it  to  provide,  there  would  have  been 
a  loss  of  the  freight  by  reason  of  the  damag^e  to  the 
ship  at  New  Zealand.      But  this  hypothetical  loss 
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is  not  a  loss  by  perils  o£  the  S6a  for  which  under- 
writers are  liable.  It  is  a  well-established  and 
settled  rale  that  the  underwriter  is  liable  for  no 
loss  which  is  not  proximately  caused  by  the  perils 
insured  against.  The  maxim,  '*  Oauaa  proxima 
non  remota  epectatuTt^*  is  a  fundamental  principle 
of  insurance  law.  The  rule  laid  down  by  Lord 
EUenboroagh  in  Forbes  y.  Aepinall  (13  East.  324) 
is,  "that  it  is  incumbent  upon  the  assured,  in 
order  to  recover  on  a  policy  on  freight,  to  prove 
that  unless  the  perils  insured  against  had  inter- 
vened the  freight  would  have  been  earned."  The 
facts  stated  in  the  special  case  disprove  this, 
indeed  prove  the  contrary.  It  has  hitherto  been 
assumed  that  De  Mattos  was  bound  to  supply  a 
cargo  at  Calcutta ;  but  it  is  quite  clear  that  he  was 
not,  and  that  he  was  discharged  from  this  obliga- 
tion by  the  delay  at  New  Zealand.  In  any  action 
brought  agaiost  him  it  would  have  been  a  material 
and  traversable  averment,  that  the  ship  had  sailed 
and  proceeded  from  New  Zealand  to  Calcutta  in 
a  reasonable  time,  and  this  the  delay  at  New 
Zealand  would  have  disproved.  De  Matoos  was  in 
no  way  responsible  for  or  coucerned  with  this 
delay,  and  its  existence  would  have  been  an  answer 
to  the  action  against  him.  In  my  opinion,  there- 
fore, the  freight  was  not  lost  by  perils  of  the  sea ; 
the  proximate  and  direct  cause  of  its  loss  was  the 
non-existence  of  cargo  and  to  bring  the  perils  of 
the  sea  to  bear  upon  it,  two  things  must  have 
existed  which  do  not:  one  that  De  Mattos  was 
willing  to  provide  cargo,  although  he  was  under  n^ 
legal  obligation  to  do  so ;  the  obher,  that  he  had 
had  it  to  provide.  For  these  reasons  I  think  the 
underwriters  are  not  liable. 

But  a  much  more  important  question  remains 
behind,  viz.,  the  application  ot  the  principle  of 
constructive  total  loss  of  ship  to  insurance  on 
freight.  No  case  has  been  cited,  and  I  believe 
none  exists,  in  which  this  has  hitherto  been 
done.  The  doctrine  as  regards  ship  was  con- 
clusively established  by  this  House  in  1847,  in 
the  case  Irving  v.  Marming  (1  H.  of  L.  Cas.  287). 
But  it  must  be  admitted  by  its  warmest  admirers, 
that  its  application  coupled  with  valued  policies 
has  in  many  instances  enabled  shipowners  to  ob- 
tain, and  compelled  underwriters  to  pay,  double  the 
value  of  ships  which  the  owners  were  desirous  to 
get  rid  of.  For  the  purpose  of  this  question,  it 
may  be  assumed  that  De  Mattos  had  provided  a 
cargo,  and  was  ready  and  willing  to  load  it.  There 
are  several  definitions  of  constrnctive  total  loss, 
but  that  given  by  Tindal,  C.J.  in  Boux  v.  Salvador 
is  generally  adopted,  "  that  where  the  damage 
to  the  ship  is  so  great  from  the  perils  in- 
sured against,  that  the  owner  cannot  put  her  in  a 
state  of  repair  necessary  for  pursuing  the  voyage 
insured,  except  at  an  expense  greater  than  the 
value  of  the  ship  (when  repaired),  he  is  not  bound 
to  incur  the  expense,  but  is  at  liberty  to  abandon 
and  treat  the  loss  as  a  total  loss,  and  recover  the 
whole  amount.*'  A  constructive  total  loss  of  ship 
can  therefore  only  be  upon  condition  that  the 
assured  abandon  the  ship.  Abandonment  is  of 
the  essence  of  it,  it  is  a  different  thing  altogether 
from  total  loss  with  benefit  of  salvage,  of  which 
Boux  V.  Salvador  is  an  instance.  The  word 
"  abandoned  "  is  one  in  ordinary  and  common  use, 
and  in  its  natural  sense  well  understood;  but 
there  is  not  a  word  in  the  English  language  used 
in  a  more  highly  artificial  and  technical  sense  than 
the  word  "  abandon  "  in  reference  to  constructive 


total  loss ;  it  is  defined  to  be  a  cession  or  transfer 
of  the  ship  from  the  owner  to  the  underwriter, 
and  of  all  his  property  and  interest  in  it,  with  all 
the  claims  that  may  arise  from  its  ownership,  and 
all  the  profits  that  may  arise  from  it,  including  the 
freight  then  being  earned.  Its  operation  is  as 
effectually  to  transfer  the  property  of  the  ship  to 
the  underwriter  as  a  sale  for  valuable  considera- 
tion, so  that  of  necessity  it  vests  in  the  underwriter 
a  chattel  of  more  or  less  value,  as  the  case  may  be. 
In  the  numerous  discussions  which  preceded  the 
final  establishment  of  the  doctrine  of  constructive 
total  loss,  nothing  was  more  strenuously  urged  in 
favour  of  ic  than  that  by  abandonment  the  under- 
writer became  the  absolute  owner  of  the  ship,  a 
thing  of  value,  capable  of  being  repaired  and 
earning  freight,  if  the  abandonee  thought  fit.  A  con- 
structive total  loss  is  grounded  upon  a  calculation. 
In  the  present  case  the  calculation  would  be :  present 
value  of  the  ship  30002.,  expense  of  repairs  75001. , 
total  10,500{ ;  against  value  of  ship  when  repaired 
5264Z.,  freight,  which  if  repaired  she  would  have 
enrned,  say  3500{.,  total  87642.  The  valued  freight 
was  40002.  It  would,  therefore,  be  for  the  pecuniary 
interest  of  an  uninsured  owner  of  ship  not  to 
repair,  and  if  insured  to  abandon  the  ship  and 
claim  for  a  total  loss  ;  but  against  this  the  under- 
writer would  have  the  ship  of  the  value  of  30001. 
The  present  question  is,  in  such  case  can  the 
freight  be  truly  said  to  be  lost  by  perils  of  the  sea  ? 
The  assured  has  made  a  calculation  upon  certain 
items,  one  of  which  is  this  very  freight,  and  satis- 
fied himself  that  it  is  for  his  pecuniary  interest  to 
sacrifice  it  and  make  no  attempt  to  earn  it,  and 
has  by  his  own  voluntary  act  transferred  the  ship, 
by  which  alone  it  could  be  earned,  to  a  third 
person,  and  thus  deprived  himself  of  the  possibi- 
lity of  earning  it.  The  freight  is  lost,  remotely  it 
may  be,  in  consequence  of  sea  damage,  or  in  other 
words  the  perils  of  the  sea,  but  directly  and  proxi- 
mately by  the  voluntary  act  of  the  assured  him- 
self. The  perils  of  the  sea  may  be  the  "  sine  qud 
non"  but  certainly  they  are  not  the  **eav8a  cav^ans" 
Suppose  the  underwriter  thought  fit  to  repair  the 
ship  and  earn  the  freight,  as  he  had  a  right  to  do, 
the  underwriter  on  freight  would  be  free,  the 
event  would  have  happened  the  not  happening  of 
which  by  reason  of  certain  perils  creates  his 
liability.  And  can  it  be  that  the  right  of  the 
assured  and  the  liability  of  the  underwriter  on 
freight  depend  upon  the  conduct  of  a  third  person, 
a  stranger  to  both,  and  over  whom  neither  of  them 
has  any  control?  But  the  point  seems  to  me 
decided  by  the  cases  of  McOarthy  v.  Abel  (5  East, 
383)  and  The  Scottish  Insurance  Company  v. 
Turner,  in  this  House  (ubi  sup.).  In  McCarthy  v. 
Abel  an  insurance  had  been  effected  on  homeward 
freight  from  Eiga.  The  greater  part  of  the  cargo 
had  been  loaded,  but  on  the  7th  Nov.  1800,  the 
ship  was  seized  under  a  Russian  embargo.  On 
receipt  of  the  intelligence,  the  assured  gave  notice 
of  abandonment  to  the  underwriters  on  ship  and 
on  freight,  he  having  effected  separate  insurances 
with  different  sets  of  underwriters.  The  embargo 
was  taken  off  in  May  1801,  and  the  chip  arrived 
safely  and  earned  her  freight.  This  freight  be- 
longed to  the  underwriter  on  ship  by  reason  of  the 
abandonment,  and  the  assured  brought  an 
action  against  the  underwriter  on  freight  as  for  a 
total  loss.  The  court  held  it  could  not  be  recovered. 
Lord  Ellen  borough  said  it  could  not,  for  two 
reasons.     First,  that  there  had  been  no  less  of 
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freight  afc  all,  as  in  the  event  the  freight  had  been 
earned;  Beoond*  that  if  it  oonld  be  considered 
in  any  other  sense  lost  to  the  assured,  it  had 
become  so  by  his  own  act  in  abandoning  the 
ship  to  the  nnderwriter  thereon,  with  which,  and 
its  oooseqaenoes,  the  nnderwriter  on  freight  had 
nothing  to  do.  The  principle  of  the  second  reason 
of  this  judgment  seems  to  me  directly  against  the 
plaintiffs'  contention  in  the  present  case.  I  will 
liereafter  refer  to  The  Scottish  Insurance  Company 
T.  Turner;  for  my  own  part  I  am  at  a  loss  to  see 
why,  if  the  contract  of  insarance  of  freight  in  the 
present  case  was  of  any  valae,  it  did  not  pass  to 
the  nnderwriter  on  ship  by  the  abandonment,  so 
that  the  plaintiffs'  interest  in  it  was  at  an  end 
hefore  action  brought ;  and  it  is  not  alleged  that 
the  action  was  brought  or  is  now  maintained  for 
the  benefit  of  the  underwriter  on  ship. 

But,  secondly,  suppose  the  ship  was  not  insured 
upon  the  above  calculation,  it  would  have  been  for 
the  pecuniary  interest  of  the  plaintiffs  not  to  repair 
and  to  abandon  the  charter-party  and  the  voyage 
to  England.  He  would  then  have  the  ship  of  the 
value  c^3000{.  Can  it  bo  that  he  can  realise  this 
end  at  the  same  time  compel  the  defendants  to 
ptyhimthe  freight  as  if  the  ship  had  become  an 
actnal  wreck  at  New  Zealand  P  There  would  be 
no  obligation  upon  the  plaintiffs  to  sell  the  ship  or 
break  her  up,  and  if  after  they  had  received  the 
mm  daimed  (4000L)  they  thought  fit  to  repair  her, 
there  would  then  be  a  ship  sailing  the  sea,  and 
esming  freight,  which  had  by  construction  of  law 
been  totally  lost.  Nor  is  there  any  reason  why,  by 
ipi^ication  of  the  same  principle,  she  might  not 
he  totally  lost  half  a  dozen  times  over  with  the  same 
result. 

But  it  is  said  the  plaintiffs  have  abandoned 
the  freight.  It  is  true  that  in  one  sense  they 
have  abandoned  it,  they  have  thrown  up  the 
adventure,  and  if  there  was  anything  to  earn  have, 
BO  Car  as  in  them  lay,  deprived  the  defendants  of 
the  posmbiliiy  of  its  being  earned.  But  they  have 
nude  no  abandonment  in  the  sense  of  transferring 
to  the  defendants  a  thing  of  value,  anything  which 
might  go  in  part  to  indemnify  them  against  the 
payment  of  the  loss.  The  abandonment  was  a 
mockery,  there  was  nothing  to  abandon,  not  even 
a  right  of  action  against  De  Mattos  for  not  loading 
the  ship.  It  is  an  abuse  of  language  to  call  this 
an  abandonment  of  freight  in  the  sense  and  mean- 
ing of  the  word  in  reference  to  a  constructive  total 
loss. 

In  the  case  The  Scottish  Insurance  Company 
y»  Turner f  there  were  separate  insurances  on 
ship  and  freight.  The  ship  sustained  such  damage 
as  to  justify  an  abandonment,  but  it  was  not 
Iniown  nntU  the  arrival  of  the  ship  with  her 
cargo  at  the  port  of  discharge.  The  plaintiff 
then  abandoned  to  both  sets  of  underwriters.  The 
underwriters  on  ship  seem  to  have  accepted  the 
abandonment,  and  became  entitled  to  the  freight. 
The  plaintiff  then  brought  an  action  against  the 
^derwriters  on  freight,  and  claimed  a  total  loss. 
He  contended  (the  precise  contention  of  the  plain- 
tiffs here)  that  the  real  cause  of  the  loss  to  him  was 
the  perils  insured  against,  that  the  abandonment 
of  the  ship  was  a  legal  and  proper  act  superin- 
dooed  by  these  perils ;  that  it  maae  no  difference 
to  him  that  the  freight  was  earned  by  the  master 
of  the  ship,  who  became  agent  to  the  underwriters 
on  ship  by  the  abandonment,  as  it  was  lost  to  him. 
^  Court  of  Session  in  Scotland  held  him  entitled 


to  recover,  but  your  Lordships  reversed  the 
judgment,  and  held  that  the  freight  was  lost  to  the 
plaintiff  by  his  own  election  in  abandoning  to 
the  underwriters  on  the  ship,  and  not  by  the 
perils  which  caused  or  led  to  that  election.  This 
appears  to  strike  at  the  root  of  the  argument  on 
behalf  of  the  plaintiff,  that  the  freight  was  lost  by 
the  damage  sustained  at  New  Zealand.  It  was 
said  this  case  did  not  govern  the  present,  because 
the  abandonment  was  after  the  freight  was  earned. 
I  do  not  see  how  this  affects  the  principle  of  the 
judgment.  But  in  the  oase  of  McCarthy  v.  Abel 
the  abandonment  was  before  the  freight  was 
earned. 

I  think  these  cases  have  a  distinct  bearing 
upon  the  present  question.  The  plaintiffs  could 
have  repaired  the  ship,  but  for  their  own  pecu- 
niary interest  elected  not  to  do  so,  and  aban- 
doned her.  The  present  question  is,  did  they 
thereby  secure  to  themselves  the  sum  insured  on 
freight  as  if  the  ship  had  gone  to  the  bottom  at 
New  Zealand,  or  did  they  discharge  the  under- 
writers on  freight.  There  is  a  further  subordi- 
nate point,  viz.,  that  the  defendants  were  dis- 
charged by  the  delay  at  Otago.  I  havo  already 
said  that  in  my  opinion  De  Mattos  was  thereby 
discharged  from  the  obligation  to  load  the  ship. 
He  was  entitled  to  have  the  ship  dispatched  from 
New  Zealand  in  a  reasonable  time,  and  he  was 
neither  directly  nor  indirectly  concerned  with  the 
want  of  funds  wherewith  to  repair  her  between 
July  1863  and  February  1864.  She  was  used  for 
a  very  considerable  time  as  a  store  ship,  a  purpose 
quite  beside  and  foreign  to,  indeed  inconsistent 
with,  the  dne  prosecution  of  the  voyage  contem- 
plated by  the  charter  and  the  policy  of  insurance. 
The  time  is  not  stated,  but  it  must  have  been 
oonsiderable,  as  the  storage  rent  amounted  to 
between  seven  and  eight  hundred  pounds.  Look- 
ing at  the  time  actually  occupied  by  the 
repairs  and  by  tho  voyage  to  Calcutta,  the  ship 
ought  to  have  been  there  in  October  or  November 
1863,  and  no  one  can  tell  what  would  have  been 
the  consequence  if  she  had  arrived  before  De 
Mattos's  failure,  and  had  found  a  cargo  awaiting 
her  by  the  carriage  of  which  she  would  have  earned 
a  good  freight.  It  mighthavematerially  affected  tho 
judgment  of  the  plaintiffs  as  to  repairing.  It  maybe 
said  that  the  occasion  of  the  delay  was  the  perils  in- 
sured against,  and  had  there  been  no  damage  thero 
would  have  been  no  delay.  But  the  underwriters 
on  freight  were  under  no  obligation  to  make  these 
repairs,  or  provide  funds  for  the  purpose.  The 
delay  for  the  time  necessary  to  make  them  was 
excusable ;  but  the  delay  from  July  to  February 
consequent  upon  the  misunderstanding  between 
the  plaintiffs  and  their  agents  at  Otago  as  to 
advances  seems  to  me  to  be  the  misfortune  of  the 
plaintiffs,  and  one  with  which  the  defendants  are 
in  no  way  connected.  I  agree  with  the  judgment 
of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  that  great  and 
substantial  delay  is  attributable  to  the  plaintiffs  in 
keeping  the  ship  at  Otago,  and  is  traceable  to 
causes  for  which  they  and  the  master  were  alone 
answerable,  and  not  to  sea  perils.  The  question 
is,  does  this  delay  discharge  the  defendants  P  Tho 
oase  of  Mount  v.  Larhin  (8  Bing.  822)  and  tho  judg- 
ment of  Chief  Justice  Tindal  were  much  relied  on. 
He  says,  "  The  voyage  in  the  commencement  or 
prosecution  of  which  any  unreasonable  delay  takes 
place  becomes  a  voyage  at  a  different  period  of  tho 
year,  at  a  more  advanced  age  of  the  ship,  and  in 
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short  a  different  yojage  from  that  prosecuted  with 
v«asoDabIe  and  ordinary  diligence;  the  risk  is 
altered  from  that  whioh  was  intended  when  the 
policy  was  effected."  Besides  this,  it  seems  to  me 
that  persons  who  carry  on  the  basiness  of  under- 
writing haye  a  rii^ht  to  have  the  voyage  insured 
prosecuted  with  due  and  reasonable  dispatch,  in 
order  that  their  risk  may  be  determined  within 
a  reasonable  time.  There  can  be  no  doubt  as  to 
the  delay.  The  question  is,  do  the  facts  stated  in 
the  14th  paragraph  of  the  special  case  excuse  it  as 
between  the  plaintiffs  and  the  underwriters  on 
freight  ?  I  think  they  do  not.  The  law  and  all  the 
cases  on  the  subject  will  be  foundin  Mr.Amould's 
books,  p.  388. 

The  result  is  that  in  my  opinion  there  are 
only  two  ways  by  which  the  plaintiffs  below 
can  establish  a  case  against  the  defendants.  One 
is,  that  the  sea  damage  at  New  Zealand,  being 
such  as  would  have  justified  an  abandonment 
and  a  claim  for  a<  constructive  total  loss  of  ship, 
was  a  loss  of  the  freight  by  perils  of  the  sea  at 
New  Zealand,and  entitled  the  plaintiffs  to  .maintain 
an  action  upon  a  writ  sued  out  immediately  after 
this  damage  occurred.  This  I  think  not  sustain- 
able, and  that  until  the  plaintiffs  elected  not  to 
repair  and  not  to  prosecute  the  voyage  from  Cal- 
cutta, there  was  not  a  loss  of  the  freight  by  perils 
of  the  sea  in  any  sense.  The  other  is,  that  all  the 
circumstances  of  the  case,  indudinflr  the  election 
not  to  repair  and  the  abandonment  of  the  ship  and 
freight  in  August  1864,  constituted  a  loss  of  the 
freight  by  perils  of  the  sea.  I  have  alref^dy  stated 
at  length  why  I  think  they  do  not.  It  may  suffice 
to  Btate  here  that  one  of  these  ciroumstanoes,  viz., 
that  no  cargo  ever  existed  whereby  freight  could 
be  earned,  created  the  real  and  actual  loss  of  freight 
before  the  election  not  to  repair  and  the  abandon- 
ment were  made,  and  that  this,  and  not  a  peril  of 
the  sea,  was  the  direct  and  proximate  cause  of  the 
loss  of  freight  to  the  plaintiffs.  The  liability  of 
the  underwriters  is  upon  a  written  contract;  if  the 
contract  be  that  they  shall  pay  40002.  if  the  ship 
should  sustain  damage  from  the  perils  insured 
aeainst  on  the  voyage  from  the  Clyde  to  New  Zea- 
land and  the  thirty  days  there,  to  such  an  extent 
that  a  prudent  uninsured  owner  would  not  have 
repaired  her,  or  in  other  words  be  a  wager  policy 
that  such  damage  should  not  occur,  the  under* 
writers  are  liable.  On  the  other  hand,  if  the  con- 
tract be  one  of  indemnity,  and  if  it  be  essential 
for  the  plaintiffs  to  show  that  the  freight  insured 
was  lost  to  them  by  reason  of  such  damage, 
the  underwriters  are  not  liable,  for  as  a  matter  of 
fact  it  is  established  beyond  doubt  or  controversy 
that  the  freight,  and  all  remedy  in  respect  to  it, 
was  lost  to  the  plaintiffs  by  the  insolvency  of  De 
Mattos  and  its  consequences,  and  the  unjustifiable 
detention  and  delay  of  the  ship  at  New  Zealand. 
The  facts  stand  in  the  following  order:  First, 
policy  on  freight ;  secondly,  damage  to  ship  capable 
of  being  repaired,  but  to  such  an  extent  as  to  make 
repair  not  prudent  for  shipowner;  thirdlv,  failure 
ot  charterer  to  provide  cargo  wherewith  to  earn 
the  freight ;  fourthly,  election  not  to  repair.  The 
question  is,  are  the  underwriters  on  the  freight 
liable  under  these  circumstances  P  I  think  they 
are  not. 

I  answer  your  Lordships'  first  question,  that 
there  was  not  a  loss  by  the  perils  insured  against 
during  the  term  of  the  policy.  I  answer  the 
second,  that  notice  of   abandonment  either  of 


ship  or  freight  was  not  necessary  in  one  sense  of 
the  word  "abandonment;"  but  notice  of  the 
election  of  the  assured  not  to  repair,  and  to 
give  up  and  abandon  the  voyage,  was,  under  the 
circumstances,  necessary  to  enable  the  assured  to 
maintain  an  action  against  the  underwriters.  I 
answer  the  third  question,  that  if  notice  of  aban- 
donment was  necessary  it  was  not  given  in  time. 
I  answer  the  fourth  question,  that  the  notice  of 
abandonment  of  ship  does  not,  as  such,  affect  the 
right  of  the  plaintiffs  upon  the  policy  on  freight. 
I  answer  the  fifth  question,  that  there  was  such 
conduct  on  the  part  of  the  assured  as  discharged 
the  underwriters  from  their  liability  upon  the 
policy  on  freight.  I  answer  the  aixth  question, 
that  judgment  ought  to  be  given  for  the  ap- 
pellants. 

Mcnf  5. — ^LoRD  Chelmsford. — My  Lords,  this  in 
a  case  of  some  novelty,  and,  from  the  difference  of 
opinion  which  has  existed  upon  it  amongst  the 
judges,  must  be  reguded  as  not  entirely  free  from 
difficulty.  [His  Lordship  stated  the  facts  and  his- 
tory of  the  case]  Upon  this  appeal  from  the  Court 
of  Exchequer  Chamber,  the  questions  raised  were, 
first,  whether  there  was  an  actual  total  loss  of  the 
chartered  freight  by  perils  insured  against  during 
the  term  of  the  policy?  Secondly,  whether  notice 
of  abandonment,  either  of  ship  or  freight,  or  both, 
was  necessary  to  enable  the  plaintiffs  to  recover 
for  a  total  loss  on  the  policy  on  freight  P  Thirdly, 
if  notice  of  abandonment  was  necessary,  whether 
the  notice  was  given  in  time?  And,  fourthly, 
whether  the  conduct  of  the  plaintiffs,  the  owners 
of  the  ship,  after  the  time  of  the  injury  sus- 
tained by  her  in  New  Zealand,  was  such  as  to  dis- 
charge the  underwriters  from  their  liability  upon 
the  policy  on  freight  P 

First,  upon  the  question  as  to  the  loss  of 
freight,  it  is  necessary  to  bear  in  mind  the 
exact  nature  of  the  insurance.  The  freight  in- 
sured is  chartered  freight  upon  a  cargo  to 
be  loaded  on  board  the  Sir  William  Eyre  at 
Calcutta  and  to  bo  conveyed  to  Liverpool  or 
London.  The  voyage  insured  is  a  voyage  "  at  and 
from  Clyde  to  Southland,  while  there,  and  thence 
to  Ota  go,  New  Zealand,  and  for  thirty  days  in 
port  there  after  arrival."  In  other  words,  it  is 
an  insurance  that  the  assured  shall  not  be  pre- 
vented earning  the  freight  under  the  charter* party 
by  any  perils  of  the  sea  which  might  happen  on 
the  voyage  from  Clyde  to  Otago,  and  for  thirty 
days  afterwards.  As  this  outward  voyage  is 
entirely  distinct  from  that  on  which  the  freight 
was  to  be  earned,  and  has  no  right  to  such  freight 
could  possibly  accrue  until  the  arrival  of  the  Sir 
William  Eyre  at  Calcutta,  the  loss  of  freight  could 
only  happen  by  such  damage  to  the  ship  by  the 
perils  01  the  sea  during  the  time  covered  by  the 
policy,  as  would  prevent  the  assured  from  earning 
the  cnartered  freight  on  the  voyage  from  Calcutta 
to  England.  It  is  admitted  that  the  sea  damage 
which  the  ship  sustained  at  New  Zealand  during 
the  time  covered  by  the  policy,  was  such  as  would 
have  justified  an  abandonment,  and  a  claim  for 
constructive  total  loss.    The  owners  might,  if  they 

E leased,  have  repaired  the  ship,  and  she  might 
ave  been  sent  to  Calcutta  in  a  fit  state  for  a 
voyage  from  thence  to  England.  But  they  merely 
effected  temporary  repairs  sufficient  to  enable  the 
ship  to  reach  Calcutta,  and  on  her  arrival  there  a 
survey  disclosed  the  extensive  nature  of  the  injuries 
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which  she  had  sastained  in  New  Zealand,  and  the 
aooseqneDt  impossibiliby  of  her  performing  the 
homeward  Toyage  withont  saoh  an  amonnt  of 
repairs  as  would  have  cost  more  than  what  her 
Tslae  woold  have  been  when  repaired.  Upon  this 
fact  being  ascertained,  notice  of  abandonment  was 
given  to  the  nnderwricers,  which,  if  sufficient,  would 
have  eotililAd  the  shipowners  to  recover  for  a 
total  loss. 

Upon  these  facts  and  circumstances  the  first 
question  arises ;  was  there  a  total  loss  of  freight 
during  the  period  covered  by  the  poliojP    In 
determining  this  question,  I  think  it  right  to 
leave  out  of  consideration  the  fact  of  the  insol* 
yenqy  of  De  Mattos  before  the  arrival  of  the  ship 
at  Calcutta^  because,  although  one  of  the  learned 
judges,  whose  assistance  your  Lordships  had  upon 
the  hearing  of  the  appeal,  delivered  an  opinion 
that  **  the  freight  was  not  lost  by  perils  of  the  sea, 
but  that  the  proximate  and  direct  oause  of  the  loss, 
was  the  non-existence  of  the  cargo,"  it  appears  to 
me  that  this  is  not  a  correct  view  of  the  case. 
Between  the  underwriters  and  the  assured  on 
freight  the  question  is,  whether  the  ship  had  sus- 
taiued  such  damage  in  New  Zealand  as  to  prevent 
her  arriving  at  Calcutta  in  such  a  state  of  unsea- 
worthiness as  would  enable  her  to  be  tendered 
to  the  charterer  as  being   ''tight,  staunch,  and 
Rirong,  and  every  way  fitted  for  the  voyage  **  to 
EnglMid.    Upon  this  question  it  is  obviously  im- 
material whether  a  cargo  would  have  been  pro- 
vided at  Calcutta  or  not.    The  loss  for  which  the 
uuderwriters  are  liable,  if  at  all,  cannot  depend 
upon  such  a  contin^ncy,  and  if  it  could,  it  must 
be  observed  that  their  liability  attached  long  before 
the  insolvency  of  De  Mattos,  which  happened  in 
Dec.  1863,  months  after  the  ship  had  sustained 
the    sea-damage    for    which     the    claim    upon 
the  underwriters  is  made.    In  the  arguments  the 
ooQDsel  for  the  appellant  complicated  the  question 
by  introducing  the  consideration  of  the  conduct 
of  the  plaintiffs  with  reference  to  the  policy  on 
the  ship  as  bearing  upon  their  rights  under  the 
policy  on  freight.    It  appears  to  me  that  this 
cannot  properly  be  done  in  this  oase,  where  the 
injury  to  the  ship  was  practically  not  reparable. 
The  contracts  are  entirely  independent  of  each 
other,  and  between  different  parties.    The  rights 
aod  liabilities  ought  to  be  determined  without 
reference  to  what  may  have  been  done,  or  omitted 
to  be  done,  by  the  assured  on  a  policy  on  the  ship 
upon  which  his  rights  under  that   policy  may 
depeod.     A  plain  and  clear  view  upon  the  facts 
and  circumstances  of  the  oase  can  only  be  obtained 
by  removing  the  policy  on  the  ship  out  of  the  way, 
and  looking  at  the  case  as  if  there  wore  no  other 
policy  in  existenoe  but  that  upon  freight.    Under 
this  policy  it  seems  to  me  that  the  only  c]^uestion  is 
whether  by  the  perils  of  the  sea  the  ship  was  so 
damaged  at  New  Zeahmd  during  the  term  of  the 
policy  as  to  be  rendered  incapable,  unless  suffi- 
ciency repaired,  of  performing  the  voyage  from 
Calcutta  to  England,  for  which  she  was  chartered. 
Upon  that  subject,  it  appears  from  the  admission, 
to  which  I  have  ali*eady  adverted,  that  the  sea 
damage  was  such   as   would   have  justified   an 
Abandonment  and  claim  for  a  constructive  total 
loss.    By  this,  I  understand  that  the  amount  of 
<lftmage   was    such    that   a   prudent    uninsured 
owner   would    not   have    incurred   the   expense 
of   repairing    the    ship.        And    this    appears 
clearly  from    a   further    admission,    stated    in 


the  report  of  this  oase  in  the  Court  of  Common 
Pleas,  viz.,  that  the  cost  of  repairing  the  vessel 
at  Calcutta  so  as  to  make  her  seaworthy  for 
carrying  a  cargo  to  England,  would  have  exceeded 
the  value  of  the  ship  when  repaired,  plus  the 
difference  between  the  chartered  freight  and  the 
current  freight,  which  would  amount  to  about 
450Z.  No  prudent  man  would  in  such  a  state  Of 
things  incur  tho  expense  of  repairing  the  ship,  and 
the  shipowners,  electing  not  to  repair,  were  en- 
titled to  consider  the  charter  at  an  end,  and  the 
chartered  freight  as  totally  lost  by  a  peril  of  the 
sea. 

Secondly :  The  next  question  to  be  considered 
is,  whether  the  assured  can  recover  against  the 
underwriters  without  a  notice  of  abandonment. 
The  counsel  for  the  appellants  argued  that  by  the 
law  of  marine  insurance  a  notice  of  abandonment 
is  in  every  case  required,  just  as  by  the  law  mer- 
chant notice  of  dishonour  is  upon  bills  of  exchange. 
The  rule  as  to  abandonment  appears  to  be  that 
which  is  referred  to  b^  Mr.  Justice  Blackburn,  as 
contained  in  Mr.  Phillips's  Book  on  Insurance, 
sect.  1491,  where  he  says,  "  an  abandonment  being 
a  transfer,  it  can  be  requisite  only  where  there  is 
some  assignable  transferable  subject  on  which  it 
can  operate.  Where  nothing  romains  to  be 
assigned  or  transferred,  an  abandonment  is  useless 
and  unnecessary."  It  must  be  observed  that 
''abandonment"  and  "notice  of  abandonment" 
are  two  distinct  and  separate  things,  though  they 
are  frequently  confounded  together  in  expression. 
Where  a  notice  of  abandonment  is  given  it  is  conclu- 
sive proof  that  the  assured  intends  to  claim  from  the 
underwritors  for  a  total  loss,  and  then  the  assured 
must,  as  Lord  Cottenham  said  in  Stewart  v.  Greenock 
Marine  Inewrance  Company  (2  H.  of  L.  Cas.  183), 
"  give  up  to  the  underwriters  all  the  remains  of 
the  property  recovered,  together  with  all  the  bene- 
fit and  advantage  belonging  to  or  incidental  to  it, 
or  rather  (he  adds)  such  property  belongs  to  the 
underwriter."  But  although  an  abandonment  or 
cession  must  be  the  necessary  result  of  every 
claim  for  a  total  loss,  it  does  not  follow  that  notice 
of  this  abandonment  must  always  be  given  to  the 
underwriters  before  a  total  loss  can  be  claimed.  It 
was  argued  at  the  bar,  on  the  authority  of  Knight 
V.  FaiXh  (15  Q.  B.  649),  that  in  every  case  where 
the  subject-matter  insured  exist  in  specie,  though 
in  a  damaged  state,  a  notioe  of  abandonment  is 
necessary  to  entitle  the  assured  to  make  a  claim  as 
if  it  had  been  actually  destroyed.  This  was  the 
opinion  expressed  by  Lord  Campbell  in  delivering 
the  judgment  of  the  court  in  that  case.  The  neces- 
sity for  notice  of  abandonment  was  not  considered 
upon  the  first  argument,  but  the  court  desired  to 
hear  the  case  further  argued  on  the  question, 
whether,  under  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  the 
plaintiffs  could  claim  for  a  total  loss  without 
given  notice  of  abandonment.  It  seems  to  have 
been.quite  unnecessary  for  the  determination  of  the 
oase  to  introduce  this  question,  because  the  cir- 
cumstances were  such  that  the  assured  could  not 
have  been  entitled  to  recover  for  a  total  loss  if  he 
had  given  the  most  timely  and  sufficient  notice  of 
abandonment.  Lord  Campbell  had  before  this,  in 
the  case  of  Fleming  v.  Smith  (1  H.  of  L.  Cas.  535), 
stated  the  rule  as  to  notice  of  abandonment  in  the 
same  unqualified  terms,  saying,  "  According  to  all 
the  old  authorities  a  constructive  total  loss  can 
only  entitle  the  owners  to  recover  as  for  an  actual 
total  loss  by  a  notioe  of  abandonment."    It  had 
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previously    been  decided   by  the  Court  of  Ex- 
chequer   Chamber   in    the    case    of    Roux    y. 
Salvador    (3  Bing.   N.  C.  266),  that  notice    of 
abandonment   was   unnecessry  where   it   could 
be   of  no    use   to   the    underwriters,    who,    in 
that  case,  if  they  had  receiyed  notice  of  the  loss, 
could  not  haye  exercised  any  control  over  the  goods 
iilsured,  nor  by  any  interference  have  altered  the 
consequences.    The  case  was  an  action  upon  a 
policy  of  insurance  of  bides  from  Valparaiso  to 
Bordeaux.    On  the  voyage  the  hides  were  found 
to  be  in  a  state  of  putridity  ocoasiooed  by  a  leak  in 
the  ship  and  they  were  sold  for  a  fourth  of  their 
value  at  Eio  Janeiro.    The  assured  received  the 
news  of  the  damage  to  the  hides  and  of  their  sale 
at  the  same  time.    The  Court  of  Common  Pleas 
(1  Bing.  N.  C.  526)  gave  judgmenii  for  the  defen- 
dant, the  underwriter,  on  the  ground  that  the 
assured  could  not  recover  as  for  a  total  loss  without 
a  notice  of  abandonment.    But  this  judgment  was 
reversed  in  the  Court  o(  Exchequer  Chamber,  and 
Lord  Abinger,  in  a  very  elaborate  and  carefully 
considered  judgment,  laid  down  the  principle,  as 
to  notice  of  abtuidonment  when  an  assured  claims 
for  a  total  loss  and  part  of  the  subject  insured 
exists  in  epecia,  that  notice  is  only  necessary  where 
upon  receiving  it  the  underwriters  could  do  some- 
thiug  in  the  exerciso  of  their  rights   over  the 
salvage.    In  that  case,  the  assured  receiving  the 
news  of  the  damage  to  the  hides  and  of  the  sale  of 
them  at  the  same  time,  notice  of  abandonment  to 
the  underwriters  would  have  been  altogether  idle 
and  useless.    In  Famworth  v.  Hyde  (2  Mar.  Law 
Cas.  O.  S.  187,  429;  15  L.  T.  Rep.  N.  S.  395; 
L.  Brcp.  2  C.  P.    204),   under   similar   circum- 
stances of  the  loss  of  the  ship  insured  and  of  her 
sale  having  reached  the  assured  at  the  same  time, 
it  was  held  that  the  underwriters  were  liable 
for  a  total  loss  without  notice  of  abandonment. 
This  seems  to  place  the  rule  as  to  notice  of  aban- 
donment on  a  reasonable  foundation.    No  preju- 
dice can  possibly  arise  to  the  underwriters  from 
withholding  a  notice  where  it  is  wholly  out  of 
their  power  to  take  any  steps  to  improve  or  alter 
their  position.    Upon  this  ground,  therefore,  I 
am  of  opinion  that  there  was  no  necessity  for  the 
assured  in  this  case  to  give  a  notice  of  abandon- 
ment of  the  chartered  freight  to  the  underwriters. 
Willes,  J.,  in  delivering  judgment  in  the  Court  of 
Common  Pleas,  apparently  adopting  the  rule  as 
laid  down  in  Knight  v.  Faith   (ubi  sup.),  said 
(3  Mar.  Law  Cas,  O.   S.  126;  L.  Rep.  3  C.  P. 
573 ;  18  L.  T.  Rep.  N.  S.  712) :   "  The  general 
rule   of  insurance  tlaw  applies— that  where  the 
thing  insured  subsists  in  specie  (and  here  the 
thing  insured,  viz.,  the  chance  of  earning  the 
freight,    did   survive    the    risk),    and    can    be 
restored,  thongh  at  an  improvident  expense,  in 
order  to  make  a  total  loss  there  must  be  an  aban- 
donment."   But  I  am  at  a  loss  to  understand  what 
chance  of  earning  the  freight  can  be  said  to  have 
existed  after  the  ship  Sir  William  Eyre  mentioned 
in    the  charter-party,    had    sustained   such    sea 
damage  as  would  render  her  incapable  of  perform- 
ing the  voyage  by  which  the  freight  was  to  be 
earned,  and  bad  become  at  the  election  of  the 
owners  a  total  loss.    The  underwriters  could  not 
have  substituted  any  other  ship  and  tendered  her 
to  the  charterer  in  performance  of  the  charter- 
party  on  the  owners'  part.    It  was  suggested  in 
argument  that  the  underwriters  on  freight,  if  they 
bad  had  timely  notice  of  abandonment,  might 


have  arranged  with  the  underwriters  on  ship  to 
repair  the  ship  at  their  joint  expense  and  have 
sent  her  on  to  Calcutta  and  tendered  her  to  De 
Mattos  in  fulfilment  of  the  owners'  contract.  But 
this  is  the  suggestion  of  a  mere  possibility  and 
contains  in  it  nothing  practical,  nor  can  it  reason- 
ably be  taken  into  account  in  judging  of  the 
rights  and  liabilities  of  the  parties.  I  have  no 
difficulty  in  coming  to  the  conclusion  that  there 
was  no  necessity  for  any  notice  of  abandonment  oE 
the  chartered  freight  to  the  underwriters  on 
freight. ' 

Thirdly,  this  being  my  opinion,  it  appears  to 
me  to  be  wholly  unnecessary  to  consider  whether 
the  notice  of  abandonment  that  was  given,  was 
given  in  time.  The  rule  is,  that  where  notice  of 
abandonment  is  necessary  it  must  be  given 
within  a  reasonable  time  after  information  of  the 
damage  which  has  occurred  to  the  subject  of  in- 
surance. Whether  sufficient  notice  was  given 
depends  upon  the  facts  of  each  particular  case, 
and  the  decision  of  one  case,  therefore,  can  be  no 
guide  or  authority  upon  any  other.  I  must,  there- 
fore, decline  to  express  any  opinion  with  which  of 
the  learned  judges  I  should  be  disposed  to  agree 
upon  this  question. 

Fourthly,  there  only  remains  to  consider  the 
question  whether  the  conduct  of  the  owners  of 
the  ship  after  the  damage  she  sustained  wan 
such  as  to  discharge  the  underwriters  on  freight. 
Upon  this  I  have  already  incidentally  made 
some  observations.  It  is  unnecessary  to  exa- 
mine in  detail  the  various  acts  by  which  it  was 
contended  that  the  owners  had  elected  to  retain 
the  ship,  and  to  come  upon  the  underwriters 
merely  for  a  partial  loss.  I  think  that  they  had 
precluded  themselves  by  dealing  as  thev  did  with 
the  ship,  and  also  by  delaying  so  long  their  claim 
for  a  totial  loss.  But  I  do  not  see  how  the  oondnct 
of  the  shipowners,  however  it  may  affect  their 
rights  under  one  contract,  can  have  any  influence 
on  their  rights,  and  the  liability  of  another  party, 
upon  a  separate  and  independent  contract.  If  the 
sea  damage  which  the  ship  sustained  in  New 
Zealand  was  such  as  to  reduce  her  to  a  state  which 
rendered  her  utterly  incapable  of  performing  the 
voyage  to  England  without  an  expense  which  no 
prudent  uninsured  owner  would  incur,  then  the 
freight  was  totally  lost  from  that  moment,  and 
how  the  owners  chose  to  deal  with  the  disabled 
ship  afterwards  was  wholly  immaterial.  If  the 
damage  to  the  ship  had  been  such  that  it  might 
have  been  repaired  at  a  reasonable  expense,  and 
put  into  a  condition  to  earn  the  freight,  and 
the  shipowners  had  declined  to  take  that 
course,  they  would  have  lost  the  freight,  not 
by  the  perils  of  the  sea,  but  by  their  elec- 
tion. But  the  damage  being  such  as  to  render 
the  repair  of  the  ship  practically  impossible, 
the  question  between  the  assured  and  the  un- 
derwriters on  freight,  must  be  regarded  as  if 
there  were  no  policy  on  the  ship;  and  then  it 
becomes  the  simple  consideration  whether  the 
freight  was  not  totally  lost  by  perils  of  the  sea, 
by  what  must  be  regarded  in  relation  to  it,  as  the 
total  destruction  of  the  ship  by  which  it  was  to 
be  earned. 

I  think  thJEkt  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Ex- 
chequer Chamber  ought  to  bo  affirmed. 

Lord  Colons  AY. — My  Lords,  this  case  appears 
to  be  attended  with  a  great  deal  of  nicety.  It  is 
novel,  too    in  its   circumstances.     Indeed    the 
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policy  here  is  pecaliar,  and  the  oonsequeDce  has 
beeo  that  there  has  been  a  great  deal  of  difference 
of  opinion  among  the  Jadges,  and  a  great  expen- 
diture of  ability  and  ingenaity  in  discnesing  the 
qoestion.  It  appears  to  me  that  a  good  deal 
of  that  has  been  expended  in  oonsequence  of  mix- 
ing op  things  which  are  sobstantiaDy  separate. 
I  think  that  there  are  two  questions,  or  rather 
perhaps  only  one,  namely,  whether  the  freight 
was  lost  by  the  perils  of  the.  sea  insured  against, 
sod  I  think  that  that  question  mast  be  con- 
BJdered  altogether  separate  from  the  question  of 
an  insurance  by  other  parties  upon  the  ship. 

Now,  notwithstanding  that  one  of  the  learned 
jadges,  of  whose  assistance  we  have  had  the  bene- 
fit,  and  for  whose  opinion  I  entertain  the  highest 
respect^  has  expressed  the  opinion  that  the  loss 
was  not  caused  by  the  perils  insured  againjit,  but 
by  the  inability  of  De  Mattos  to  furnish  a  cargo,  1 
am  compelled  to  differ  from  him.  It  appears  to 
me  that  upon  the  admission  contained  in  the  case 
before  us,  we  are  bound  to  hold  that  the  condition 
of  things,  within  the  period  to  which  the  insurance 
applied  was  such  that  the  vessel  was  in  a  con- 
dition in  which  an  abandonment  might  have  been 
made  as  for  what  is  called  a  constructive  total 
]o68,  that  is  to  say,  that  she  was  in  such  a  con- 
dition as  not  to  be  worth  repairing.  If  that  be  so, 
I  think  that  the  liability  then  attached,  and  that 
the  risk  having  been  incurred,  and  the  peril  having 
been  sustained,  and  the  vessel  having  been  rendered 
incapable  of  earning  the  freight  by  reason  of  the  dam- 
age done  at  sea,  or  in  port,  within  the  period  insured 
against,  that  terminated  the  question.  No  doubt 
it  was  not  then  ascertained  what  the  damage  was, 
but  it  was  afterwards  ascertained  that  that 
damage  was  sustained  within  that  period,  and  that 
most  be  treated  as  an  admission  in  the  case. 
Now  I  do  not  see  how  the  matter  of  De  Mattos 
having  failed  in  the  month  of  December,  and 
having  been  unable  to  supply  a  cargo,  or  having 
declined  to  supply  a  cargo,  is  a  matter  which  can 
be  said  to  be  the  cause  of  the  loss  of  freight. 
Something  was  said  about  remote  and  proximate 
causes,  and  these  are  matters  which  are  very  apt 
to  lead  us  into  philosophical  mazes,  but  I  think  it 
is  very  clear  that  before  De  Mattos  failed,  the 
ability  to  earn  the  freight  was  gone  by  reason  of 
the  perils  insured  against  having  happened,  and 
that  appears  to  me  to  be  sufficient.  De  Mattos 
was  under  no  obligation,  it  is  said,  to  fui*nish  a 
cargo,  because  of  the  delay  of  the  owners  of  the 
vessel  to  tender  the  vessel.  I  think  De  Mattos 
was  under  no  obligation  to  furnish  a  cargo,  unless 
there  was  presented  to  him  a  vessel  fit  and  suffi- 
cient to  carry  that  cargo  to  England,  and  that 
was  the  failure  that  occurred.  There  was  no 
vessel  fit  and  sufficient  to  carry  the  cargo  to 
Britain  presented  to  De  Mattos,  and  that  was  a 
state  cf  matters  that  occurred  before  the  vessel 
arrived  at  Calcutta. 

The  only  other  question  is  the  question  as 
to  the  notice  of  abandonment.  I  think  that 
throughout  this  matter  we  must  consider  this 
case  as  if  there  had  been  no  insurance  on  the 
ship.  If  there  had  been  no  insurance  upon  the 
ship,  what  would  have  been  the  object  of  the 
notioe  of  abandonment,  or  what  was  to  be  gained 
by  such  notice  being  given  P  I  do  not  see,  after 
what  bad  occurred,  what  the  underwriters  on  the 
freight  conld  have  done.  The  vessel  was  not  fit 
to  be  repaired.      They  could    not   have    com- 


pelled the  owners  to  repair  her  when  she 
was  not  worth  it.  What  was  to  be  gained, 
then,    by    the    notice    of    abandonment    being 

given  P  It  is  true  that  there  was  a  puzzle  raised 
y  some  of  the  judges  as  to  who  would  have  been 
the  party  entitled  to  the  freight  and,  therefore,  the 
party  entitled  to  the  insnranoe  on  the  freight,  i€ 
the  vessel  had  been  timeously  abandoned,  and  had 
been  repaired,  and  freight  had  been  earned.  But, 
my  Lords,  I  do  not  think  there  is  any  real  puzzle 
in  the  case  at  all.  At  all  events,  it  is  clear  that  if 
the  freight  had  been  earned,  there  would  have  been 
no  loss  of  freight,  and  a  different  condition  of 
affairs  would  have  arisen.  The  question  as  to  the 
right  to  demond  the  insurance  if  the  vessel  had 
been  lost  is  a  different  question  altogether.  The 
only  party  who  had  a  right  to  demand  the  insn<« 
ranee  is  the  party  who  effected  it,  and,  if  there  had 
been  no  insurance  npon  the  vessel,  that  right 
would  equally  have  existed  with  regard  to  the 
freight.  I  therefore  think  that  there  is  really  no 
substantial  ground  for  this  question  as  to  the 
notice  of  abandonment,  and,  nntil  there  is  more 
decided  authority  adduced  upon  the  subject,  I  am 
not  prepared  to  receive  the  doctrine  that  notice  of 
abandonment  in  a  matter  of  this  kind  stands  npon 
the  same  mercantile  footing  as  a  notice  of  dishonour 
of  bills  of  exchange.  The  reason  of  the  thing, 
in  my  apprehension,  is  against  that  doctrine  being 
applied.  I  think  the  reason  of  the  thing  tells  us 
that,  where  there  is  nothing  substantially  to 
abandon  to  the  party  to  whom  the  notice  of  aban- 
donment is  given,  and  he  could  gain  nothing  by 
it,  it  is  not  necessary  to  give  that  notice.  There- 
fore, I  think  that  all  that  puzzle,  which  has  arisen 
from  the  circumstance  of  there  being  an  insurance 
upon  the  vessel,  is  quite  out  of  the  question  wht* 
you  come  to  consider  purely  the  liability  of  the 
underwriters  upon  the  freight.  In  this  case  it 
appears  that  there  was  no  timeons  notice  of 
abandonment,  or  no  notice  of  abandonment  at  all 
according  to  a  judgment  elsewhere,  and  therefore 
in  that  view  also  the  question  would  not  arise. 
But  I  think  that  the  real  question  is,  whether  the 
right  to  freight  was  lost  by  the  perils  of  the  sea 
during  the  period  embraced  in  the  policy  of  insu- 
rance. I  tnink  it  was,  and  I  think  the  liability 
attached,  and  I  see  nothing  afterwards  to  relieve 
the  parties  from  that  liability. 

Lord  Hatherley. — My  Lords,  the  case  is  really 
now  brought  simply  to  this.  The  owner  of  a  ship 
under  a  certain  charter-party  arranges  that  this 
vessel,  being  about  to  proceed  to  New  Zealand, 
shall,  after  her  voyage  thither,  and  after  a  certain 
delay  there,  proceed  to  Calcutta  and  take  on  board 
a  cargo  from  one  De  Mattos,  he  having  in  the  first 
instance  entered  into  that  undertaking  with  him. 
When  she  arrives  at  Calcutta  she  is  to  be  ten- 
dered to  De  Mattos  for  the  purpose  of  receiving 
the  cargo  to  be  so  provided,  and  she  must  then  be 
in  a  condition  sufficiently  staunch,  tight,  and 
strong  for  the  purpose  of  her  voyage  from 
Calcutta  to  England,  or  rather  Great  Britain, 
in  order  to  earn  the  freight  that  will  then 
be  due  from  De  Mattos  in  respect  of  his  having  so 
conveyed  his  goods.  This  being  the  entire  course 
of  the  vessel's  proceeding,  the  owner  is  minded  to 
insure  himself  against  the  perils  of  the  sea  in  two 
respects,  first,  as  regurds  the  vessel,  and  secondly, 
as  regards  the  freight  to  be  carried  between  Cal- 
cutta and  England.  I  mention  this  because  thero 
can  be  no  reasonable  doubt  (indeed  the  learned 
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jadges  said  they  hardly  thought  it  right  to  con- 
sider the  qnestion  as  it  was  not  raised)  that  how- 
eyer  peonliar  the  form  of  this  policy  may  bo  (and 
it  is  of  a  somewhat  unusaal  form),  there  is  nothing 
to  prevent  any  person,  during  the  whole  coarse  of 
th6  voyage,  insuring  the  freight  against  the  perils 
of  the  sea  daring  any  part  of  that  voyage,  whether 
the  perils  of  the  sea  may  oocar  during  that  part  of 
the  voyage  as  to  which  the  ship  is  insured,  or 
whether  the  chance  of  loss  against  which  in- 
saranoe  is  effected  may  be  the  chance  of  her  being 
so  damaged  in  the  anterior  part  of  the  voyage  as 
not  to  be  able  to  fulfil  the  subseqnent  part  of  her 
voyage  (in  respect  of  which  part  of  the  voyage 
itself  she  is  not  insured),  and  in  conseqaence  of 
being  unable  to  fulfil  the  subsequent  part  of  the 
voyage,  she  cannot  earn  the  freight  which  is 
insured.  I  think  one  of  the  learned  judges,  who 
has  given  a  very  valuable  and  able  judgment  in 
this  case,  though  I  do  not  agree  with  him, 
Baron  Martin,  seems  to  have  thrown  out  some 
slight  doubt  as  to  whether  or  not  the  mode  of 
effecting  this  policy  was  one  that  could  be  sus- 
tained. But  he  dwelt  but  lightly  upon  that  point, 
and  I  need  say  no  more  upon  it,  because  no  autho- 
rity was  cited  for  sa3ring  that  the  insurance  which 
was  effected  iras  in  any  way  contrary  to  the  law  of 
insurance. 

The  insurance  effected  was  simply  this.    The 
vessel  is  to  proceed  to  New  Zealand.      During 
the  whole  period  of  her  voyage  thither  and  of 
her  stay  there  for  thirty  days,  she  is  not,  says 
the  policy,  to  be  injured  or  damaged  by  perils  of 
the  sea  to  sach  an  extent  as  to  prevent  her  from 
being  staunch,  tight,  and  strong  enough  on  her 
arrival  at  Calcutta  to  take  the  expected  cargo  to 
England.    That  is  the  undertaking  which  is  given 
by  the  policy,  and  that  is  the  risk  which  is  insured 
against.    It  is  clear  and  plain  from  the  admissions 
in  this  case  and  the  evidence  that  has  been  given, 
that  she  was  injured  during  the  period  insured 
against — ^that  is  to  say,  she  was  injured  just  about 
the  time  of  her  arrival  in  New  Zealand,  and  while 
she  was  in  the  neighbourhood  of  Bluff  Harbour. 
She  was  injured  to  such  an  extent  that,  although 
at  Bluff  Harbour  it  could  not  be  ascertained  what 
the  extent  of  the  injury  was,  and  although  at  Dune- 
din  a  certain  amount  of  repair  was  effected  which 
enabled  the  vessel  to  proceed  to  Calcutta,  she  was 
not  staunch,  tight,  and  strong   enough  for  the 
voyage  to  England  when  she  arrived  at  Calcutta, 
and  her  being  in  that  condition  was  wholly  due  to 
the  injuries  she  had  sustained  daring  the  insured 
period.    It  is  further  admitted  in  the  case  that  the 
injury  was  of  such  a  character  that  no  prudent 
owner  would  have  repaired  her  for  the  benefit  of 
the  contract  which  had   been  entered  into  as  to 
freight,  because,  in  order  to  make  these  repairs,  it 
would  bave  been  necessary  to  expend  more  than 
the  whole  value  of  the  ship  ;  in  other  words,  when 
it  was  ascertained  what  the  extent  of  the  injury  was, 
it  was  found  that  she  was  in  such  a  condition 
that,  had  the  owners  been  minded  to  abandon  her 
at  the  time  when  the  injuries  were  sustained  to 
those  who  had  taken  the  policy  on  the  ship  (and 
who  must  be  distinguished  from  those  who  had 
taken  the  policy  on  the  freight  which  is  now  before 
ns),  they  would  have  been  justified  in  so  doing. 

As  between  the  owners  and  those  who  insured  the 
ship  itself  there  must  arise  a  question,  and  indeed 
there  did  arise  a  question,  which  was  determined,  I 
think,  in  the  action  against  Campbell^  as  to  whether 


or  not  they  had  given  timely  notice  of  the  abandon- 
ment  of  the  vessel  to  those  who  had  insured  her, 
or  whether  by  their  conduct  in  delaying  hor 
voyage  to  Calcutta  for  a  very  considerable  time, 
by  their  employing  the  ship  in  the  mean  time  to 
a  certain  extent  as  a  store-house  for  coals,  and  by 
taking  other  steps  which  occasioned  great  and 
possibly  unnecessary  delays  in  New  Zealand,  before 
giving  notice  of  abandonment,  they  had  pat  them- 
selves into  such  a  position  as  respected  those  who 
had  insured  the  vessel  as  to  have  lost  their  righfc 
of  abandonment.  But  that  appears  to  me,  I  con- 
fess, as  it  seems  to  have  done  to  your  Lordships 
who  have  preceded  me,  to  be  entirely  immaterial 
as  regards  the  question  before  us  in  respect  to  the 
insurance  on  the  freight.  When  the  vessel  arrived 
at  Calcutta  it  appears  to  me  that  there  was  (and 
this  was  somewhat  relied  on),  in  the  first  instance, 
an  actual  tender  of  the  vessel  to  De  Mattos  aud 
those  who  represented  him,  but  it  was  found  that 
De  Mattos  had  become  insolvent,  and  those  who 
represented  him,  viz  ,  the  assignees  of  De  Mattop, 
declined  to  furnish  any  cargo.  All  this  took  place 
before  there  had  been  a  tboroush  examination  of 
the  amount  of  injury  in  Calcutta.,  When  a 
thorough  examination  took  place  afterwards  the 
result  was,  what  I  have  described,  that  no 
prudent  owner  would  have  thought  of  putting 
her  into  a  condition  to  continue  her  voyage 
to  Great  Britain.  That  being  so,  it  appears 
that  every  element  of  the  contract  with  the  under- 
writers on  the  freight  is  brought  out  in  a  clear 
and  distinct  light,  showing  that  the  liability  of 
the  underwriters  on  the  freight  had  actually 
accrued,  unless  indeed  the  question  that  has  been 
raised  with  respect  to  the  notice  of  abandonment 
as  applying  to  the  insurance  of  the  freight  should 
prevail  with  your  Lordships.  The  ship  was  un- 
doubtedly insured  during  the  period  when  the  in- 
jury was  sustained.  The  nhip  undoubtedly,  in 
consequence  of  that  injury,  was  unable  to  perform 
the  voyage,  and  could  not,  therefore,  be  tendered 
in  the  condition  in  which  she  ought  to  have  been 
tendered  to  De  Mattos,  and  therefore  the  freight 
was  lost  in  consequence  of  that  injury.  I  will 
postpone  for  the  moment  the  consideration  of  the 
question  of  De  Mattos'  insolvency.  Putting  the 
question  aside  as  to  how  far  De  Mattos'  insolvency 
may  be  regarded  as  the  proximate  cause  of  the 
loss  of  freight  rather  than  the  damage  sustained 
by  the  ship  in  the  anterior  part  of  the  voyage, 
there  comes  the  question,  was  it,  or  was  it  not, 
necessary  to  give  notice  of  abandonment  in  this 
case,  and,  if  necessary,  was  the  notice  given  in 
time  ? 

As  regards  the  necessity  for  giving  notice 
of  abandonment,  I  think  that  is  the  point  that 
was  most  vigorously  pressed  upon  us  by  the 
counsel  for  the  appellant,  who  relied  upon  some 
dicta  of  Loid  Campbell  on  the  subject,  and  con- 
tended strongly  that  it  was  necessary  in  all  cases 
whatsoever  of  claims  upon  underwriters  as  for  a 
total  loss  upon  a  policy  for  the  owners  to  give 
notice  to  the  underwriters  of  abandonment  of  the 
thing  insured,  and  whether  in  truth  any  advan- 
tage could  possibly  be  made  of  that  notice  of 
abandonment  or  not.  It  was  put  upon  this  ground, 
that  it  was  rather  for  the  underwriters  to  say  in 
their  judgment  what  advantage  they  might  be  able 
to  derive  from  that  notice  of  abandonment  so  given 
in  regard  to  their  position  in  their  policy.  I  appre- 
*  head,  my  Lords,  that  certainly  no  authority  has 
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been  died  to  show  that  this  notice  of  abandonment 
is  (o  be  oonaidered  necessary  in  a  case  where  no 
toch  adfanta^e  oonld  possibly  acorae  to  the  under* 
writers.  If  the  vessel  be  not  really  wholly  lost,  if 
il  be  only  a  oonstmctive  total  loss,  as  it  is  termed 
(though  that  is  perhaps  not  a  very  happy  phrase), 
occasioned  by  the  impossibility  of  eCFecting  repairs, 
tbeoost  of  which  will  not  exceed  the  whole  value 
of  (be  ffhip  when  repaired,  then,  there  being  some* 
tbiDg  in  €886  to  be  handed  over  to  the  undnr- 
wrilers.  it  is  necessary  that  they  should  be  in- 
formed of  this,  in  order  that  they  may  have  an 
opportunity  of  making  the  best  use  they  can  of 
what  remaius,  of  that  which  the  owners  give  up. 
in  electing  to  make  a  total  loss  of  that  which  in 
fact  is  not  a  total  loss,  there  being  something  in 
tbo  nature  of  salvage,  or  fragment,  or  wreck,  or 
•omething  of  that  kind,  which  may  bo  of  value  to 
tbe  nnderwriters,  although  not  of  anv  to  the 
owners.  But  iu  this  case  there  is  nothing  sug- 
gested, and  nothing  can  be  suggested  (except  one 
HUigle  point  which  I  will  notice  in  a  moment),  as 
to  Boy  advantage  that  could  have  been  derived  by 
tbe  nnderwriters  from  any  such  notice  of  a  con- 
Btmctive  total  loss  being  given  to  them  on  the  part 
of  those  who  had  insured.  The  only  exception  is 
tbat  it  is  suggested  that  they  might  have  said, 
'*Tme  it  is  we  insured  that  this  freight  should  be 
earned,  and  certainly  that  earning  depended  upon 
tbe  arrival  of  the  ship  at  Calcutta  in  a  condition  to 
earn  it;  she  did  not  arrive  at  Calcutta  in  a  condition 
to  earn  it»  and  it  would  have  been  folly  to  have  ex- 
pended money  in  repairing  the  ship,  which  would 
have  exceeded  the  value  of  the  ship  when  repaired ; 
but  if  you  had  told  us  that  you  were  about  to 
claim  as  for  a  total  loss  in  respect  of  this  freight, 
we  should  have  been  in  this  position — we  should 
bave  found  that  you  had  insured  the  vessel,  and  the 
underwriters  on  the  vessel  would  have  been  in  an 
equally  disadvantageous  plight  with  ourselves, 
having  a  heavy  demand  upon  them  in  respect  of 
their  lusorance,  and  we  two  together  might  have 
been  minded  to  make  such  an  arrangement  each 
with  the  other,  that,  regard  being  had  to  what  we 
each  should  have  had  to  pay  on  our  respective 
insurances,  it  might  have  been  worth  our  while  to 
pat  the  vessel  into  a  state  to  earn  the  freight." 
Tbose  who  had  insured  the  freight  could  not  tender 
soy  other  vessel ;  so  that  that  question  does  not 
arise  in  the  peculiar  insurance  before  us,  because 
it  was  an  insurance  of  freight  to  be  earned  by  the 
Sir  William  Eyre,  and  by  no  other  vessel.  De 
Mattes,  of  course,  might  have  refused  any  other 
vessel  than  that.  It  could  not,  therefore,  be  earned 
bj  tendering  any  other  vesseL  It  is  supposed 
tbat  if  the  underwriter  on  the  freight  haa  had 
timely  notice,  they  might  have  made  such  an 
arrangement  with  the  underwriters  on  the  hull  of 
tbe  vessel  herself  as  would  have  saved  a  total  loss 
seeming.  I  apprehend,  my  Lords,  that  that  is 
much  too  remote  a  contingency  to  render  it 
necessary  for  the  insured  to  give  the  insurers 
noiice  of  abandonment  upon  the  principle  which 
1  have  before  referred  to,  viz.,  of  their  being  able 
to  save  something  out  of  the  wreck.  It  is  not 
neoessary  to  illustrate  that,  but  it  might  be  shown 
in  a  variety  of  ways  how  such  a  doctrine  as  that 
would  carry  the  necessity  of  notice  to  the  remotest 
extent  in  respeot  of  bargains  which  might  be  made 
by  persons  who  might  or  might  not  be  interested 
St  the  moment  in  tbe  ship,  such  as  persons  who 
might  pnrohase  the  damaged  vessel,  or  the  wreck 


or  the  like.  Numerous  arrangements  might  be 
made  of  that  kind  which  would  create,  I  appre- 
hend, far  too  remote  an  interest  to  be  con- 
sidered upon  a  question  as  to  the  law  requiring 
notice  of  abandonment  to  be  given.  The 
whole  principle  of  the  notice  of  abandonment 
is  that  yon  are  to  place  the  underwriters  in  such  a 
position  that  they  shall  have  all  the  advantages 
you  now  possess  in  respect  of  the  vessel,  supposing 
that  they  can  make  those  advantages  available  for 
the  purpose  of  effectuating  a  salvage  of  some 
portion  of  that  which  has  been  lost  in  consequence 
of  the  perils  which  they  have  insured  you  against. 

Now,  my  Lords,  with  regard  to  the  observations 
made  by  Martin,  B.,  that  the  loss  really  was  not  a 
loss  by  perils  of  the  sea,  but  was  due  to  the  insol- 
vency of  De  Mattos,  I  think  there  is  a  clear 
fallacy  in  that  view  in  two  points,  the  first  of  which 
has  been  noticed  by  my  noble  and  learned  friend 
who  first  stated  his  views  upon  this  appeal;  it  is, 
that  the  loss  accrued  before  the  insolvency  of  De 
Mattos  occurred.  The  loss  accrued  when 'th&  acci- 
dent happened  in  which  the  damage  occurred  at 
Blufi*  Harbour,  and  that  was  some  time  before  the 
insolvency  of  De  Mattos  took  place.  But  I  do  not 
think  it  necessary  to  rest  upon  that.  I  apprehend 
that  it  is  not  a  thing  which  would  absolve  the 
underwriters  from  tbe  liability  for  the  loss,  which 
undoubtedly  accrued  on  account  of  the  ship  not 
being  fit  for  the  voyage.  There  is  nothing  to 
absolve  them  from  the  liability  to  pay  the  in- 
surance in  the  circumstance  of  the  insolvency  of 
De  Mattos,  who  in  the  chapter  of  accidents 
might  have  become  solvent  and  won  wealth  again 
betore  tbe  necessity  arose  for  the  vessel  completing 
her  voyage.  But  the  point  that  has  to  be  looked 
at  is  tbis  :  Were  the  owners  in  a  position  to  en- 
force their  rights  against  De  Mattos,  whatever 
they  may  have  been  ;  were  they  in  a  position,  by 
tendering  the  vessel  to  him,  either  to  insist  upK>u 
his  paying  the  freight  then  and  there,  or  to  inuist 
upon  such  rights  as  might  accrue  to  them  by  action 
in  respect  of  his  non-performance  of  the  contract ; 
or  were  they  disabled  from  occupying  that  position 
by  the  consequences  resulting  from  the  perils  of 
the  sea  which  arose  at  Bluff  Harbour,  preventing 
them  from  fulfilling  their  part  of  the  contract  with 
De  Mattos,  by  tendering  to  him  a  ship  staunch, 
tight,  and  strong,  for  carrying  his  goods  to  Great 
Britain?  If  that  be  the  case,  of  course  it  is 
clearly  and  distinctly  within  tbe  terms  of  the 
policy,  and,  that  being  so,  it  seems  to  me  clear 
that  the  nnderwriters  must  be  liable  unless  this 
one  point,  which  was  strongly  insisted  on,  of  want 
of  timely  notice  of  abandonment,  precluded  thoir 
liability.  I  think  your  Lordships  are  all  agreed 
thai  such  notice  was  unnecessary,  and  therefore  it 
is  not  necessary  to  consider  the  question  as  to  the 
time  at  which  such  notice  was  given. 

Therefore,  my  Lords,  upon  all  the  pouits,  I  think 
that  the  appellants  have  failed,  and  consequently 
the  appeal  must  be  dismissed  with  costs. 

Judg^nent  affirmed. 

Attorneys  for  appellants.  Field,  JBo^cos,  Field, 
and  Francis;  respondents,  Thomae  and  Holla/me. 
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COUBT  OF  COMMON  FLEAS. 

Beported  bj  H.  F.  Poolet  and  Johh  Boss,  Esqn., 
Banristen-at-Law. 


Jan,  22  and  July  7, 1873. 

Cator  v.  The  Geeat  Western  Insurance 

Company. 

Marine  insurance — Chests  of  tea— Damage  to  some 
hy  sea  water — Injury  to  others  by  puspieion  of 
buyers  that  the  whole  cargo  was  affected — Divisi' 
biliiy  of  damage. 
By  a  marine  policy  on  1711  packages  of  tea,  valued 
at  a  certain  sum,  and  part  of  a  general  cargo, 
they  were  insured  against  the  usual  risks,  "  and 
all  other  losses  and  misfortunes  that  have  or  shall 
come  to  the  hurt,  detriment,  or  damage  of  the 
said  goods  and  merchandise,  or  anypart  thereof, 
occasioned  by  sea  perils"   ..."  Warranted  by 
the  assured  fee  from   damage  or  injury  from 
dampness,   change  of  flavour,  or  being  spotted, 
discoloured,  musty  or  wxmldy,  except  caused  by 
actual  contract  of  sea  water  with  the  articles 
damaged   occasioned   by  sea  perils.    In  case  of 
partial  loss  by  sea  damage  to  dry  goods,  cutlery, 
or  other  hardware,  the  loss  shall  be  ascertained 
by  a  separation  and  sale  of  the  portion  only  of 
the  contents  of  the  packages  io  damaged,  and  not 
otlierwise,  and  the  same  practice  shall  obtain  as 
io  all  other  merchandise  as  far  as  practicable,^* 
The  vessel  carrying  the  tea  met  with  bad  weather, 
and  shipped    much  sea  water,  by    which    4i9 
packages  of  this  tea,  which  were  stowed  in  dif- 
ferent parts  of  the  ship,  were  greatly  damaged 
by  contact  with  sea  water  ;  the  remainder,  viz,, 
1262,  arrived  in  perfectly  sound  condition,  and 
unharmed  but,  from  the  injury  to  their  reputation 
from  having  formed  part  of  a  shipment  of  which 
440  packages  had  been  damaged  by  sea  water, 
sold  for  a  less  sum  than  they  would  otherwise 
have  realised. 
Held,  thcU  for  the  purpose  of  CLssessing  the  damage 
the  packages  were  divisible;  that  the  underwriters 
were  only  liable  for  the  deterioration  in  vaJus  of 
8u^h  of  the  chests,  viz.,  449,  as  had  been  in  fact 
harmed  by  sea  water;  and  that  the  injury  to  the 
reputcUion  of  the  others  from  the  suspicion  of 
buyers  was  not  a  loss  covered  by  the  policy. 
Tins  was  an  action  upon  a  marine  polioy  tried 
before  Bovill,  C. J.,  at  Guildhall,  7th  July,  1873, 
^ben  his  Lordship   directed  a   verdict   for  the 
defendants,  with  leave  to  the  plaintiff  to  move  to 
enter  the  verdict  for    such    sura    as  the  court 
might  direct,  and  a  rule  was  afterwards  obtained 
pursuant-  to  the  leave  reserved. 

The  material  clauses  of  the  policy,  and  the 
pleadings  and  facts,  were  stated  in  the  written 
judgment  of  the  court  as  follows : — 

"The  policy  in  this  case  was  expressed  to  be 
'on  1711  packages  of  teas,'  by  the  Eurydice,  at 
and  from  New  York  to  London,  valued  at  the  sum 
insured,  viz., 31,000 dols., and  after  enumerating  the 
usual  perils  covered  by  the  insurance,  contained 
the  words,  '  and  all  other  losses  and  misfortunes 
that  have  or  shall  come  to  the  hurt,  detrinnent,  or 
damage,  of  the  said  goods  and  merchandises,  or 
any  part  thereof,  occasioned  by  sea  perils.'  There 
wns  a  special  warranty  in  the  following  terms: 
'  Warranted  by  the  assured  free  from  damage 
or  injury  from  dampness,  change  of  flavour,  or 
being  spotted,  discoloured,  musty,  or  mouldy, 
except  caused  by  actual  contact  of  sea  water  with 


the  articles  damaged  occasioned  by  sea  perils.  Io 
case  of  partial  loss  by  sea  damage  to  dry  goods, 
cutlery,  or  other  hardware,  the  loss  shall  be 
ascertained  by  a  separation  and  sale  of  the 
portion  only  of  the  contents  of  the  packages  so 
damaged,  and  not  otherwise,  and  the  same  practice 
shall  obtain  as  to  all  other  merchandise  as  far  as 
practicable.  The  term '  dry  goods,'  it  was  agreed  in 
the  argument,  would  not  include  or  apply  to  tea. 
There  were  also  special  warranties  against  partial 
loss  or  particular  average  under  5  per  cent.,  and 
other  special  warranties  against  average  as  to 
different  goods,  anless  general  or  over  a  certain 
rate  per  cent.,  and  then  came  the  followinfi: 
clause  :  '  On  risks  from  China  each  ten  packages  of 
silk  or  other  dry  goods  in  the  oider  of  invoice 
subject  to  separate  averages.  £ach  interest  of 
5000dols.  insured  value  or  less,  subject  to  separate 
average.  If  over  8000dols.  value,  each  of  the  fol- 
lowing kinds  of  teas,  Imperial  gunpowder,  Hyson, 
Hysor?  skin,  young  Hyson,  and  black  teas,  and 
each  5000dols.,  value  thereof,  in  the  order  of  in- 
voice, subject  to  separate  average,  and  the  dif- 
ferent excesses  over  5000dols.  subject  to  average, 
if  the  damage  amount  to  250dols.'  The  declara- 
tion averred  that  the  goods  were  damaged,  and 
injured,  and  lost  by  the  perils  insured  against. 
This  tea  formed  a  pK>rtion  only  of  the  cargo  of 
the  Eurydice,  which  loaded  as  a  general  ship. 
In  the  course  of  the  voyage  the  vessel  met  with 
bad  weather  and  shipped  large  quantities  of  sea 
water  by  which  various  portions  of  the  cargo  worn 
damaged,  and  amongst  others  449  packages  of 
this  tea  which  were  stowed  in  different  parts  of 
the  ship  were  greatly  injured  by  contact  with  tbo 
sea  water ;  the  remainder  of  the  teas,  viz.,  12(52 
packages  arrived  in  a  perfectly  sound  and  good 
condition,  and  uninjured  excepb  by  the  injury  to 
their  reputation  from  having  formed  part  of  a 
shipment  of  which  449  packages  had  been  damaged 
by  sea  water.  The  full  amount  of  the  damage  to 
the  449  packages  was  paid  into  court.  The 
shipment  consisted  of  several  different  kinds 
of  tea,  each  of  which  was  distinguished  as  a  chop 
of  a  certain  name  and  mark,  and  all  the  chests  were 
numbered  consecutively.  There  were  altogether 
ten  different  chops,  and  which  at  the  sale  were 
divided  into  thirty-five  breaks.  The  449  packages 
that  were  damaged  by  sea  water  were  portions  of 
different  chops  and  formed  parts  of  the  series  of 
consecutive  numbers  on  the  chests.  When  teas 
are  sold  they  are  usually  sold  in  the  order  of  the 
consecutive  numbers  marked  on  the  packages,  and 
if  the  numbers  be  broken  by  some  being  omitted, 
or  if  somd  of  the  chests  are  marked  as  damaged,  a 
suspicion  is  created  that  the  other  packages  may 
be  affected,  and  those  other  packages,  though  per- 
fectly sound  and  uninjured,  do  not  realize  so  high 
prices  as  they  would  have  dono  if  none  of  the 
packages  had  been  damaged.  In  the  present 
instance  the  teas,  were  sold  in  the  usual  way, 
but  in  consequence  of  the  suspicion  created  by 
the  damage  to  so  large  a  number  as  '149  pack- 
ages, and  the  prejudice  arising  from  that  circum- 
stance to  the  rest  of  the  teas,  the  1262  sound 
chests  did  not  fetch  so  much  as  they  would  have 
done  if  the  449  had  not  been  damaged  by  sea 
water,  and  the  difference  in  price  upon  the  1262 
chests  from  this  cause  amounted  to  a  very  oon- 
siderable  sum,  which  was  to  be  settled  by  an  arbi- 
trator if  necessary.  The  plaintiffs  sought  to 
recover  the  same  as  a  lose  which  was  caused 
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by  the  perils  iosured  against,  and  contended 
that  the  whole  shipment  was  to  be  considered 
and  treated  as  one  entire  subject  matter.  The 
defendants,  on  the  other  hand,  contended  that 
they  were  liable  only  for  snch  of  the  packages, 
?iz,  the  449,  as  w««re,  in  fact,  damaged  by  sea 
perils;  that  for  the  porpose  of  ascertaining  such 
damage  the  packages  must  be  oonsidered  as  divi- 
sible, and  that  injury  to  the  reputation  of  the  teas 
from  suspicion  only,  when  the  teas  were  in  fact 
aoond  and  had  not  been  injured,  was  not  a  matter 
covered  by  policy." 

There  were  other  qoestions  raised  at  the  trial, 
which  are  embodied  in  the  above  statement, 
hot  which,  from,  the  findings  of  the  jury  be- 
came now  immaterial.  The  court  were  to  draw 
sach  inferences  of  fact  as  the  jury  should  have 
drawn. 

0.  Ru8$eU,  Q.C.,  Benjamin,  Q.G.,  and  Cohen, 
for  the  defendatits,  showed  cause. — ^The  insur- 
inoe  was  certainly  of  the  whole  1711  packages, 
yalaed  at  the  sum  insured,  taxd  not  on  each 
chest,  but  the  damage  must  be  taken  sepa- 
rately. First,  on  the  construction  of  the  policy 
it  excludes  the  damage  for  which  the  plaintiff 
BOW  seeks  to  make  the  underwriters  liable, 
and  restricts  the  claim  to  loss  occasioned  by 
sea  perils  in  consequence  of  the  direct  contact  of 
sea  water  with  the  goods  insured.  If  damage  to 
fifty  chests  were  damage  to  the  whole,  there  would 
be  no  sense  in  the  warranty  clause  which  relates 
to  "  actual  contact  of  sea  water  with  the  articles 
damaged."  That  the  damage  must  be  that  occa- 
sioned by  the  contact  of  sea  water  with  the  article 
BO  damaged  is  evident  on  the  face  of  the  clause, 
bat  if  the  history  of  the  clause  is  considfsred,  there 
can  he  no  doubt  as  to  the  meaning.  It  does  not 
appear  in  policies  earlier  than  the  case  of  Montoya  v. 
The  London  Aeturance  Company  (6  Ex.  451),  where 
a  vessel  laden  with  hides  and  tobacco,  in  the  course 
of  ber  voyage,  shipped  large  quantities  of  sea 
water.  On  the  termination  of  the  voyage  it  was 
discovered  that  the  sea  water  had  rendered  the 
hides  putrid,  and  that  the  putrefaction  of  the  hides 
had  imp|arted  an  ill  flavour  to  the  tobacco,  and  had 
thereby  injured  it.  Held,  that  the  damage  thus 
occasioned  to  the  tobacco  was  a  loss  by  perils  of 
the  seas.  The  clause  now  in  question  does  not 
appear  in  policies  prior  to  that  case,  and  was 
probably  framed  to  meet  it.  The  statement  of 
ayerage  was  drawn  up  as  on  an  ordinary  Lloyd's 
policy  without  this  clause,  for  the  stater  had 
not  then  seen  the  policy.  "  If  goods  are  damaged 
by  actual  contact  with  sea  water,  the  under- 
writers are  certainly  liable,  and  it  has  been  held 
that  if  part  of  the  cargo  is  damaged  by  sea 
water,  and  vapour  and  gases  arising  from  it 
ininre  another  portion  of  the  cargo  which  is 
insured,  the  underwriters  on  this  latter  portion 
are  liable,  although  it  was  not  immediately  in  con- 
tact with  the  sea  water" — 1  Parsons  on  Insurance, 
MO,  citing  Montoya  v.  London  AseuroMce  Com- 
pany (6  £z.  451) ;  but  the  learned  author  adds 
in  a  note  "  In  Baker  v.  Manufacturing  Insurance 
Gomp<my  (Sup.  Ct.  Mass.,  March  1.,  1851;  14 
Law  Reporter  203),  it  was  held  that  the  under- 
writers were  only  liable  for  the  damage  done  to 
ibose  goods  with  which  the  sea  water  came  into 
sctaal  contact,  although  the  plainti£E  offered  to 
prove  that  the  injury  was  not  caused  by  the  usual 
dampness  in  a  vessel's  hold,  but  by  the  steam  and 
moisture  arising  from  goods   damap^ed    b:p    an 


unusnal  quantity  of  water  entering  the  hold  in 
consequence  of  a  peril  of  the  sea.  We  have 
examined  the  policy  in  this  case,  and  find  that  it 
did  not  contain  the  clause,  now  common  in  Boston 
policies,  which  exempts  the  underwriters  from  loss 
of  this  kind."  The  authorities  in  America  uni- 
formly show  that  if  this  clause  is  inserted  there 
can  be  no  such  claim  as  the  present.  [Brbtt,  J.-— 
But  if  this  tea  is  one  article  it  is  damaged  by  sea 
water.]  It  consisted  of  a  number  of  chests  cap- 
able of  separation,  not  like  a  machine  composed  of 
parts  belonging  to  each  other.  [Brett,  J. — What 
would  you  say  of  grain  in  balk  P]  That  it  was 
one  article.  The  fact  of  the  amount  insured  being 
one  lump  sum  does  not  make  it  an  insurance  on 
each  package,  but  it  is  an  insurance  on  so  much 
tea  divided  into  individual  packages.  No  case  on 
insurance  law  oan  be  cited  in  which  it  has  been 
contended  that  a  number  of  distinct  packages 
must  be  taken  as  an  indivisible  whole  like  a 
machine,  which,  if  damaged  in  part,  the  whole  is 
impaired ;  for  some  chests  of  tea  may  be  utterly 
destroyed  and  the  rest  left  good.  Can  anybody 
say  that  the  destrnction  of  some  is  damage  co  the 
whole  P  [Bkett,  J. — Yes.  Bovill,  O.J. — I  take 
an  insurance  on  twenty  horses,  is  damage  to  one 
damage  to  the  whole  lot  P]  Arnonld  on  Marine  In- 
surance (4th  edit.),p.830,  writes:  **But  whereseveral 
articles  are  insured  together  in  the  same  policy, 
and  each  suffers  a  particular  average  loss  by  sea 
damage,  the  loss  must  be  adjusted  separately  on 
each,  even  though  the  clause  '  to  pay  average  on 
each  species  as  if  separately  insured '  be  not  in- 
serted in  the  policy;  for  otherwise  the  under- 
writers would  be  involved  in  the  rise  and  fall  of 
the  markets,  except  in  the  very  improbable  case 
when  the  state  of  the  markets  at  the  port  of  arrival 
is  alike  as  to  all  the  article ;  i.e.,  when  all  the 
articles,  had  they  arrived  sound,  would  have 
realised  in  the  port  of  arrival  exactly  the  same  per- 
centage of  profit  and  loss  upon  their  first  cost  or 
valuation  in  the  policy ;  *'  and  in  a  note  the  learned 
author  adds,  *'  This  is  most  ingeniously  and  incon- 
testably  proved  both  by  Mr.  Benecke  and  by  Mr. 
Stevens ;  by  the  former  algebraically,  and  by  the 
latter  arithmetically ; "  and  the  reader  is  referred 
to  Benecke  Pr.  of  Indem.  441,  note,  and  Stevens 
on  Average,  153—155.  Mr.  Arnould  then  proceeds 
in  the  text,  *'  When  out  of  whole  packages  or  bales 
of  manufactured  goods  only  a  few  articles  or  pieces 
in  each  arrive  sea-damaged,  it  is  a  frequent  prac- 
tice to  sell  the  sound  and  damaged  goods  together 
at  the  same  auction.  The  practice  does  not 
appear  objectionable,  but  it  must  be  carefully 
borne  in  mind  that  in  adjusting  the  average  on 
snch  a  sale  the  diminished  value  at  which  the 
sound  part  of  the  package  may  sell,  owing  to  the 
assortment  being  broken,  is  not  a  loss  for  which 
the  underwriter  is  liable  ;  for,  as  Mr.  Stevens  ob- 
served, *  he  is  accountable  only  for  the  actual 
damage  done  to  the  thing  insured,  and  enflrages  to 
guarantee  the  assured  against  the  direct  operation 
of  sea  damage,  but  not  against  the  consequential 
results:'"  (pp.  830—831.)  [Keating,  J.— If  that  be 
law  it  much  aids  your  argument.]  Stevens  and 
Benecke  are  referred  to  in  support  of  the  proposi- 
tion. [Brett,  J, — But  see  Balli  v.  Janeon  (6  E. 
&  B.  p.  441).]  « Where  difierent  articles  are 
damaged,  the  loss  ought  to  be  adjusted  on  each 
separately  ;  since  otherwise  the  adjustment  will 
be  erroneous,  unless  the  rate  of  increase  or  dimi- 
nution of  the  market  value  at  the  place  of  adjust- 
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menfc  is  the  same  on  all,  or,  which  would  almosb 
never  happen,  unless  the  different  rates  of  increase 
and  diminntion  of  the  Talae  of  different  artioleR 
exactly  conntervail  each  other  in  the  computation," 
[Brett,  J. — In  the  United  States  the  law,  after 
much  discussion,  is  the  same  as  that  laid  down  by  the 
Ezcheqaer  Chamber :  (see  2  Arnoald,  p.  906,  citing 
Wodsworth  v.  Paeific  Imuranee  Company,  4  Wen- 
dell, N.  Y.  R.  33.)  The  whole  anestion  depends 
on  whether  the  insurance  is  on  all  articles  as  one, 
or  on  each  separate  package :  and  the  conolu&ion 
seems  to  be  that  both  in  England  and  America 
that  is  the  test.]  That  applies  to  the  case  of 
memorandum  articles  only.  This  system  of  in- 
Hiiring  in  series  is  for  the  purpose  of  aiding  the 
assured.  [Brett,  J. — Suppose  the  policy  had  been 
"  on  tea  valued  at  so  much,"  and  ib  was  packed  in 
packages— or  grain  P]  Grain  can  be  shipped 
either  in  bulk  or  in  sacks,  and  if  the  shipper 
chooses  to  send  it  in  bulk,  nnd  it  is  therefore 
Tiot  divisible,  he  has  himself  only  to  blame. 
[  Brett,  J. — Do  you  lay  so  much  Mtress  on  the 
mere  mention  of  the  1700  packages? J  The  &ar^am 
here  between  the  assured  and  underwriters,  is 
that  the  subject  matter  shall  be  in  packages.  Even 
n  package  would  be  divisible.  If  any  part  coald 
have  been  carried  to  the  port  of  destination,  there 
would  have  been  no  total  loss  {Bosetto  v.  Chirney, 
1 1  G.  B.  176).  Then  if  the  subject  matter  be  di- 
visible, the  proper  mode  of  ascertaining  the 
damage  is  not  by  selling  the  thing  insured,  but 
the  damaged  part.  [Brett,  J. — How  ought  tho 
damage  to  have  been  ascertained?]  As  if  they 
had  separated  what  was  damaged  from  what  was 
not,  bad  sold  the  damaged  part,  had  ascertained 
the  aotnal  loss  on  that  part,  and,  having  done  so, 
they  would  have  ascertained  the  loss  for  which  the 
underwriters  are  liable,  and  then  the  per-centage 
on  the  insured  value  of  the  whole.  The  real  ques- 
tion is  whether  there  is  any  principle  which  makes 
the  subject  matter  of  insurance  indivisible  for  the 
purpose  of  estimating  the  damage.  Secondly, 
the  first  branch  of  the  warranty  clause  has  no 
application,  and  the  second  clause  has  no  direct 
application,  and  therefore  the  whole  has  no 
direct  application.  Bnt  it  has  a  most  im- 
portant indirect  application  as  tending  to  show 
whether  the  thing  insured  is,  in  a  mercantile 
consideration,  divisible  or  not.  The  clause  says, 
that  although  damage  by  dampness  may  occur, 
if  that  dampness  is  not  caused  by  sea  water  the 
underwriters  are  not  liable — d,  fortiori  not  liable 
for  such  remote  injury  as  damage  to  the  repu- 
tation of  the  sound  tea.  [Brett,  J. — You  say 
the  words  in  the  warranty  alter  the  effect  of  other 
parts  of  the  policy.]  Yes.  [Brett,  J. — Theji  you 
pay  that  if  this  was  a  loss  by  perils  of  the  sea 
within  an  onlinary  policy,  it  is  not  a  loss  under 
this  policy,  because  of  the  warranty  in  the  policy, 
although  the  damage  may  not  be  within  the  war- 
ranty.] We  do  not  contend  that  it  has  direct  ap- 
plication. [Brett,  J. — ^A  bale  of  cotton  or  chest 
of  tea  are  not  ejusdem  generis  with  hardware, 
cutlery,  &c.]  In  the  oase  of  a  cargo  of  wood,  if 
any  part  could  be  carried  to  the  port  of  desti" 
nation  at  a  cost  less  than  its  value  then  there 
would  not  be  total  loss.  But  one  could  not  cut 
a  particular  log,  and  say  '*  here  take  the  sound 
part." 

Sir  John  Karslake,  Q.G.  and  Watkin  Williams, 
supported  the  rule. — First,  it  is  broadly  said  by 
defendants  that  this  is  practically  an  insurance  on 


different  packages  of  tea,  because  of  the  words  of 
the  policy.  But  whether  for  the  purpose  of  esti- 
mating loss  one  package  can  be  severed  from 
another  is  a  very  different  question  from  the  ques- 
tion whether  each  is  a  separate  subject  matter  of 
insurance.  Suppose  the  insurance  had  been  on 
70,0001b.  of  tea  oontained  in  packages.  As  to 
whether  this  is  a  single  subject  matter  of  insurance 
in  RalU  v.  Janson  (6  E.  &  B.  423)  it  was  held  by 
the  Exchequer  Ghamber  that  where  memorandum 
^^oods  of  the  same  species  shipped  in  packages  are 
insured,  and  it  is  not  expressed  by  distinct  valua- 
tion or  otherwise  in  the  policy  that  the  packages 
are  separately  insured,  the  ordinary  memorandum 
exempts  the  underwriters  from  liability  for  a  total 
loss  or  destruction  of  part  only  (not  being  general 
average),  if  there  be  no  stranding,  though  one  or 
more  entire  package  or  packages  be  entirely 
destroyed,  or  otherwise  totally  lost,  by  the  specified 
perils.  Any  buver  acquainted  with  the  tea  trade 
would  say  in  the  present  case,  *'  I  take  1711,  the 
whole  of  this  number  of  packages;  I  find  a  certain 
nnmber  damaged,  and  you  have  practically 
damaged  the  value  of  the  whole  shipment  by  a 
half."  The  defend  in  ts  say  it  is  mere  prejudice  to 
the  rest.  But  a  valuer  would  treat  it  as  real 
depreciation  amounting  to  the  value  of  one-third, 
by  a  part  meeting  with  perils  of  the  sea  (Benecke 
and  Stevens  on  Average,  by  Phillips,  333,  par.  2). 
It  is  by  reason  of  the  damage  to  the  subject  matter 
of  insurance  that  the  whole  parcel  msured  has 
become  of  less  value.  The  defendants  contend 
that  the  subject-matter  is  divisible.  No  doubt  it 
is  so  physically,  bnt  not  commercially.  This  was 
an  insurance  on  a  parcel  of  tea  oontained  in  1700 
packages.  Suppose  an  insurance  on  400  clocks 
shipped  in  pieces — all  the  wheels  in  one  package, 
all  the  faces  in  another,  and  so  on.  Gould  it  be, 
contended,  if  the  package  containing  all  tho 
escapements  was  destroyed  by  perils  of  the  seas 
that  inasmuch  as  the  faces,  &c.,  have  a  particular 
commercial  value,  the  whole  shipment  of  clocks 
was  not  damaged  by  perils  insured  against  ?  The 
history  of  the  clause  in  question  favours  tho 
plaintiff ;  in  Monioyas  case  (sup,)  the  hides  and 
tobacco  were  included  in  one  parcel,  which  is 
conclusive.  [Brbtt,  J. — And  were  of  different 
species :  the  accident  happened  to  one,  causing 
indirect  damage  to  tho  other.  The  decision  is  in 
your  favour.]  Yes;  the  insertion  of  the  word 
*'  damaged  "  is  relied  on  contra^  but  of  course  that 
was  rendered  necessary  by  the  last-mentioned 
case.  The  question  is  not  settled  in  America  as 
Mr.  Benjamin  contended.  See  per  Jervis,  G.J., 
in  RMi  v.  Janson  (sup.),  as  to  the  law  of  that 
country.  Secondly,  it  is  a  strong  proposition  to 
say  that  where  the  things  insured  are  not  dry 
goods,  a  part  of  the  policy  which  refers  to  dry 
goods  may  be  regarded.  The  "  mouldy  "  clause 
applies  only  where  dry  goods  are  actually  harmed 
in  part,  and  separation  is  possible.  But  here  it 
is  not  practicable  to  sever  one  portion  from 
another  without  injury  to  the  selling  value.  The 
tea  fell  in  value  from  the  time  of  arrival  until 
sale.  The  underwriters  are  not,  however,  liable 
for  the  fall  of  the  market,  but  to  arrive  at  the 
sum  payable  the  difference  must  be  ascertained 
between  the  sound  value  on  arrival  and  tho 
damaged  value  on  sale,  for  delay  in  sale  was 
directly  consequent  on  the  damage. 

Our,  adv.  vult. 
July  7. — The  judgment  of  the  court  (Bovill,  G.  J., 
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EeatiDflrand  Brett,  JJOiwas  delivered  by  Boyill, 
C.J.,  who,  after  Btatiog  the  facts  and  points  as 
above,  proceeded  thus : — The  case  was  argaed  very 
elaborately,  and  with  considerable  ability,  bat  the 
plaintiff  failed  to  prodace  any  authority  to  show 
that  goods  which  arrived  perfectly  sound  and  un- 
iojaned  could  be  deemed  to  be  damaged  or  in- 
jured by  sea  perils.  The  strongest  case  in  his 
favour  waa  Monioya  v.  The  Royal  Exchange  In- 
luranee  Company  (6  Ex.  451),  where  hides  and 
tobacco  having  been  insured,  and  shipped  in  the 
same  vessel,  which  sustained  damage,  the  sea 
water  had  affected  the  hides  and  caused  them  to 
ferment  and  decompose,  and  the  stench  which 
was  thus  created  had  affected  the  flavour,  and 
ooDseqoently  the  value,  of  the  tobacco.  In  that 
case  .the  tobacco  itself  was  actually  injured,  and 
the  only  question  was  whether  the  injury  arose 
proximately  from  the  sea  water,  and  it  was  held 
that  it  did,  and  that  the  underwriters  were  there- 
fore liable  for  the  actual  damage  to  the  tobacco ; 
but  the  present  case  seems  to  us  to  be  distinguish- 
able on  the  ground  that  here  there  was  no  damage 
whatever  to  the  1262  packages  of  tea,  which 
arriFed  perfectly  sound  and  untouched,  and  alto- 
gether unaffected  by  the  sea  water.  The  insur- 
ance is  against  damage  to  the  goods,  and  not 
sf^iDst  loss  to  the  a<«sured  otherwise  than  by 
reason  of  damage  to  the  goods  themselves.  The 
plaintiffs,  however,  contended  that  the  whole  1711 
packages  must  be  treated  as  one  indivisible  and 
entire  subject  matter,  so  that  damage  by  the 
perils  insured  against  to  any  part  of  them 
would  be  an  injury  to  the  whole,  if  it  affected  the 
value  of  the  whole.  It  seems  to  us  that  this  con- 
tention is  not  made  out. 

A  shipment  of  the  kind  is  not  like  an  entiro 
article,  such  as  a  machine,  where  one  part  being 
injared  or  destroyed  by  sea  perils  the  machine 
itself  becomes  changed  in  character  and  value, 
and  comparatively  nseless.  The  underwriters 
insore  against  damage  to  the  goods  by  the 
perils  iuBured  against,  but  they  do  not,  in  our 
opinion,  insure  against  damage  by  prejudice  or 
Buspicion,  though  such  damage  or  suspicion  be 
reasonable,  and  be  general  in  fact  in  business,  when 
there  is  no  damage  in  fact  to  the  goods  them- 
selves ;  and  if  this  policy  were  to  be  so  construed 
it  would  make  them  insurers  not  only  agaicst 
direct  damage  to  the  goods  insured,  but  against 
damage  to  other  goods  in  the  same  ship,  affecting 
the  credit  and  thereby  the  value,  of  the  goods 
iosnred,  and  would  create  indirect  and  collateral 
and  consequential  liabilities  from  suspicion  and 
prejudice  which  it  would  be  almost  impossible  for 
the  underwriters  to  estimate  in  fixing  a  premium 
proportionate  to  the  risk. 

In  Dvff  V.  Mackenzie  (3  C.  B.,  N.  S.,  16),  it 
^as  held  that,  under  a  policy  "on  master's 
effects,  valued  at  lOOZ ,  free  from  all  average,*' 
the  insurance  must  be  treated  as  divisible,  and 
that  the  master  might  recover  for  a  total  loss 
of  part  of  his  effects,  although  the  whole  were 
included  under  the  general  term  **  effects."  So  in 
Wilkin9on  v.  Hyde  (3  C.  B.,  N.  S.,  30),  where  the 
iasnrance  was  for  2401.  on  ffoods,  so  valued 
**  against  total  loss  only,"  the  goods  were  considered 
M  divisible,  and  the  assured  was  held  entitled  to 
recover  for  a  total  loss  of  part  of  the  goods.  The 
case  of  Balli  v.  Janeon  (6  E.  &  B.  446),  was  much 
nlied  upon  by  the  defendants;  but  the  decision 
there  turned  entirely  upon  the  terms  and  effect  of 


the  warranty  in  the  memorandum  against  average, 
unless  general,  and  it  was  held  that  the  memoran- 
dum was  intended  1 3  include  the  whole  of  the  par- 
ti^lar  species  of  goods,  viz.,  seed,  whether  shipped 
in  bulk  or  in  packages,  and  the  decision  in  that 
case  does  not  in  our  opinion,  govern  the  present 
case. 

The  insurance  here  is  on  1711  packages,  valued 
at  one  sum,  and  if  each  package  had  been  sepa- 
rately enumerated,  it  would  scarcely  have  made 
them  more  distinct.    Even  if  they  had  been  in- 
sured simply  as  "  tea "  or  as  **  goods,"  if  they 
were  in  fact  contained  in  separate  packages,  wo 
should  still  have  thought  that  for  the  purposes  of 
calculating  or  ascertaining  the  extent  of  the  sea 
damage  they  would  be  divisible,  and  that  the  plain- 
tiffs could  have  recovered  only  in  respect  of  the 
damage  done  to  those  packages  which  were  actu- 
ally damaged  by  sea  perils.    The  special  terms  of 
the  present  policy,  however,  seems  to  us  to  be  still 
more  favourable  for  the  underwriters  than  the 
terms  of  an  ordinary  policy.    It  ex  pressly  excludes 
direct  actual  damage  or  injury  from  dampness  or 
change  of  flavour,  <&c.,  unless  caused  by  actual 
contact  of  sea  water  with  the  articles  damaged, 
occasioned  by  sea  perils,  and  it  could  scarcely, 
therefore,  have    been    intended  that  the  under- 
writers should  be  liable  for  what  was  not  actual 
damage  but  mere  suspicion,  and  so  indirectly  an 
injury,  not  to  the  goods  but,  to  the  pecuniary  inte- 
rests of  the  assured.    After  providing  that  in  case 
of  partial  loss  by  sea  damage  to  dry  goods  (which 
does  not  include  tea),  cutlery,  or  other  hardware, 
the  loss  shall  be  ascertained  by  a  separation  and 
sale  of  the  portion  only  of  the  contents  of  the 
packages  so    damaged,  and  not  otherwise,  the 
policy  goes  on  to  provide  that  the  same  practice 
shall  obtain  as  to  all  other  merchandise  so  fa/r  as 
practicable.  These  last  terms  would,  in  our  opinion, 
include  the  tea  in  question,  and  tend  strongly  to 
show  that  the  intention  was  that  the  subject  matter 
of  the  insurance  was  not  to  be  treated  as  entire  and 
indivisible.    It  might  well  be  contended  that  the 
language  of  the  policy  would  seem  to  indicate  that 
not  only  each  package  was  to  be  treated  separately, 
but  that  even  the  contents  of  each  package  might 
be  separated,  so  as  to  confine  the  loss  to  the  exact 
portion  of  tea  that  were  actually  damaged  by  sea 
perils.    The  defendants,  however,  have  not  relied 
upon  this  last  construction  of  the  warranty,  but 
have  paid  into  court  the  full  loss  upon  the  449 
packages  without  attempting  to  separate  the  con- 
tents of  each  of  these  packages. 

The  special  average  warranties  at  different  rates 
on  different  kinds  of  goods,  the  differences  of 
classification  and  average  in  this  policy,  seem 
also  to  show  that  it  was  never  intended  that 
the  1711  packages  should  be  treated  as  one  entire 
and  indivisible  subject  matter  of  insurance,  and, 
if  not,  then  there  is  no  practicable  division  of 
the  packages,  except  by  treating  each  package 
as  a  separate  article.  The  whole  shipment  con- 
sisted of  several  different  kinds  or  chops  of  tea, 
and  could  it  have  been  successfully  contended 
that  if  only  half  the  chests  in  any  particular 
chop  had  been  damaged  or  lost,  and  the  con- 
secutive numbers  of  the  chests  in  that  chop  thereby 
interfered  with,  that  each  chop  could  be  considerep 
as  a  separate  subject  matter  of  insurance,  and  that 
the  plaintiffs  could  have  recovered  for  the  injury 
to  the  reputation,  and  consequent  loss  in  price,  of 
the  rest  of  the  chests  In  that  chop  ?    Or  suppose 
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the  policy  had  been  on  1711  packages  of  tea  at  one 
Taluation  "  by  ship  or  ships,  and  part  had  oome 
in  one  vessel  and  part  in  another,  could  it  have 
been  said  that  sea  damage  to  the  packages  in  one 
ship,  whereby  the  oontinaity  of  the  numbers  was 
destroyed,  was  an  injury  to  the  packages  in 
another  ship  which  sustained  no  damage,  and  yet 
there  would  bo  an  injury  by  suspicion,  to  the 
reputation  of  the  teas,  by  the  numbers  not  being 
consecutive,  and  caused  remotely  by  sea  perils  P 

If  such  a  claim  as  this  could  be  supported,  it  might 
next  be  contended  that  the  underwriters  would  be 
responsible  if  the  reputation  and  value  of  sound 
teas  were  affected  by  serious  damage  to  the  ship,  or 
to  other  persons'  goods  in  the  same  ship  which 
were  damaged  by  sea*water,  or  for  the  loss  of 
markets  by  delay  through  the  perils  of  navigation. 
It  appears  to  us  that  the  underirriters  insure 
against  actual  damage,  and  do  not  in  any  sense 
guarantee  that  the  goods  shall  arrive  free  from 
suspicion  of  damage.  In  like  manner  a  shipowner 
was  held  to  guarantee  only  the  fitness  of  his  vessel 
for  a  cargo  of  tea,  but  not  that  the  ship  should  be 
free  from  a  suspicion  of  unfitness  for  such  a  cargo : 
(see  Towse  v.  Henderson,  4  Ex.  896.) 

Each  package  of  this  shipment  was  separate 
from  the  others  as  if  it  had  contained  a  differ- 
ent article.  Each  might  and  would  be  sub- 
jected to  different  risks,  according  to  its  posi- 
tion and  stowage  in  the  vessel,  and  where  the 
packages  are  severable  they  ought  to  be  severed. 
As  far  as  we  are  aware,  the  practice  in  such  cases 
has  been  to  separate  the  sound  packages  of  goods 
from  those  which  are  dam^^ed,  and  to  allow  the 
claim  for  damage  upon  those  only  which  are 
actually  damaged  by  the  sea  perils.  That  practice 
is  supported  by  the  passages  that  were  cited 
from  Mr.  Arnould's  valuable  work,  3rd  edit.  836, 
and  the  authorities  to  which  he  refers,  and  Mr. 
Stevens,  in  his  book  upon  Average,  at  pp.  157  and 
158,  clearly  considered  that  a  consequential  loss 
upon  goods  which  arrived  sound  by  reason  of  the 
breaking  of  an  assortment,  was  not  a  loss  for  which 
underwriters  were  responsible,  there  being  no 
actual  damage  done  to  the  goods  themselves.  In 
our  opinion,  that  is  the  correct  view  of  the  law. 

A  further  point  was  raised  by  Mr.  Williams  at  the 
close  of  the  case  as  to  the  fall  in  the  market  price 
after  the  arrival  of  the  vessel,  and  the  valuation  of 
the  damaged  teas,  and  before  the  actual  sale  of 
tbem,  but  underwriters  have  nothing  to  do  with 
the  mode  or  time  of  sale,  and  are  not  responsible 
for  a  fall  in  the  market  price;  their  liabilitv 
depends  on  the  value  of  the  goods  upon  arrival, 
and  the  defendants  have  paid  into  court  the  full 
amount  for  which  they  are  liable  upon  that  footing. 

Upon  the  true  oonstmction  of  the  policy,  we 
think  the  plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  recover  only  in 
respect  of  the  449  packages  which  were  actually 
damaged,  and  as  the  amount  of  that  damage  has 
been  paid  into  court,  our  judgment  is  in  favour  of 
the  defendants.  Judgment  for  defendants. 

Attorneys  for  the  plaintiffs,  T^ntosand  Hollams. 

Attorneys  for  the  defendants.  Field  and  Boscoe. 
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ON  APPEAL  PBOM  THE  HIOH  COUBT  OF  ADKIBALTT. 

AprU  30  and  May  20, 1873. 

(Present :  The  Eight  Hons.  Sir  J.  W.  Oolvile, 
Sir  Baenes  Peacock,  Sir  Montague  Smith,  and 
Sir  R.  P.  Collier.) 

The  0.  M.  Paliceb  ;  The  Labnax. 

Collision^Principal  question  not  decided — Oot&rt  of 

appealr^Practice — Biding  light. 
Where  the  High  Oowrt  of  Admirally  has  given  no 
opinion  on  a  question,  which  in  the  opinion  of 
the  court  of  appeal  is  a  vital  one  in  the  cause, 
the  court  of  a^eal  wiU  decide  that  question  on 
the  evidence  before  them. 
It  being  the  duty  of  a  vessel  at  anchor  to  carry  a 
riding  light  cu/ways  visible,  no  such  excuse  as  that 
of  taking  ihe  lamp  doum  to  be  trimmed  can  he 
admitted,  if  the  absence  of  the  Ught  brings  abotU 
a  collision. 
This  was  an  appeal  from  an  inlerlooatory  decree  of 
the  High  Coart  of  Admiralty  in  cross  causes  of 
damage  instituted  on  hehalf  of  ihe  owners  of  tho 
barqae  JDamox  against  the  screw  steamer  0,  M, 
Palmer  and  her  owners  intervening,  and  on  behalf 
of  the  ovmers  of  the  0,  M,  Palmer  against  the 
Lamnx  and  her  owners  intervening. 

The  Lamax  was  lying  at  anchor  abont  9.30  p.m. 
on  19  th  Feb.  1873  in  the  river  Thames,  aboat 
two  miles  below  Gravesend,  and,  according  to  the 
statement  made  on  her  behalf,  carried  a  good  riding^ 
lisht  for  some  time  before,  and  at  the  time  of  the 
c^lision. 

The  C.  M,  Palmer  was  coming  down  the  river  with 
her  lights  duly  bnrning,  but,  the  night  being 
dark  and  hazy,  her  master  determined  to  come  to 
an  anchor,  and  was  rounding  to  for  that  purpose, 
and  whilst  doing  so  came  into  collision  with  the 
Lamax.  Accoraing  to  the  evidence  produced  on 
behalf  of  the  G,  M.  Palmer,  the  Lamax  had  no 
light  exhibited,  whilst  the  C,  M.  Palmer  was  ap- 
proaching her,  hue  immediately  before  the  collision 
a  light  was  seen  going  up  the  rigging  of  the 
Lamaa,  The  engines  of  the  G,  M,  Palmer  were 
stopped  and  reversed,  and  the  Lamaa  was  made 
out,  but  it  was  then  too  late  to  prevent  the 
collision. 

The  learned  judge  of  the  Admiralty  Court, 
acting  on  the  advice  of  the  Trinity  Masters,  by 
whom  he  was  assisted,  pronounced  the  0.  M, 
Palmer  alone  to  blame,  on  the  ground  that  the 
master  of  the  G,  M,  Palmer  might  and  ought  to 
have  dropped  her  anchor  as  soon  as  he  descried 
the  Lamax,  and  save  no  decision  on  the  question 
of  lights.  No  evidence  has  been  given,  nor  cross- 
examination  taken  place ;  no  argument  addressed 
to  the  court  on  the  question  of  the  duty  of  the 
master  to  drop  his  anchor  under  the  circumstances ; 
but  the  main  question  to  which  evidence  and  argu- 
ments had  been  addressed  was  whether  the  Lamax 
carried  her  riding  light. 

From  this  decree  the  owners  of  the  0.  M. 
Pahner  appealed,  on  the  ground  that  the  main 
question  had  not  been  decided,  viz.;  whether  the 
Lamax  carried  her  riding  light  when  the  G.  M. 
Palmer  was  rounding  to  in. order  to  anchor;  that 
the  evidence  proved  that  the  light  was  not  up ; 
that  the  omission  to  let  go  the  anchor  of  the  0. 
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M.  Palmer  was  not  raised  in  any  way  in  the  oonrt 
below,  nor  soggested  until  the  delivery  of  the 
jadgment  in  that  court ;  that  the  letting  go  of  an 
•ocbor  was  in  the  circumstances  impossible,  and 
tbat  the  omissitm  to  do  so  did  not  amount  to  legal 
negligence. 

Tbe  facts  are  sufficiently  set  out  in  the  judgment 
of  tbe  Judicial  Committee. 

Bvtt,  Q.C.  and  Clarkaon,  for  the  appellants, 
BQbmiUed  that  the  appellants  were  entitled  to  a 
decision  on  the  main  question  at  issue,  and  that 
tbe  efidenoe  clearly  showed  that  there  was  no 
riding  light  on  the  Lamax  till  immediately  before 
tbe  collision,  when  it  was  too  late  to  take  any 
effectual  steps  to  ayoid  it ;  that  the  absence  of  the 
ligbt  was  the  cause  of  the  collision,  and  the  ap- 
pellants having  shown  that  none  was  visible,  the 
oDQsof  proof  that  there  was  alight  was  thrown  upon 
tbe  respondents ;  that  anchoring  was  an  impossi- 
bility under  the  circumstances,  and  that  to  give 
1  decision  on  that  ground  was  an  error  on  tbe  part 
of  tbe  Court  of  Admiralty,  as  the  point  had  never 
been  so  raised  as  to  give  an  opportunity  of  dis- 
coasing  the  evidence  with  respect  to  it. 

MHward,  Q.C.  and  JB.  A.  Pritchard,  for  the  re- 
Bpondents. — ^A  steamship  is  boand  to  take  all 
noesnii  to  avoid  a  vessel  at  anchor,  and  if  tbe  court 
finds  on  the  facts  that  such  steps  have  not  been 
taken,  it  is  justified  in  coming  to  a  conclusion 
adverse  to  the  wrongdoer  without  considering  other 
points.  The  0.  if.  Palmer  could  and  ought  to  have 
cast  anchor. 

The  Girolamo,  3  Hagg.  Adm.  Bep.  173 ; 
Ths  Batavier,  2  W.  Bob.  407 ; 
The  Bothnia,  Lush.  52. 

Tbe  evidence  as  it  stands,  however,  clearly  shows 
tbat  tbe  Larnax  carried  her  ridinir  light,  Even 
Boppoeing  the  light  to  have  been  taken  down  pre* 
vioas  to  the  collision  for  the  purpose  of  being 
cleaned,  that  is  a  necessary  operation,  and  if  a  col- 
lision occurs  in  consequence,  it  is  to  be  treated  as 
an  inevitable  accident. 
Olarkson,  in  reply.  Our  adv.  vtdt. 

May  20. — Judgment  was  delivered  by  Sir  Mon- 
tagus Smith. — ^This  was  a  case  of  a  very  dis- 
aatroQS  collision  between  a  steamer  and  a  sail- 
ing vessel,  whereby  three  lives  were  lost.  Cross 
aaits  were  instituted  in  the  Admiralty  Court.  The 
barque  Lamax,  of  380  tons,  was  at  anchor  in  the 
lower  part  of  Gravesend  Beach  on  the  msuht  of  the 
l^(h  Feb.  in  this  year.  The  screw  steamer  C.  3f. 
Palmer,  of  628  tons,  left  London  that  evening  for 
Newcastle-upon-Tyne  with  a  cargo  of  merchandise 
and  a  numbAr  of  passengers.  On  reaching  Graves- 
end  her  pilot  left  ber ;  the  night  being  so  ud usually 
dark  that  her  captain  thought  it  unsafe  to  proceed 
on  ber  voyage,  he  determined  to  come  to  anchor  in 
Gravesend  BeacU;  and,  after  passing  several 
vesaels  at  no  more  speed  than  was  necessary  to 
keep  steerage  way,  was  in  the  act  of  turning 
towards  the  southern  shore,  with  a  view  to 
sncboring  in  what  he  deemed  a  vacant  place,  when 
be  struck  the  Larnax  on  the  starboard  side  with 
tbe  stem  of  his  vessel,  whereupon  she  sank  in  a 
few  minutes. 

Tbe  principal  controversy  in  the  case  was 
wbether  or  not  the  Lamax  carried  a  riding 
ligbt  which  could  not  have  been  seen  by  an  ap- 
proaching vessel  in  sufficient  time  before  the 
oollialon  to  enable  such  vessel  to  get  out  of  her 
^ftj;  the  contention  on  the  part  of  the  Lamax 
^g   tiiat  she  had  a    bright   light  from  the 


time  of  its  becoming  dusk,  with  the  exception  of 
two  or  three  minutes,  when  it  had  been  taken 
down  for  tbe  purpose  of  being  trimmed,  and  that 
this  was  half-an-hour  before  the  collision :  that  on 
the  part  of  tbe  Palmer  being  that  the  Lamax  had 
no  visible  light  until  one  was  affixed  to  her  rigging 
almost  immediately  before  the  collision,  when  the 
collision  had  become  inevitable.  The  result  of  the 
evidence  on  the  part  of  the  Palmer  is,  in  their 
Lordship's  view,  this : — ^That  tbe  Lamax  herself 
was  seen  for  the  first  time  at  a  very  short  distance, 
and  tbat  when  so  seen  no  light  was  visible  in  her, 
and  that  almost  immediately  after  a  light  was  seen 
going  up  into  her  rigging.  That  the  captain  of 
the  steamer  upon  a  vessel  a-head  being  reported 
gave  the  order  to  "  stop,"  and  almost  immediately 
afterwards  the  order  to  reverse ;"  that,  Itl though 
the  orders  were  obeyed,  and  tbe  engines  made 
many  reverse  motions,  the  way  of^  the  steamer 
could  not  be  altogether  stopped  in  time,  and  the 
Lamax  was  cut  down  by  her  sharp  stem. 

The  learned  judge  has  given  no  opinion  on  the 
question  of  light  or  no  light  on  board  the  Lamax,  but 
has  decided  (as  their  Lordships  understand)  that, 
assuming  the  evidence  on  this  subject  on  the  part 
of  the  steamer  to  be  true,  nevertheless  that  she 
was  solely  to  blame,  because  her  captain,  in 
addition  to  tbe  precautions  of  stopping  and  re- 
versing, did  not  take  the  further  precaution  of 
immediately  dropping  his  anchor  on  a  vessel  ahead 
being  reported.  Tbeir  Lordships  have  to  observe 
that  this  point  was  not  raised  during  the  course  of 
the  case,  no  suggestion  being  made  on  the  part  of 
the  Larno^,  either  by  evidence  or  cross-examina- 
tion, or  by  the  speeches  of  counsel,  that  such  a 
proceeding  would  have  been  proper  on  the  part  of 
the  steamer.  The  suggestion  appears  to  have  been 
made  for  the  first  time  by  the  Elder  Brethren  of 
the  Trinity  House,  when  both  cases  had  been  con- 
oluded,  when  the  steamer  had  no  opportunity  of 
adducing  evidence  of  facts,  or  the  evidence  of 
experts,  or  of  offering  any  explanation,  or  of  being 
heard  by  counsel  on  the  subject.  To  dispose  of  a 
case  on  such  a  ground  appears  to  their  Lordships 
unsatisfactory,  and  not  unattended  with  hardship. 

Their  Lordships  are  advised  by  their  nautical 
assessors  tbat  for  the  steamer  to  have  dropped 
her  anchor  under  the  circumstance,  though  it  might 
possibly  have  averted  tbe  collision,  was  a  pro- 
ceeding of  a  verv  doubtful  and  speculative  char- 
acter, not  nnattended  with  risk.  Their  Lordships 
are  of  opinion  that  on  the  assumption  that  the 
Lamax  had  no  light  when  first  seen,  and  that  the 
captain  of  the  steamer  lost  no  time  on  her  being 
seen  in  giving  orders  to  stop  and  reverse,  he  is  not 
proved  to  have  been  negligent,  because  it  did  not 
at  the  instant  occur  to  him  to  let  go  his  anchor. 
Their  Lordships  have  further  to  observe  that,  even 
assuming  the  negligence  imputed  by  the  judgment 
to  the  captain  of  the  steamer,  the  barque  would  in 
tbeir  judgment  have  been  guilty  of  contributory 
negligence  in  not  showing  a  light.  It  is  true  tbat 
the  duty  of  vessels  in  motion  to  keep  out  of  the 
way  of  vessels  at  anchor  has  been  strongly  insisted 
on  in  many  cases,  but  these  cases  assume  that  the 
vessel  at  anchor  could  be  seen;  if  the  Larnax 
could  not  be  seen  until  clofecly  approached,  through 
her  own  fault  in  not  exhibiting  a  light  in  a  night 
unusually  dark,  it  is  difficult  to  acquit  her  of 
negligence,  if  she  is  run  down  by  a  vessel  unaware 
of  hor  position. 

For    these    reasons    their   Lordships    are   of 
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opinion  that,  asBaming  the  tmth  of  the  case 
on  the  part  of  the  Palmer  on  the  sabject  of 
the  light,  the  jadgment  of  the  court  below  ia 
JDcorreot.  If,  on  the  other  hand,  the  case  of  the 
Lamax  be  true,  it  woald  nndoabtedly  be  correct : 
the  determination  of  this  question  is  therefore 
necessary.  Their  Lordships  are  aware  of  the  dis- 
advantages  under  which  they  labour  in  deter- 
mining matters  of  fact  without  an  opportunity  of 
seeing  and  hearing  the  witnesses,  and  they  regret 
that  they  have  not  the  assistance  of  the  finding  of 
the  learned  judge  of  the  Admiralty  Court  on  this 
question,  which,  in  their  Lordships  view,  is  a  vital 
one  in  the  cause;  but  they  feel  called  upon  to 
decide  it  according  to  the  best  of  their  ability  in 
the  somewhat  unusual  character  of  a  court  of  first 
instance. 

Their    Lordships,   not    without    some  hesita- 
tion,   have  come    to    the    conclusion    that    the 
case  of  the  Palmer  is  the  true  one.     She  acted 
with  proper  caution  in  determining  to  anchor  in  so 
dark  a  night  instead  of  to  proceed.     She  was  on 
the  look-out,  and  (in  their  Lordships*  jadgment) 
keeping  a  proper  look-out,  for  a  safe  anchoring- 
groond ;  and  it  appears  almost  incredible  that  she 
should  have    selected    for   her    anchoring-place 
almost  the  spot  ^  here  the  Lamax  was  lying,  if  the 
light  of  the  Lamax  had  been  visible.    Her  evi- 
dence that  the  Lamax  carried  no  light  is  not 
merely  of  a  negative  character.    It  is  positive  that 
just  before  the  collision  the  light  of  the  Lamax 
was  carried  or  hoisted  up.    The  evidence  of  the 
captain  is  that  in  rounding  towards  the  Kentish 
shore  in  order  to  anchor,  a  vessel  was  reported  by 
the  second  mate  from  the  top-gallant  forecastle  in 
these  words,  "  Vessel  nearly  ahead  with  no  light ;" 
that  he  (the  captain)  saw  her  at  the  same  time ; 
then  he  asked  the  mate,  "  Can  you  make  out  how 
she  is   going?*'  whereupon  the  mate  reported. 
'*  There  is  a  riding  light  just  being  hoisted  up.'* 
The  captain  says  that  at  the  same  time  he  saw  a 
*'  gleam  of  light"  in  what  he  took  to  be  the  barque's 
foredeck,  which  dipped  once  above  the  rail,  and 
appeared  to  him  to  be  hoisted  or  carried  up  above 
the  rail,  and  a  voice  sang  out,   "  Steamer  ahoy, 
where  are  you  coming  to  r ' ;  that,  on  first  seeing 
the   ship,  he  ordered   the   engines  to  stop,  and 
almost  immediately  after  to  be  reversed,  in  which 
statement  he  is  confirmed  by  the  engineer.    The 
same  account  substantially  of  what  happened,  and 
of  the  words  spoken,  ia   given  by  the  first  and 
second  mates,  and  by  two  able  seamen.    Unless 
the  inquiries  of  the  captain  and  the  replies  to  them 
are  a  sheer  invention,  it  is  proved  that  a  light  was 
being  carried  or  hoisted  up  into  the  rigging  of  the 
Lamax  almost  immediately  before  the  collision. 
But  it  is  almost  impossible  to  suppose  the  conver- 
sation reported  a  sheer  invention,  inasmuch  as  evi- 
dence was  given  by  a  passenger  on  board  the 
steamer — a  witness  apparently  unimpeachable— 
that  he  heard  this  very  conversation,  though  he 
was  not  in  a  position  to  see  the  light.    On  board 
the  Lamax  two  persons  only  were  on  deck;  au 
able  seaman  and  a  boy  of  fourteen.    They  depose 
that,  although  the  light  had  been  taken  down  to 
be  trimmed  about  half  an  hour  before  the  collision, 
from  that  time  until  the  collision  it  was  attached 
to  the  fore-rigging,  burning  brightly ;  and  they 
are  confirmed  as  to  the  time  when  it  was  taken  down 
by  a  man  named  M'Gregor,  who  was,  however, 
below  at  the  time  of  the  collision.    The  evidence 
of  the  boy  is,  indeed,  a  good  deal  impeached,  he 


having  admitted  on  cross-examination  that  the 
light  had  been  taken  down,    "just   before  the 
collision,"  although  he  aftervrards  explained  "  just" 
to  mean  about  half  an  hour ;  and  it  being  further 
proved  that  he  said  that  the  "light  was  taken 
down  to  be  cleaned,  and  was  in  the  act  of  being 
put  up  when  the  steamer  came  on  to  them. ' 
Evidence  was  also  given  of  the  captain  having  said 
"  If  it  had  not  been  for  the  boy,  it  (the  accident) 
never  would  have  occurred."    The  evidence  of  the 
witnesses  on  board  the  ship  was  confirmed  by  that 
of  a  pilot  on  board  the  Europa,A  vessel  lying  at 
anchor  about  a  quarter  of  a  mile  higher  up  the 
river  than  the  Lamax,  and  which  had  been  fwssed 
by  the  Palmer,      The  pilot   says  that  he   had 
watched  the  light  of  the  Lamax  from  10  minutes 
before  9  to  the  time  of  the  collision,  and  tJiat  it 
was  burning  all  the  time.    This  is  undoubtedly 
cogent  evidence;   it  is   subject,  however,  to  the 
observation  that,  if  the  pilot  had  been  watching 
the  light  as  closely  as  he  represents,  he  must  have 
noticed  its   absence   for  at   least   two  or  three 
minutes  when  it  was  admittedly  taken  down  to  be 
cleaned.   Evidence  is  also  given  of  a  pilot  on  board 
another  vessel  called  the  Hjalmar,  anchored  about 
a  cable's  length  from  the  Lamax,  of  his  having 
seen  the  Lamax^e  light  a  quarter  of  an  hour  before 
the  collision ;  but,  inasmuch  as  he  then  went  below, 
and  did  not  return  on  deck  till  after  the  collision, 
his  evidence  is  of  little  value. 

On  the  whole,  their  Lordships  have  come  to  the 
conclusion  that  the  evidence  preponderates  on  the 
side  of  the  Palmer,  They  adopt  the  conclusion 
that  the  light  of  the  LamoM  was  taken  down  to  be 
trimmed,  that  it  probably  remained  down  for  a 
longer  time  than  is  admitted  by  the  seaman  and 
boy  who  had  charge  of  it,  and  that  the  time  of  its 
being  taken  down  has  been  shifted  by  them  from 
almost  immediately  before  the  collision  to  half  an 
honr  before  it. 

It  is  unnecessary  to  say  that  it  was  the 
bounden  duty  of  a  ship  lying  at  anchor  where  the 
Lamax  was,  on  so  dark  a  night,  to  keep  a  light 
always  visible,  and  that  no  such  excuse  as  that  of 
taking  down  the  lamp  to  be  trimmed  can  be  ad- 
mitted. They  are  of  opinion  that  the  Palmer ^ 
seeing  no  light,  had  reason  to  suppose  that  the 
ficround  in  which  she  was  about  to  anchor  was  un- 
occupied, and  that  the  collision  was  caused  solely 
by  the  negligence  of  the  Lamax. 

Under  these  circumstances  they  will  humbly 
advise  Her  Majesty  that  the  deoreas  appealed  from 
be  reversed,  and  the  Lamax  oondemed  in  the 
whole  of  the  damages,  together  with  the  costs, 
both  in  this  court  and  in  the  court  below. 

Appeal  aUowed, 

Solicitors  for  the  appellants,  QeUaUy,  Son,  and 
Warton, 

Solicitors  for  the  respondent,  Pritchard  and 
Sons. 


April  24  and  25  and  May  20, 1873. 

(Present :  The  Right  Honp.  Sir  J.  W.  Oolvilb,  Sir 
Montague  E.  Smith,  and  Sir  B.  P.  Collier.) 

The  Aiho;  The  Amelia. 

Colliaion — Grossing  ships — Close  hauled  ship— 
Luffing — Deviation  from  course^'Disahled  ship — 
Inevi table  accident^Begulations  for  preventing 
eollisiona  at  sea,  Articlps  12,  18,  and  19. 

Where  a  ship  close  hauled  is  bound  to  keep  her 
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course^  luffing  <u  close  to  the  vrind  as  she  can 
without  losing  head  way,  is  not  a  deviation  within 
Article  18  of  the  Begidations  for  Preventing  CoU 
Usians  ai  £fea,  such  as  will  render  her  liable  for  a 
collision  with  another  vessel,  whose  duty  it  is  to 
keep  out  of  her  way. 
Where  U  is  the  duty  of  a  ship  to  keep  out  of  the  way 
of  another,  but  she  is  unable  to  do  so  by  reason  of 
being  disabled  in  .  a  former   collision,  and  the 
other  ship,  being  unaware  of  her  disabled  condi' 
iian,  continues  her  course,  under  Atticle  18,  a  col- 
lision ensuing  is  the  result  of  inevitable  accl' 
dent  (a). 
These  were  appeals  from  a  decree  of  the  judge  of 
the  High  Court  of  Admiralty  ia  cross  causes  of 
dama^,  instituted  on  behalf  of  the  owners  of  the 
American  barque  Amelia,    against  the  Bnssian 
ship  Aimo,  and  on  behalf  of  the  owners  of  the 
Aimo  against  the  AmeUo. 

The  collision  ooourred  at  about  a  quarter  before 
ten  on  the  night  of  the  7th  Oct.  1872,  in  the  Eng- 
lish Channel,  about  22  miles  S.E.  of  the  Lizard. 
The  wind,  at  the  time  of  the  oollisioo,  was  S.W. 
and  the  weather  hazy,  with  a  little  rain. 

The  Aimo  was  sailing  close  hauled  by  the  wind, 
on  the  starboard  tack,  under  all  plain  sail,  heading 
about  S.S.E.,  and  making  about  five  knots  an  hour. 
She  had  a  green  light  exhibited  on  her  starboard 
aide,  and  a  red  light  oo  her  port  side,  and  both 
lii^hts  were  burning  brightly,  and  a  look-out 
was  being  kept. 

The  case  on  behalf  of  the  appellants  was,  that 
whilst  the  Aimo  was  proceeding  under  the  fore- 
going circumstances,  the  red  light  of  the  Amelia, 
which  yeesel  was  on  the  port  tack,  was  seen  at  the 
distance  of  about  half  a  mile,  bearing  about  a  point 
OQ  the  port  bow,  that  the  Aimo  kept  her  course  on 
thestarboard  tack,  expeetiogthe  Amelia  tokeep  out 
of  her  way,  but  that  the  Amelia,  instead  of  doing 
80,  oame  into  collision  with  the  Aimo,  the  starboard 
side  of  the  ilmelto,  between  her  main  and  mizen 
ringing,  coming  into  contact  with  the  stem  of  the 
Aimo. 

The  appellants  attributed  the  collision  to  the 
neglect  of  those  on  board  the  Amelia  to  keep  the 
Amelia  out  of  the  way  of  the  Aimo, 

The  case  on  behalf  of  the  Am>elia  was,  that  about 
sn  hour  and  a  quarter  before  the  collision  with  the 
Aimo,  she  (the  Amelia)  had  come  into  collision 
with  a  brig,  about  25  miles  S.E.  of  the  Lizard,  and 
in  consequence  of  this  collision  she  had  lost  her 
bowsprit,  jibboom,  and  stem,  and  some  of  her  head 
Bails,  and  had  reoeiyed  other  serious  injuries.  She 
was  now  heading  into  land  and  looking  out  for 
the  vessel  with  which  she  had  been  in  collision, 
and  was  proceeding  under  foresail,  lower  foretop- 
sail,  and  maintopsail,  maintopgallanteail,  and 
Kpanker,  dose  hauled  on  the  port  tack,  and  making 

(a)  The  point  whether  a  ship  disabled  by  her  own  de- 
frah  in  a  prior  collision  ooold  set  up  the  defence  of 
iaeritahle  accident  was  not  here  raised.  It  has  been 
TUB9d  in  a  snbseqaenoe  case,  bat  not  decided.  It  woald 
appear  to  be  a  retaonable  view  that,  if  the  second  oolli- 
fion  were  directly  the  result  of  the  previous  collisfon, 
then  the  prior  negligence  wonld  prevent  the  plea  of 
inevitable  accident ;  bntif  the  second  collision  occurs  a 
■oiBcient  time  after  the  first  to  have  enabled  ±he  vessel 
to  have  got  again  to  some  extent  under  oommemd,  any 
odHtion  then  ensuing  through  inability  to  manoeuvre 
properly  would  oiOy  be  indirectly  the  result  of  the  pre- 
^ioQs  negligence.  It  is  a  question  of  some  importance, 
aad  if  now  frequently  arising  in  oases  in  the  Admiralty 
Coort^En. 

Vou  IL,  N.S. 


from  one  to  two  knots  an  hour  headway,  and  some 
considerable  leeway.  Her  lights  were  duly  exhi- 
bited and  burning  brightly,  and  a  good  look-out 
was  being  kept  on  board  her. 

In  these  ci  rcumstances,  those  on  board  the  Amelia 
saw  the  green  light  of  the  Bussian  ship  Aimo 
bearing  at  first  from  three  to  four  points  on  their 
starboard  bow,  and  about  three-quarters  of  a  mile 
off.  The  Amelia  kept  her  course,  those  on  board 
her  watching  the  light.  The  light  drew  nearer, 
and  the  two  vessels  got  within  sJ)ont  three  ships' 
lengths  of  each  other,  and  were  about  to  pass, 
when  those  on  board  the  Amelia  observed  that  tho 
Aimo  had  ported  her  helm  and  was  coming  towards 
them.  They  therefore  loudly  rang  their  ship's 
bell  and  hailed,  and  put  their  helm  hard  a  star- 
board. Notwithstanding,  the  ^mo.oame  with 
considerable  force  into  collision  with  the  Amslia, 
striking  her  witli  the  stem  on  her  starboard 
quarter,  between  the  main  and  mizen  rigging,  and 
doing  her  considerable  damage.  , 

At  the  hearing  in  the  Admiralty  Court,  the 
Jmo  was  charged  frith  improperly  changing  her 
course  by  porting  and  improperly  luffing.  .  The 
question  of  fact  mainly  in  dispute  was,  whether 
the  vessels  were  green  light  to  green  light  or  red 
light  to  red  light*  the  Amelia  alleging  the  former, 
the  Aimo  the  latter.  This  judginent  of  the  Admi* 
ralty  Court,  after  reviewing  the  facts,  was  as 
follows  :— 

"  Sir  B.  Phillimore. — The  court  upon  the  evi- 
dence has  arrived  at  a  clear  conviction  that  the 
story  told  by  the  .  Amelia  is  the  true  story,  and 
that  the  vessels  were  mutually  visible  in  the  first 
instance,  green  light  to  green  light. '  The  court  is 
confirmed  in  that  opinion,  derived  from  perusal  of 
and  deliberation  upon  the  evidence,  by  the  strong 
and  decided  opinion  of  the  Elder  Brethren  of  the 
Trinity  House.    Indeed,  the  collision,  looking  to 
the  admitted  facts  of  the  case,  could  have  happened 
in  no  other  way.     It  was  the  duty,  no  doubt,  of 
the  port  tacked  vessel,  under  the  Begulations  for 
the  Prevention  of  Collisions  at  Sea,  to  keep  out  of 
the  way  of  the  starboard  tacked  vessel,  and  I  have 
to  consider,  therefore,  having  arrived  at  the  con* 
elusion  that  the  vessels    were   mutually  visible, 
green  light  to  green  light,  and  that  the  wind  was 
as  stated,  whether  the  Amelia  did  obey  the  regu- 
lations in  keeping  on  her  course  as  near  as  possible 
to  the  wind.    The  Elder  Brethren  of  the  Trinity 
House  assure  me  that  she  did  so,  that  that  was  a 
practical  obedience  to  the  rule,  and  that  without 
any  reference  to  her  disabled  condition,  or  any 
reference  to  the,  distance  at  which  the  vessels  were 
seen,'  if  they  were,  as  they  agree  with  me  in  think- 
ing they  were,  mutually. visible  green  light  to 
freen  light,  it  was  her  duty  to  keep  on  as  she  did. 
he  question  is,  what  caused  the  collision  in  this 
case  P  and  the  Trinity  Masters  are  of  opinion,  and 
with  that  opinion  I  am  inclined  to  agree,  that  it 
was  caused  by  the  luffing  of  the  starl^ard  tacked 
vessel.    It  is .  very  true  that  the  amount  of  that 
luffing  is  very  doubtful — whether  it  was  half  a  point 
or  two  points,  or  something  between  the  two ;  but 
they  are  of  opinion  that  half  a  point  would  have 
sufficed,  considering  the  relative  positions  of  these 
vessels,  to  have  caused  the  collision.     That  being 
their  opinion,  I  shall  find  the  Aimo  to  blame;, but 
it  is  not  to  be  omitted,  among  the  reasons  which 
the  court  think  it  right  to  state,  that  the  12th 
article,  which  orders  the  port  tacked  vessel  to  keep 
out  of  the  way,  is  mitigated  and  tempered  (other- 
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wiBA  it  would  befranght,  in  the  opinion  of  the  Elder 
Brethren  of  the  Trinity  Honse,  and  I  agree  with 
them,  with  great  danger  to  navigation)  by  the  196h 
article,  which  provides  that  '  in  obeying  and  oon- 
Btming  these  rules,  due  regard  must  be  had  to  all 
dangers  of  navigation,  and  due  regard  must  also 
be  had  to  any  special  circumstances  which  may 
exist  in  any  particular  case,  renderiug  a  departure 
from  the  above  rules  necessary  in  order  to  avoid 
immediate  danger ;'  and  I  am  of  opinion,  indepen* 
dently  of  what  I  have  stated,  that  the  luffiog  caused 
this coUisioD ;  that  it  was,  having  regard  to  the 
special  circumstances  of  the  case,  the  duty  of  the 
starboard  tacked  vessel  to  have  payed  off  a  little, 
whidi  would  certainly;  in  the  opinion  of  the  Elder 
Brethren,  have  prevented  the  collision  altogether. 
I  have,  therefore,  for  the  reasons  which  1 '  have 
briefly  stated,  arrived  at  the  conclusion  that  the 
port  tacked  vessel,  the  Amelia,  has  made  out  her 
case,  and  that  the  Aimo,  the  starboard  tacked 
vessel,  must  be  pronounced  to  be  alone  to  blame 
for  this  collision." 

From  this  judgment  the  owners  of  the  Aimo 
appealed,  on  the  ground  that  there  was  no  such 
improper  luffins  on  her  part  as  to  amount  to  a 
deviation  from  her  course,  and  that  the  Amelia 
was  bound  to  have  taken  measures  to  keep  out  of 
the  way. 

Milwardt  Q.G.  and  Cla/rkson,  for  the  appellant. 
—A  vessel  has  a  right  to  keep  close-hauled,  and 
may  come  as  near  to  the  wind  as  she  can  get 
witnout  deviating  from  her  oourse,  so  long  as  she 
does  not  lose  control :  (The  Marmion,  ante, 
vol.  1,  p.  412 ;  27  L.  T.  Rep.  N.  S.  255).  The 
vessel  with  the  wind  free  is  bound  to  take  some 
means  to  get  out  of  the  way,  and  if  she  cannot 
the  collision  is  at  most  the  result  of  inevitable 
accident.  If  a  ship  departs  from  a  rule,  she  takes 
upon  herself  the  obligation  of  showing  that  the 
takes  upon  herself  the  obligation  of  showing  that 
the  course  she  adopts  is  calculated  to  avoid  danger 
of  collision :  (The  Agra  B,nd  The  Elizabeth  Jenkins, 
4  Moore  P.  0.  0..  N.  S.,  435 ;  16  L.  T.  Rep.  K  S. 
755,  and  2  Mar.  Law  Oas.  O.  S.  532.)  If  the  Aivno 
had  altered  her  course  to  avoid  this  ship,  she 
would  have  taken  upon  herself  an  improper 
responsibility. 

Buti,  Q.O.  and  W.  Q.  F.  Phillimore,  for  the 
respondents. — ^The  Amelia  adopted  the  best  means 
in  her  power  to  keep  out  of  the  way,  namely, 
keeping  her  course.  Her  disabled  condition  pre* 
vented  ner  doing  otherwise.  It  would  have  been 
impossible  for  her  to  bear  up. 

Jliilward,  Q.O.  in  reply.  Cur,  adv.  vuU. 

May  20. — ^The  judgment  of  the  court  was  de- 
livered bv  Sir  E.  P.  Collier. — ^This  was  a  case  of 
collision  oetween  two  sailiuff  vessels,  the  Amelia, 
an  American  vessel,  and  the  Aimo,  a  Russian, 
there  being  cross  suits.  The  collision  took  place 
about  twenty  miles  south  of  the  Lizard,  at  between 
ten  and  eleven  at  night,  in  October.  The  wind  was 
south-west;  the  Amelia  was  heading  N.W.  by  W, 
or  perhaps  a  point  or  two  more  to  the  north ;  the 
Aimo  S.S.E.  The  Amelia  was  on  the  port  tack ; 
the  Aimo  on  the  starboard  tack,  close  hauled. 
Under  these  circumstances,  the  12th  and  18bh 
articles  of  the  reflations  applied.  It  was  the 
duty  of  the  Amelia  to  keep  out  of  the  wajr  of 
the  Aimo,  of  the  Aimo  to  keep  her  course,  subject 
to  the  qualifications  of  the  19bh  article.  It  ap- 
peared that  the  Amelia  had  shortly  before  come 
into  collision  with  another  vessel,  whereby  she  had 


become  in  some  measure  disabled.  The  AmeUa 
kept  her  course,  starboarding  her  helm  when  the 
coUision  became  imminent.  The  Aimo  continued 
on  her  starboard  tack,  slightly  luffing,  and  struck 
the  AmeHia  on  her  starboard  side,  between  the 
mizen  mast  and  the  stem.  The  learned  j  udge  held 
that  the  Amelia,  by  keeping  her  course,  was  taking 
the  best  means  in  her  power  to  keep  out  of  the 
way  of  the  Aimo,  and  that  the  Aimo  caused  the 
collision  by  luffing,  and  was  solely  to  blame. 
Having  reeard  to  the  disabled  condition  of  the 
Amelia,  which,  as  their  Lordships  are  advised  by 
their  Nautical  Assessors,  would  have  had  great 
difficulty  in  paying  off  so  as  to  pass  to  leeward  of 
the  Aimoi  their  Lordships  are  not  prepared  to 
'differ  from  the  finding  of  the  learned  judge  that 
^want  of  ordinary  care  and  skill  is  not  proved 
against  her. 

The  question  remains  whether  ^  want  of  ordi- 
nary care  and  skill  is  proved  against  the  Aimo. 
She  oould  not  know  that  the  Amslia  was  dis- 
abled, and  had  reason  to  expect  that  the  Amelia 
would  keep  out  of  her  way ;  she  was,  according  to 
uncontradicted  evidence,  close  hauled  to  the  wind ; 
the  extent  to  which  she  luffed  the  learned  judge 
treats  as  doubtful,  not  appearing  to  consider  it 
proved  that  she  luffed  more  than  half  a  point.  It 
IS  clear  that  she  did  not  luff  so  much  as  to  lose  her 
headway,  for  one  of  the  witnesses  for  the  Amelia 
says  that,  immediately  before  the  collision  her  sails 
were  full.  This  being  so,  their  Lordships  are  of 
opinion  that  she  did  not  deviate  from  her  course, 
but  that  she  substantially  kept  it,  as  she  was  re- 
quired to  do  by  the  18th  rule,  and  their  view  is  in 
accordance  with  that  expressed  in  the  Mai'mion  : 
(1  Asp.  Mar.  Law  Cas.  412.)  The  learned  judge* 
however,  further  finds  that  having  regard  to  special 
circumstances,  such  as  are  contemplated  by  article 
19,  it  was  the  duty  of  the  Aimo  not  to  have  kept 
her  course,  strictly  speaking,  but  to  have  some- 
what changed  it  by  payin^-off  a  little.  Consi- 
dering, however,  that  the  Aimo  could  not  be  aware 
th&t  the  Amelia  was  in  a  disabled  condition,  their 
Lordships  are  unable  to  find  that  any  such  special 
circumstances  were  brought  to  her  knowledge  as 
to  fix  her  with  negligence  in  not  adopting  this 
latter  manceuvre,  and  are,  therefore,  on  the  whole 
of  opinion  that  no  want  of  ordinary  care  and  skill 
is  proved  against  her. 

Under  these  circumstances,  they  are  of  opinion 
that  neither  vessel  has  made  out  its  case  against 
the  other,  and  they  will  humbly  advise  Her 
Majesty  that  the  decrees  appealed  against  be 
reversed,  and  that  both  suits  be  dismissed.  Neither 
party  should  have  his  costs,  either  here  or  in  the 
court  below.  Appeal  allowed. 

Solicitor  for  the  appellants,  Thomae  Cooper, 

Solicitors  for  respondents,  Pritehard  and  Sons. 


Wednesday,  July  16, 1873. 

(Present :  the  Eight  Hons.  Sir  Jakes  W.  Col  vile, 
Sir  Babnes  Peacock,  Sir  Montague  E.  Smith, 
and  Sir  Robbkt  P.  Collier). 

Henderson  and  another  v.  The  Cohftoir 
D'EscoMPTE  DE  Paris. 

Bills  of  lading — Omieaion  of  words  "  or  order,  or 
assigns  " — Negotiability — Constructive  noUce-^ 
Delivery. 

The  appellants,  a  firm  in  Manchpster,  purchased 
goods,  shipped   from   London  to  Hong  Kong 
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pledging  their  own  eredU,  on  behalf  of  L,  S.  and 
Go,,  a  firm  in  London^  having  a  hra/neh  (U  Hong 
Kong.  By  ihe  invoice  for  these  goods,  L,  8,  and 
Co.,  of  Hong  Kong,  were  to  recdise  the  goods  cmd 
to  transmU  the  proceeds  to  L.  8,  and  Co.,  in 
London,  for  the  purpose  of  meeting  their  accept- 
ances to  the  appellants.  The  hill  of  lading  for 
ike  goods  was  in  the  usual  form,  except  that  the 
words  '*  or  order,  or  assigns,^*  were  omitted.  L. 
8.  (tnd  Co.,  at  Hong  Kong,  having  received  tits 
invoice  and  biU  of  lading,  indorsed  the  loiter  to 
the  re^Mmdente,  hankers  at  Hong  Kong,  as  a 
security  for  paymerU  of  a  loan  due  on  a  promis- 
sory  n&te.  On  the  arrival  of  the  goods  they  were 
delivered  to  ihe  respondents,  who  then  gave  up 
the  bill  of  lading  to  L.  8*  and  Co.,  who  gave  a 
receipt  for  it^  engaging  to  pay  ihe  proceeds  of  tJ^ 
goods  as  collected  on  account  of  the  promissory 
note,  it  being  understood  that  the  goods  belonged 
to  the  respondents  until  such  proceeds  were  paid. 
In  accordance  with  the  terms  of  the  receipt,  L.  8. 
and  Oo.  sold  the  goods,  and  remitted  the  proceeds 
to  the  respondents  in  part  payment  of  ihe  promts' 
sory  note. 
Held  {affirming  the  judgment  of  ihe  8upr$me  Court, 
Hong  Kong),  ihcU  the  respondents  had,  under  the 
circumstances  staled,  an  equitable  title  to  the 
goods  by  the  indorsement  and  delivery  to  them  of 
the  bill  of  lading,  and  a  legal  title  to  the  goods, 
the  iransaetion  amounting  to  an  actual  delivery 
of  the  goods  to  them. 
Held  further,  that  the  mere  omission  of  the  words 
"or  order,  or  cusigns,"  in  ihe  biU  of  lading,  did 
not  affect  the  res^ondients  with  constructive  notice 
of  the  trust  eansUng  under  the  arrangements 
bekoeen  the  appellants  and  L.  8.  and  Co.,  and 
was  not  stuih  an  omission  as  ought  to  have  excited 
the  suspicion  of  ihe  respondents,  and  put  them  on 
inquiry  as  to  the  said  arrangements. 
Bemik,  that  in  order  to  nuike  bills  of  lading  nego* 
tiaJble,  some  suck  words  as** or  order,  or  assigns,** 
ought  to  be  in  them. 
This  iras  an  appeal  from  the  Snpreme  Coart,  Hong 
KoDg.    The  facts  f  nlly  appear  m  the  judgment. 

Sir  R,  Baggallay,  Q.C.  and  Gardiner  for  the 
tppellanta. 
Jackson,  Q.C.  and  Everitt  for  the  respondents. 
Judgment  was  deliyered  by  Sir  Robert  P. 
GoLUEB. — ^The  facts  of  this  case,  about  which  there 
is  no  dispute,  may  be  yery  shorUy  stated.  A  firm 
io  Manchester,  Messrs.  Henderson  and  Co.,  pnr* 
chased  a  quantity  of  goods,  pledging  their  own 
credit,  on  behalf  of  Messrs.  Lyall,  Still,  and  Co., 
who  were  a  firm  in  London,  haying  a  branch  at 
Hbag  Konp.  An  arrangement  was  entered  into 
by  the  parties,  which  is  embodied  in  an  inyoice  of 
these  goods,  which  is  as  follows :  "  Inyoice  of  fifty 
bales,  T.  cloths,  shipped  by  C.  P.  Henderson  and 
Co.,  per  Ariel,  from  London  to  Hong  Kong,  and 
consigned  to  Messrs.  Lyall,  Stil),  and  Co.,  there 
for  realisation,  the  proceeds  to  be  remitted  to 
Messrs.  George  Lyall  and  C.  F.  Still,  London,  in 
first  class  bank  bills,  specially  to  meet  their  accept- 
uoe  of  C.  P.  Henderson  and  Co.'s  draft  (or  any 
renewal  thereoO  against  the  shipment,  and  bought 
for  acoonnt  and  risk  of  Messrs.  G^rge  Lyall  and 
G. E.  Stall, London;"  Now, tiiat  wasthe arrange- 
naent  entwed  into  between-the  parties,  and,  as 
between  the  parties,  their  Lordships  are  of  opinion 
that  Messrs.  LyaU,  Still  and  Co.,  of  Hong  Kong, 
were  under  the  obligation  so  to  deal  with  the  goo& 
M  to  realise  tiie  proceeds  from  their  sale,  and  to 


transmit  those  proceeds  to  Lyall,  Still,  and  Co.,  in 
London,  for  the  purpose  indicated  in  this  inyoice, 
namely,  of  meeting  their  acceptances  to  Messrs. 
Henderson.  It  appears  that  a  bill  of  lading  was 
made  out,  which  is  in  the  usual  form,  with  this 
difference,  that  the  words  "  or  order,  or  assigns  " 
are  omitted.  It  has  been  argued  that,  notwith- 
standing the  omission  of  these  words,  this  bill  of 
lading  was  a  negotiable  instrument,  and  there  is 
fiome  aothority  at  Nisi  Prins  for  that  proposition ; 
bat,  undoubtedly,  the  general  yiew  of  the  mercan- 
tile world  has  been  for  some  time  that,  in  order  to 
make  bills  of  lading  negotiable,  some  such  words  as 
**  or  order,  or  assigns  "  ought  to  be  in  them.  For  the 
purposes  of  this  case,  in  the  yiew  their  Lordships 
take,  it  may  be  assumed  that  this  bill  of  lading 
was  not  a  negotiable  instrument.  The  bill  of 
lading  and  the  inyoice  were  receiyed  by  Messrs. 
Lyall,  Still,  and  Co.  at  Hon^  Koog  on  the  I3th 
Noy.  1866,  and  soon  after,  it  does  not  precisely 
appear  when,  this  bill  of  lading  was  endorsed  to 
the  defendants,  who  are  bankers  at  Hong  Kong. 
It  was  endorsed  for  this  purpose :  it  was  in  order 
to  enable  Messrs.  Lyall,  Still,  and  Co.,  of  Hong 
Kong,  to  obtain  back  from  the  defendants  certain 
silk  documents,  as  they  are  described,  which  were 
deposited  with  them  to  meet  two  acceptances,  one 
for  22,000  dels,  and  the  other  for  22,500  dols.  It 
appears  that  Lyall,  Still,  and  Co.  met  the  first  bill ; 
but  when  the  second  bill  became  due  they  borrowed 
a  sum  of  money  saffioient  to  pay  it  of  the  bankers, 
the  defendants,  on  giying  their  promissory  note 
dated  31st  Dec.  1866,  and  from  that  time  this 
bill  of  lading  remained  with  the  bankers  as  a 
security  for  their  repayment  of  that  loan  upon 
their  promissory  note.  W  hat  next  occurred,  which 
is  material,  is  stated  yery  fairly  in  the  case  of  the 
appellants.  They  state  that  the  ship  Ariel,  that  is 
the  ship  carrying  these  goods,  *'  arriyed  at  Hong 
Kong  early  in  January  1867,  and  the  said  fifty 
bales  were  deliyered  to  the  respondents  on  the  7th 
January  1867 ;  the  respondents  handed  to  the  said 
firm  of  Lyall,  Still,  and  Co.  the  said  bill  of  lading 
endorsed  to  the  respondents  as  aforesaid,  receiying 
from  them  a  receipt  as  follows: — ^'Hong  Kong, 
7th  Jan.  1867.  Eeoeiyed  of  the  Comptoir 
d'Escompte  de  Paris  (Hong  Kong  agency)  bill  of 
lading  for  B.  S.  C.  P.  H.  51,100  dols.,  Sa  bales 
merchandise  per  Ariel,  yalued  at  7625  dols.,  pro- 
ceeds of  which  we  hereby  engage  to  pay  to  the 
said  bank  as  soon  as  collected  on  account  of 
our  promissory  note  for  22,500  dols.,  dated  2l8t 
Deo.  (it  should  be  31st  Dec.)  1866,  and  interest 
209  dols.  59  cents.  It  is  at  the  same  time  under- 
stood that  the  goods  in  question  are  stored  for 
account  and  belong  to  the  said  bank  until  such 
proceeds  haye  been  paid  Lyall,  Still,  &  Co.'  The 
case  further  states  that  in  accordance  with  the 
terms  of  the  said  receipt,  the  said  firm  of  Lyall, 
Still,  and  Co.  sold  the  said  50  bales  for  6837  dols. 
50  cents:  and  remitted  the  proceeds  of  the  sales 
of  the  said  bales,  amoanting  to  6837  dols.  50  cents, 
to  the  respondents,  who  applied  the  same  in  part 
satisfaction  of  the  said  promissory  note  for  22,500 
dols." 

The  yiew  of  their  Lordships  is  this,  that  as- 
rsuming  as  they  do,  that  the  bill  of  lading  was 
not  a  negotiable  instalment,  its  endorsement  and 
deliyery  to  the  bank  gaye  them  only  an  equitable 
right  to  the  goods.  But  in  their  Lordships'  yiew 
the  transaction,  which  took  place  subsequently, 
amounted,  to  a  deliyery  of  these  goods  to  the  bank 
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after  the  goods  had  heen  landed  and  deliyered 
in  parsnance  of  the  bill  of  lading,  and    when 
the  bill  of  lading  was  functus  •  officio.     It  ap- 
pears to  their  Lordships  that  Lyall,' Still,  and 
Co.  hayins;  received  these  goods  at  Hong  Kong 
did  deliver  the  possession  of  them  to  the  bank.    It 
is  true  that  the  bank  did  not  take  them  to  their 
own  warehouses,  probably  becanse  they  had  not 
warehonses  convenient  to  hold  them;   and  the 
bank  did  not  sell  them  themselves,  probably  be- 
cause it  would  not  be  in  the  w^  of  their  business 
to  sell  them.    They  employed  Lyall,  Still,  and  Co. 
to  sell  them  for  the  bank ;  but,  in  their  Lordships' 
opinion,  in  so  selling  them  Lyall,  Still,  and  Co. 
acted  but  as  brokers  to  the  bank ;  and  possession 
was  in  fact  deliyered  to  the  bank  of  the  goods  by 
Lyall,  Still,  and  Co.,  after  Lyall,  Still,  and. Co. 
at  Hong  Kong  had  the  goods  in  their, posses- 
sion, and  were  able  so  to  deliver  them.   .  That 
being  so,  in  their  Lordships'  opinion,  the  bank 
after  that  delivery  united  in  themselves  a  legal 
and  equitable  title  to  the  goods.    If  that  be  so, 
the  only   question   which   remains   is,  whether 
they  had  actual  or  constructive   notice  of  the 
trust   which,  as   between  the  original  parties, 
Henderson  and  Co.,  and  Lyall,  Still,  and  Co.,  in 
their  Lordships'  opening  existed  P    It  is  oonoeded 
that  there  was  no  actual  notice.     The  question 
remains  whether  there  was  constructive  notice, 
and  it  should  be — in  order  to  make  out  the  case 
of  the  plaintiff— constructive  notice  at  the  time 
of  the  endorsement  of  the  bill  of  lading.    That 
constructive  notice  is  attempted  to  be  inferred 
in    this    way,   and    in   this   way-  only :    It  <  is 
said  that  the  bill  of  lading  was  in  an  unusual 
form,  omitting  the  words,  "or  order,  or  assis^ns," 
that  the  bank  ought  to  have  taken  notice  of  the 
bill  of  lading  being  in  that  unusual  form,  that  they 
ought  hence  to  have  inferred  that  it  was  probable 
that  some  such  equitable  arrangement  existed  as 
that  which  is  now  proved,  and  that  they  ought 
to  have  made  inquiries  on  the  subject.    It  does 
not  appear  why  the  words  "  or  order,  or  assigns  " 
were  omitted.    There  is  no  evidenoe  whatever  that 
they  were  omitted  intentionally  with  a  view  in 
any  way  to   carry  into  effect  the  arrangement 
between  the  parties.     It  is  admitted  as  a  fact 
that  Lyall,  Still,  and  Co.,  at  Hong  Kong,  when 
they  endorsed  the  bill  of  lading  to  the  bank,  were 
not  aware  of  this  omission.    And  their  Lordships 
think  that  it  may  be  assumed,  from  the  conduct 
of  the  bank  and  from  other  circumstances,  that 
they  did  not  notice  it.    Their  Lordships  are  further 
of  opinion  that  the  omission  of  these  words,  if 
noticed,  was  not  a  circumstance  from  which  the 
peculiar  arrangements   subsisting   between   the 
appellants  and  Lyall,  Still,  and  Co.,  were  neces- 
sarily to  be  inferred ;   nor  even  one  which  would 
necessarily  excite  the  suspicions  of  a  man  of  busi- 
ness of  ordinary  prudence,  and  put  him  on  inquiry 
into  the  nature  of  those  arrangements.    They  can- 
not, therefore,  impute  to  the  respondents,  either 
from  their  failure,  if  they  did  fail,  to  observe  the 
omission,  or  from  their  failure,  if  they  did  observe 
it,  to  make  farther  inquiry  into  the  title  of  Lyall, 
Still,  and  Co.,  what  in  the  decided  cases  is  some- 
times called  ''wilful  blindness,"  and  sometimes 
**  gross  negligence."    And  they  are  of  opinion  that, 
to  hold  that  the  mere  absence  of  these  words  from 
the  bill  of  lading,  without  more,  was  constructive 
notice  to  the  bank,  would  be  carrying  the  doctrine 
of  constructive  notice  further  than  it  has  ever  been 


oarri^-rcertainlymuch  further,  than  it  has  been 

the  tendency  of  the  courts  in  recent  cases  to  carry 

it.    Their  Jjordships  are,  therefore,  ot  opinion  that 

the.decisiou  of  the  court  beloir .was  right,  and.  they 

will  humbly  advise  Her,  Majesty  that  that  decision 

be  affirmed,  and  that  this  appeal  be  dismissed  with 

costs.  •    1    •     I*. 

\  Judgment,  affirmed. 

Solicitors  for  the  appellants:  .jPra»er*,'iS'mi/fc, 
and  Co.  ' 

.    Solicitors  for  the  respondents :  .  Lyne  and  Hoh 
man, . 


'  Beported  by  Jomr  Bobb,  Esq./Baniater-at-Law. 

IfVkiay,  Jtine  20, 1873. 
affbal^  fbok !  thb "  court '  op  comf on  pleas. ' 

Peabson  v.  The  Commbecial  Union  Assubakce 

Company. 

PoUey  of  inawance  against  fire — Oanstruction^^ 
'  Vesiel  lying  in  docks^  with  liberty  to  go  into  dry 

dock. 
Plaintiff's  vessel  was  insured  against  fi/re  hy  the 
defendants  under  a  policy  of  insurance  expressed 
to  he*' on  the  hull  ofihe  steamship  Indian  Empire, 
with  her  tackle,  furniture^  and  stores  on  hoard 
helonging,  lying  in  the  Victoria  Dockst  Ijondon, 
with  lUleirty  to  go  into  dry  dock  and  light  the 
hoiler  fires  once  or  twice  during  the  currency  of 
the  policy"  There  was  no  dry  dock  attached  to 
the  Victoria  Bocks,  hut  there  was  a  pontoon  dock^ 
called  the  Thames  Graving  Bock,  aitached  to  the 
Victoria  Bocks,  in  which  repairs  ordinarily  exe- 
cuted vn  a  >  dry  dock  could  he  done,  hut  the  vessel 
wcu  too  large  to  go  into  it.  Preventive  measures 
a^gainst  firs  and  appliances  for  extinguishing  it 
exiited  hothin  the  Victoria  Bocks  and  the  Thames 
Graving  Bocks,  The  vessel  was  towed  from  the 
.  Victoi*ia  >  Bocks  to  the  nearest  convenient  dry 
dock,  her  paddle  wheels  having  heen  taken  off  in 
the  Victoria  Bocks  in  order  to  enable  her  to  go 
into  the  dry  dock.  After  completing  her  repairs 
in  the  dry  dock  and  coming  out  of.  it,  she  toas 
taken  up  the  river  Thames  to  a  huoy  some  few 
hundred  yards  above  the  dry  dock,  and  there 
moored  for  ten  days  in  order  that  her  paddle 
wheels  might  he  replaced.  This  was  awarding  to 
the  ordinary  course  pursued  hy  ship-huHders ;  but 
the  vessel  might  have  heen  towed  at  once  to  the 
Victoria  Bocks,  and  have  had  her  paddle  wheels 
replaced  there,  (hough  ai  a  far  greater  expense. 
The  vessel  was  burnt  at  her  moorings,  dwring  the 
currency  of  the  policy, and  the  defendants  disputed 
their  liability. 
The  Court  of  Common  Pleas  having  given  judgment 

for  the  defendants : 

On  appeal,  held  (affirming  the  decision  below),  thcU 

the  ship  was  covered  hy  the  policy  while  in  the  dry 

dock,  and  while  going  to  anil  returning  therefrmn, 

hut  not  during  the  time  she  was  moored  in  the 

river  for  a  purpose  unconnected  with  the  transit. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Common 

Pleas  for  the  defendants  in  an  action  upon  a  policy 

of  insurance  against  fire.      The  policy  was  ex- 

Sressed  to  be  "on  the  hull  of  the  steamship  Indian 
Impire,  with  her  tackle,  furniture,  and  storoa  be- 
longing, lying  in  the  Victoria  Docks,  London, 
with  liberty  to  go  into  dry  dock  and  light  boiler 
fires  once  or  twice  during  the  cnrrenoy  of  this 
1  policy ; "  and  the  onrrenoy  of  the  policy  was  from 
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1401  May  1862  to  14bh  Aug.  1862.  The  ship  was 
lyiDg  in  the  ^Yictoria'Dbok,  to  which  there  was  do 
dry  dock  attached ;  there  was  a  graving  dock  ad- 
joining, in  which  ships  were  lifted  hy  pontoons,  so 
as  to  be  dry,  bat  the  ship  was  too  wide  to  allow 
her  to  go  into  the  pontoons.  Lnngley's  dry  dock, 
about  two  miles  distant,  was'the  nearest  dry  dock 
that  ooald  reoeive  the  ship  conveniently,  and  for 
tke  parpoae  of  entering  there,  the  lower  half  of 
her  paddle  wheels  had  to  be  removed.  This  was 
done  in  the  Victoria  Dock,  and  the  ship  was 
towed  to  Lnngley's  dock,*  and'  she  was  there 
repaired.  After  the  repairs  were  completed  the 
ship  was  taken  to  the  Government  buoys  on  the 
Thames  off  Deptford,  and  moored  there  for  the 
purpose  of  replacin  g  her  paddle*wheels.  The  ship 
Jay  at  the  bnoys  for  this  pnrpose  for  ten  days,  and 
then  whilst  still  there,  was  burnt  at  her  moorings. 
It  appears  that  ;it  was  usual  for  shipbuilders  to 
replace  paddle-wheels  in  the  river,  but  that  it 
might  have  been  done  in  the  Victoria  Dock, 
although  at  a  much  greater  expense.  It  also 
appeared  that  the  appliances  for  extinguishing 
fires  were  much  greater  in  the  Victoria  Dock  than 
in  the  river. 

The  Court  of  Common  Pleas  held  that  the 
defendants  were  not  liable  under  the  policy,  as  it 
eovered  the  risk  of  fire  only  during  the  time  that 
the  ship  was  in  Victoria  Dock,  the  dry  dock,  and 
liotog  and  returning  between  the  two,  and  a  delav 
in  the  river  for  the  above  purpose.  The  case  will 
be  found  reported  below,  15  C.  B.,  N.  S.,  304; 
1  Mar.  Law  Cas.  O.  S.  401. 

Waikins  WilUam8f  Q.C.  and  Lanyon  for  the 
plaintiff. — The  policy  covered  the  ship  in  the 
Yictoria  Dock,  in  dry  dock,  and  in  going  to  and 
retoming  from  the  dry  dock  accoixling  to  the 
usual  courses.  It  is  found  to  be  usual  to  replace 
the  paddles  of  large  steamers  in  the  river,  there- 
fore any  delay  or  deviation  from  the  direct  course 
for  that  purpose  was  not  deviation.  [Blackburn, 
J. — Do  the  same  principles  apply  to  a  fire  as  to  a 
voyage  policy  F]  Suppose,  in  returning,  this  vessel 
had  been  obstructed  by  some  pageant  on  the 
river  attracting  a  crowd  of  ships,  and  that  she 
had  anchored  for  a  few  hours  to  allow  them  to 
disperse,  she  would  surely  have  still  been  covered 
by  the  policy.  Kelly,  C.B. — No  doubt,  if 
redeundo,  but  to  stop  ten  days  for  repairs  at  a 
buoy  is  a  different  case.]  Suppose  she  had  waited 
outside  the  dock  gates  for  a  tug,  the  period  of  her 
stay  woald  have  been  covered.  The  question  for 
the  jurv  ought  to  have  been  whether  the  course 
adopted  was  the  usual  customary  one.  [Black* 
Bu&N,  J.  —This  is  not  a  case  of  deviation  as  on  a 
^<>7Ago  policy.  If  my  goods  are  insured  in  a  ware- 
house, and  I  take  them  out,  they  are  uncovered 
while  out ;  but  if  I  bring  them  back  again,  the  risk 
is  again  covered.  Not  so  in  a  voyage  policy, 
where,  if  the  vessel  is  once  off  the  voyage,  the 
policy  is  at  an  end.]  The  leave  to  go  to  a  dry 
dock  covered  all  necessary  iocidents  of  the  journey 
thereto.  [Kellt,  C.B. — Yea ;  but  not  necessarily 
what  is  usual.  Many  things  may  be  usual  which 
were  never  contemplated  by  the  policy.]  He 
cyited  BouUon  v.  Lupton  (15  0.  B.,  N.  S.,  113),  per 
Willes,  J.,  p.  144.  [Blackbubn^  J. — But  that  does 
not  apply  to  this  fire  policy.] 

Benjamin  and  Cohen  for  the  defendants  were 
not  heard. 

Kellt,  C.  B. — No  doubt  the  judgment  below 
must  be  afiSrmed.     This  is  an   insurance  of   a 


peculiar  character.  It  is  not  an  insurance  on  a 
voyage  at  all;  but  is  against  fire  for  a  oertain 
period  of  time,  and  while  the  ship  shall  be  in  a 
proper  place  or  places.  The  insurance  has  refer- 
ence to  the  place  itself.  It  has  been  rightly  said, 
nor  is  it  denied  by  Mr.  Watkin  Williams,  that 
there  are  peculiar  facilities  and  safeguards  against 
fire  in  the  Victoria  Docks.  Tbis  is  an  insurance 
against  fire  in  the  Victoria  Dock;  and  if  the  policy 
had  stopped  there,  and  the  vessel  had,  for  even  an 
hour,  and  for  a  lawful  purpose,  and  usual  purposes, 
passed  into  the  Thames,  the  insurance  could  not 
have  been  effective.  But  the  policy  goes  further, 
viz.,  to  insure  the  vessel  against  fire,  not  only  in 
the  Victoria  Dock,  but  in  dry  dock,  t^  which  it 
was  known  she  was  about  to  go  in  order  to  make 
considerable  repairs.  If  it  rested  there  without 
more,  it  might  be  said  that  the  insurance  attached 
only  while  the  vessel  was  in  the  Victoria  Dock  or 
dry  dock ;  but,  inasmuch  as  common  sense  and 
reason  tell  us  that  a  vessel  which  is  to 
be  insured  in  the  Victoria  Dock  must  neces- 
sarily proceed  out  of  it  into  dry  dock,  for  con- 
siderable repairs,  it  is  no  great  latitude  of  con* 
struction  to  say  that  the  insurance  for  three 
months  is  to  extend  to  the  very  short  period  of 
time  necessary  in  going  from  one  dock  to  another, 
and  in  returning.  But  there  the  insurance  ends. 
Although  there  is  no  express  insurance  against 
fire  whue  in  the  Thames,  yet,  inasmuch  as  it  must 
have  been  contemplated  by  the  parties  that  the 
vessel  should  proceed  from  tbe  Victoria  Dock  to 
dry  dock,  then,  in  conformity  with  reason  and  the 
intention  of  the  parties,  we  must  say  that  while 
the  vessel  was  going  from  one  to  the  other  the 
insurance  would  attach,  and  the  underwriter  be 
liable  in  case  of  fire  under  these '  circumstances. 
But  here  the  vessel,  instead  of  returning  direct 
and  without  any  unnecessary  deviation  from  dry 
dock  to  the  Victoria  Dock,  not  only  went  further 
up  the  river  (to  which  1  do  not  attach  much 
importance,  for  there  might  have  been  a 
temporary  obstruction  to  the  navigation,  as 
by  a  crowd  of  other  vessels  for  instance, 
rendering  it  necessary  to  get  out  of  the 
way)  but,  instead  of  proceeding  at  ooce  to  return 
— the  insurance  being  eundo,  morando  et  redeundo, 
—the  persons  in  charge  go  further  up  the 
river,  and  moor  the  vessel  for  ten  days  in 
order  to  reinstate  the  paddle  wheels.  There- 
fore they  have  remained  for  ten  days  in  the 
river  Thames  ;  and  if  the  parties  had  contemplated 
an  insurance  in  the  river  Thames,  they  would  have 
expressly  insured  her  "  in  the  Victoria  Dock  and  dry 
dock,  and  in  the  river  Thames,"  during  the  period 
over  which  the  policy  extended.  There  is,  however, 
no  such  insurance.  There  are  facilities  toextinguish 
fire  in  the  Victoria  Dock  and  all  docks,  and  no  such 
facilities  existing  for  ships  l^ing  in  the  Thames.  So 
it  would  be  to  increase  the  nsk  and  insure  the  ship 
while  in  a  plaoe  not  within  the  policy,  if  we  said 
that  this  insurance  would  attach  to  the  vessel  when 
moored  as  she  was.  It  is  said  that  it  is  usual  in 
cases  like  this  to  act  as  those  in  charge  of  this  ship 
have  done.  It  might  have  been  usual  to  effect  a 
considerable  portion  of  the  repairs  in  the  river 
Thames ;  but  if  so,  the  owners  ought  to  have  insured 
their  vessel  in  the  river  just  as  much  as  in  the 
Victoria  and  dry  dock.  A  point,  too,  has  been 
made  about  the  adjoining  dock  but  nothing  turns 
on  that.  I  think  the  parties  must  have  intended 
a  practicable  dry  dock,  and  I  do  not  think  they 
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should  be  afc  liberty  to  go  to  Portsmouth  or  other 
distant  locality,  but  that  they  were  not  necessarily 
limited  to  the  immediately  adjoining  one.  I  think 
this  was  an  insurance  against  fire  m  the  Victoria 
Dock,  or  in  any  practicable  dry  dock  to  which  the 
ship  might  resort  to  effect  repairs,  and  in  course  of 
passage  from  the  Victoria  to  the  dry  dock  and 
back. 

Mabtin,  B.— I  am  quite  of  the  same  opinion.  In 
my  jud^;ment,  the  doctrine  of  deviation  has  nothing 
to  do  with  the  case.  This  insurance  is  for  a  limited 
time  on  a  vessel  being  in  a  certain  place.  Probably 
what  happened  was  not  in  the  contemplation  of 
either  party  at  the  time  of  the  policy  being  made, 
but  we  must  have  regard  to  the  policy  itself.  [His 
Lordship  read  the  clanse  in  question.]  It  is  a 
policy  on  the  vessel  being  in  the  Victoria  Dock 
and  dry  dock,  and  whilst  going  and  returning  to 
and  fro. 

Blackbubn,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I 
think  probably  the  only  doubt  would  be  as  to 
whether  the  policy  covered  the  ship  daring  her 
passage  from  one  dock  to  another;  but  I  agree 
with  this  court  even  on  that  point.  This,  however, 
is  really  not  a  voyage  policy  at  alL  The  vessel  is 
covered  in  the  Victoria  dock  and  dry  dock,  and 
going  and  returning.  When  burnt  she  was  lying 
in  the  river  to  do  repairs  more  cheaply  than  in  the 
Victoria  Dock ;  but  she  was  not  in  a  place  covered 
by  the  policy,  and  the  parties  should  have  insured 
her  there  also. 

Cleasbt,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  If  we 
were  to  give  judgment  upon  what  the  parties 

Erobably  contemplated,  then  the  plaintifE  might 
ave  had  good  ground  for  succeeding  but  for  the 
statement  of  the  fact  which  seem  to  show  that 
the  difficulty  respecting  the  paddle-wheels  did  not 
become  apparent  until  after  the  execution  of  the 
policy. 
QuAiN  and  Abcuibald,  JJ.  concurred. 

Judgment  affirmed. 
Attorney  for  the  plaintiff,  GotterUl. 
Attorneys    for  the    defendant,    Thomae   and 
HoUame, 
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July  30  and  Aug.  2, 1873. 
The  City  op  Bbussels. 

Taxation  of  conta — Outpori  charges — Agent  not  cU- 
tomey  or  proctor — Reviaion — Separate  bille  of 
costs. 

The  pradice,  which  ha^  hitherto  obtained  in  the 
nigh  Court  of  Admiralty,  of  presenting  separate 
hilts  of  costs  for  the  London  proetor^s  oum  charges 
and  for  the  outpori  or  country  agency  charges,  is 
now  objectionable  and  must  be  discontinued  for 
the  future. 

Although  a  proctor  may  employ  an  argent,  who  is 
not  an  attorney  or  solicitor,  to  act  as  clerk  pro 
hoc  vice  for  the  purpose  of  collecting  evidence  in 
a  cause,  Sfc,  in  the  outports,  and  may  lawfully 
charge  for  the  expenses  incurred  in  respect  of 
such  agent  as  agency,  charges  made  by  such  an 
agent  for  doing  work  which  is  essentially  the 
work  of  a  proctor,  attorney,  or  solicitor,  su4ih 
as  "  taking  instructions  for  brief  and  drawing 
the  same,"  <&c.,  will  not  be  allowed  upon  taxa- 


This  waB  a  moti<m  to  the  court  to  direct  the 
registrar  to  review  his  taxation  of  the  plaintiffs 
costs  in  a  salvage  suit  against  the  City  of  Brussels 
"by  disallowing  the  outport  charges  and  suoh 
portion  of  the  town  bill  as  relates  to  the  work 
done  at  the  outport." 

A  cause  of  salvage  was  instituted  in  the  name 
of  Henry  Charles  Ccote,  a  proctor,  on  behalf  of 
eighty-one  of  the  crew  of  the  steamship  OUy  of 
Paris  against  the  steamship  City  of  BrusseU; 
both  vessels  formed  part  of  the  Inman  Line,  and 
belonging  to  the  port  of  Liverpool.  From  affi- 
davits filed  in  support  of.  the  motion  it  appeared 
that,  although  Mr.  Coote  was  acting  as  proctor 
in  the  cause,  the  greater  portion  of  the  work  had 
been  actually  done  by  a  Mr.  Cowl,  a  notary,  but 
not  a  proctor,  attorney,  or  solicitor,  practismg  in 
Liverpool.  Mr.  Cowl  had  in  the  first  instanoe 
obtained  the  authority  of  the  crew  of  the  City  of 
Paris  to  institute  the  suit,  had  throaghout  ob- 
t&kined  instracttons  from  them,  drawn  all  the  ne- 
cessary documents,  and  in  fact  done  everything 
that  an  attorney  or  proctor  would  do  in  preparinjGC 
a  case  for  trial,  except  those  things  which  the 
practice  of  the  conrt  required  should  be  done  by 
or  in  the  name  of  Mr.  Coote,  the  proctor.  Mr. 
Cowl  was  not  a  clerk  of  Mr.  Coote,  nor  expressly 
employed  by  the  latter.  The  suit  resulted  in  a 
salvage  award  of  6001.  being  made  by  the  court 
to  the  plaintiffs,  and  subsequently  the  plaintififa' 
proctor  presented  in  his  own  name  the  bills  of 
costs  for  taxation  by  the  registrar. 

By  the  practice  of  the  Court  of  Admiralty  it  is 
usual  in  cases  which  originate  in  an  ontport,  that 
is  a  port  other  than  the  port  of  London,  for  two 
bills  of  costs  to  be  filed  by  the  plaintifEs'  proctor ; 
one  of  his  own  charges  for  the  conduct  of  the  suit* 
in  London ;  the  other  of  the  charges  of  his  agent 
who  has  conducted  the  suit  in  the  outport ;  these 
two  bills  are  separately  taxed.  It  has  been  the 
practice  of  some  proctors  to  receive  instructions 
to  institute  suits  from  persons,  not  attorneys, 
solicitors,  or  proctors,  at  difierent  outports,  and  on 
the  suits  being  concluded,  the  proctors  have 
brought  in  on  taxation  the  charges  of  those  per- 
sons for  the  work  done  by  them  in  the  country ; 
and  these  charges  have  been  allowed  by  the  re- 
gistrars, because  they  have  considered  the  proctors 
as  the  only  persons  whom  they  could  recognize, 
and  the  work  done  at  the  outport  as  done  by  a 
person  acting   as  the    proctor's    clerk;    if   the 

Erector  were  compelled  to  proceed  to  the  outport 
imself ,  the  costs  would  be  considerably  increased. 
In  the  bills  of  costs  presented  by  Mr.  Coote,  it  did 
not  appear  that  Mr.  Cowl  acted  as  clerk  to  Mr. 
Coote  or  as  his  agent.  The  outport  bill  of  costs 
contained  charges  made  by  Mr.  Cowl  for  attend- 
ances on  the  pkantiff s  before  action,  attendances  on 
various  plaintifEs  to  obtain  their  instructions  to 
institute  the  suit,  preparing  documents,  &o.,  for 
counsel's  opinion,  affidavit  to  lead  warrant,  letters 
to  the  proctor  and  to  various  plaintiffs,  for 
perusing  the  answers  thereto,  instructions  for 
preparing  petition,  for  settling  the  same,  obtaining 
valae  of  the  salved  ship  and  the  names  of  the 
plaintiffs,  instructions  for  briefs  for  the  exami- 
nation of  defendants'  witnesses,  and  for  t^e  hear- 
ing, attendances  on  various  plaintiffs  to  inform 
them  of  progress  of  the  suit,  perusing  prints  of 
defendants'  proofs,  various  affidavits,  and  taking 
copies ;  these  charges  were  however  disallowed  by 
the  registrar  on  taxation,  and  the  amounts  daimed 
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and  allowed  bb  oatport  costs  by  the  registrar  were 
asfoUows: — (a) 

Claimed.    Allowed. 
'Diawinff  brief  for  examinatioii  of    £  s,  d.     £  «.  d. 

defendants'  witneaaee,  forty-five 

foUoi    2    5    0       2    0    0 

*Two  fair  copies  for  oonneel 2    2    0       16    8 

*Two  fair  copiea  captain's  deposi- 
tion to  aooompany   0    5    0       0    5    0 

*Attendbg  twelve  of  plaintiffs,  tak- 
ing instmotions  for  affidavit,  en* 

gaged  a  very  long  time  2    2    0       111    0 

^Drawing  same,  aix^.eight  folios...    3    8    0       8    8    0 

•Engrossing  affidavit    1  14    0       I  14    0 

•Attending  twelve  of  plaintiffs  at 

vsrions  times  reading  over  affi- 
davit and  before  commissioner  to 

be  sworn  to  affidavits,  engaged 

fonr^ioare  16    8       16    8 

•lostniotions  for  affidavit  of  plain- 
tiffs Loop  and  Gtallofvay 0    6    8       0    6    8 

•Drawingsame   0    5    0       0    5    0 

•Eogroesing  five  folios 0    2    6       0    2    6 

•Attending  pl^Uffs   and  readine 

over  affidavit  of  J.Beadhead,and 

explaining  same;   reading  over 

their  own  affidavits,  and  attend- 

ing  before  oommissioner   with 

tfamn  to  be  sworn  at  different 

times;  engaged  nearly  two  honrs    0  13    4       0  13    4 

Twooaths  0    5    0       0    2    6 

•Instmotions  for  affidavit  of  plaintiff 

Bfayton  0    6    8       0    6    8 

•Drawing,  same  0    5    0       0    5    0 

•Engrossing 0    2    0       0    2    0 

•Attending  deponent  and   reading 

over,  and  before  oommissioner  to 

to  be  sworn   €►    6    8       0    6    8 

Oath 0    2    6       0    2    6 

•Ittstmetiona  for  affidavit  of  Phelan    0    6    8       0    6    8 

•Drawing  same  0    5    0       0    5    0 

•Engrossing     0    16       0    16 

•Attending .  deponent  reading  over 

afidavit;    and   before*  oommis- 

•ioaer  to  be  sworn  0    6    8       0    6    8 

Oath 0    2    6       0    2    6 

•Instroctions  for  affidavit  to  be  made 
byplaintiffs  Lewis  and  Clarke   ...    0    6    8       0    6    8 

•Drawing  same  0    5    0       0    5    0 

•Kngroising 0    2    6       0    2    6 

•Attending  deponent  Lewis,  reading 

same  over  and  with  bim  before 

eommissioner  to  beswom.... 0    6    8       0    6    8 

Oath    „ 0    2    6       0    2    6 

•Snbseqnently  attending  deponent 

Clarke,  reading  over  bis.  affidavit 

bsfoce  commissioner  to  be  sworn    0    6    8       0    6    8 

Oath 0    2    6       0    2    6 

•Drawing  brief  for  the  bearing,  256 

folios  ..^ 12  16    0       7  10    0 

•Two  fair  copies  for  connsel  8  12    0       5    0    0 

Agency 10  10    0 

MiUward,  Q.C.  {A,  Cohen  witb  bim)  appeared  in 
Bopport  of  tbe  motion. — Mr.  Cowl  was  acting  as 
an  attorney,  and  not  as  clerk  to  Mr.  Coote,  and 
hence  came  under  tbe  penal' claose  of  tbe  Stamp ' 
Act  (33  &  34  Vict.  c.  97,  a.  69),  which  provides 
that  ir  any  person,  directly  or  indirectly,  acts  or 
practises  in  any  court  as  an  attorney,  solicitor,  or 
proctor,withon I  haying  a  certi0cate( under  sect.  62), 
be  sball  forfeit  50Z.,  and  be  deemed  incapable  of 
maintaining  any  liction  for  tbe  recovery  of  any  fee 
or  reward.  Althoagb  no  penalty  will  be  pressed  for, 
yet  the  practice  is  objectionable,  and  ought  to  be 
stopped  by  the  court.  It  was  clear  that  Cowl  had 
originally  instructed  Mr.  Coote,  and  was  not  his 
agent,  but  rather  acted  as  an  independent  country 
attorney.    The  charges  allowed  were  such  as  could 

(a)  The  items  marked  with  an  asterisk  wore  those 
vkichwsre  after tvards  ordered  by  the  jadge  to  be  stmok 
OBt  on  tbe  motion. 


only  be  made  by  an  attorney,  and  haying  been 
made  by  Oowl  ought  to  be  disallowed. 

Clarkaonf  contra. — ^The  praotioe  of  allowing  an- 
qualified  persona  to  aot  as  agents  for  proctors  in 
outports,  arose  out  of  the  ezclusiye  position  of  the 
proctors  before  the  admission  of  attorneys  to  prac- 
tise in  this  court,  and  this  practice  has  never  oeen 
objected  to.  Formerly  the  prootor  was  the  only 
person  recognised,  and  his  country  agent  stood  in 
the  same  position  whether  an  attorney  or  not. 
Whatever  the  position  of  the  agent,  the  oosts  as 
between  party  and  party  were  aflowed  only  to  the 
proctor,  and  it  could  make  no  difference  whether 
the  work  had  been  done  by  a  clerk  sent  down  to 
the  outport  by  the  prootor,  or  by  some  one.acitjqg 
at  the  outport  on  behalf  of  theproctor.  Thejre  oaa . 
be  no  advantage  in  compelling  a  proctor  or  attor- 
ney to  have  the  whole  work  done  by  some  one  in , 
his  own  office.  [Sir  B.  Phillucore. — I  may,  per- 
haps, be  speaking  somewhat  rashly,  but  I  should, 
say  there  is  not.  The  qoeAtion  seems  to  be, 
whether  he  was  acting  as  an  agent  jpro  hao  vice, 
I  do  not  suppose  that  Mr.  Milward  would  contend 
that  ho  might  nut  have  any  number,  pfpyided 
they  were  his  agents,  and  did  not  do  what  was 
substantially  the  duty  of  the  proctor.  It  might 
be  true  enough  that  the  complaining  party  in  this 
action  was  not  injured  at  all,  and  yet  it  might  be 
that  the  charges  he  objects  to  might  be  such  that 
the  court  must  necessarily  take  cognizanoe  of 
them.]  The  greater  part  of  outport  business  ne- 
cessarily comes,  in  the  first  instanoe,  into  the 
hands  of  the  agent ;  and  in  this  case  Mr.  Cowl 
has  placad  it  in  the  proctor's  hands ;  no  oosts 
were  allowed  for  anything  done  before  it  was 
so  placed.  The  proctor,  onoe  having  the  busi- 
ness, might  h^ve  employed  another  person  to 
do  the.  work  he  could  not  do  himself.  [Sir  B. 
Phillimore, — 'But  he  draws  out  briefs  and  oharges 
for  them.]  They  w^re  drawn  for  the  prootor,  and 
he  is  responsible  for  them;  the  place  where*  they 
were  drawn  is  immaterial.  Mr.  Cowl  was  clerk 
pro  hoc  vice  for  Mr,  Goote.  [Sir  B.  Philldi obe.  — 
If  certain  items  in  the  bill  are  breaches  of  the  law, 
can  the  court  allow  those  charges,  though  no  in- 
j  ory  may  be  done  P]  The  whole  question  is  rather 
whether  the  prootor  might  employ  a  clerk  wo  Kcm 
vice,  [Sir  B.  Phillimoeb.— No;  it  is  whetnerthe 
clerk,  employed  pro  hoc  vice,  as  a  right  to  aot  as 
a  solicitor.]  Every  clerk  in  a  solicitor's  office 
must  at  some  time  act  as  a  solioitor.  Mr.  Gowl 
had  a  right  to  aot  as  a  salvage  agent  in  the  employ 
of  the  prootor. 

MiMward,  in  reply.— There  is  no  question  ofMr. 
Cowl  being  a  clerk  pro  hoc  vice;  he  was  acting  as 
tbe  attorney,  and  not  Mr.  Cqote,  who  was  rather 
in  the  position  of  Mr.  Cowl's  London  agent.  The 
case  was  already  in  the  hands  of  Mr.  Cowl  before 
Mr.  Coote  had  heard  of  it.  If  Mr.  Gowl  was  only 
a  clerk  it  could  be  proved,  and  this  had  not  been 

done. 

Our,  adv.  vuU. 

Aug,  2.— Sir  B.  PfliLUifOBE.— In  this  case  ob- 
jections have  been  taken  to  certain  items  allowed 
by  the  registrar  in  the  bill  of  costs  brought  in  by 
the  proctor  of  the  plaintiffs. 

The  principle  upon  which  the  objections  are 
founded  is  that  a  person,  who  is  not  a  prootor 
or  solicitor,  employed  in  a  case  of  salvage 
as  agent  by  the  proctor  ac  an  outport  has 
been  allowed  remuneration  for  doing  work  which 
the  law  does   not   permit  to  be  done  except 


104 


MARITIME  LAW  CASES. 


Asm.] 


The  Eugenie  (N6s.  6491  &  6524). 


[Adm. 


by  a  proctor  or  solicitor.  Two  bills  were  de-' 
liyered  in  by  the  proctor  in  this  case,  one 
headed,  "PlamtifTs  Bill,"  the  other,  "Oatport 
Charges,"  bat  the  only  person  wh6  is  responsible 
and  who  seeks  for  payment  is  the  proctor.  It  is 
easy  to  see  how  the  cnstom  of  presenting  two 
bills  arose  nnder  the  old  practice  of  the  conrt.  In 
my  recollection  all  causes  were  conducted  by  affi- 
davits, and  evidence  vivd  voce  was  never  taken. 
It  was  then  jnst  as  lawful  to  employ  an  unpro- 
fessional agenc  as  a  solicitor.  Moreover,  from  the 
nature  of  these  salvage  suits,  it  was  necessary  to 
collect  evidence  from  sailors  in  different  outports, 
and  an  agent  was  fiknost  necessarily  employed 
for  that  purpose.  The  expenses  incident  to  his 
employment  were  allowed  on  taxation,  and  gradu- 
ally,  for  the  sake  of  supposed  convenience,  his 
charge  formed  the  subject  of  a  separate  bill, 
though  the  agent  himself  had  no  persona  standi 
before  the  registrar  or  the  court,  and  could  obtain 
payment  from  the  proctor  only.  This  practice, 
however,  of  separate  bills,  is  upon  various  grounds 
now  objectionable,  and  must  be  discontinued  for 
the  f atore. 

The  substantial  question  before  me  is,  whether 
the  proctor  is  to  be  allowed  to  charge  in  the 
outport  charges  bill  for  certain  acts  done  by  his 
aeent.  The  charges  amounted  to  87^  8s.  9d,, 
892.  28,  4d.  were  allowed  on  taxation.  No  charge 
was  allowed  for  acts  done  by  the  agent  before  the 
proctor  appeared  before  the  courc  as  conducting 
the  case.  But  certain  acts  since  he  so  appeared 
have  been  done  by  the  agent  for  which  the  proctor 
claims  to  be  paid,  that  he  may  pay  his  agent  for 
them.  The  acts,  it  is  alleged,  are  such  as  the 
general  policy  of  the  law  and  several  statutes 
enforcing  that  policy  forbid.  I  am  of  opinion 
that  there  are  in  this  case  certain  charges  allowed 
which  on  the  face  of  them  do  violate  this  policy, 
at  the  same  time  I  wish  it  to  be  understood  that  I 
do  not  pronounce  the  employment  of  agents  at 
outports  in  these  cases  unlawful,  or  that  they  may 
not  act  as  clerks  pro  hac  vice  of  the  proctor,  and 
be  remunerated  on  that  ground.  An  illustration 
of  what  I  mean  is  afforded  by  the  case  of  The 
Karla  (Bro.  &  Lush.  367),  in  which  the  expenses 
of  an  agent  employed  to  see  foreign  witnesses 
and  interpret  what  they  said,  was  allowed  by  the 
court.  But  the  items  which  I  am  about  to  dis- 
allow challenge  attention  as  claiming  remunera- 
tion for  acts  done  not  as  agent,  but  substantially 
BO  to  speak,  as  proctor  or  solicitor. 

The  general  charge  for  agency,  10{.  10«.,  I  think 
quite  proper.  The  items  which  I  disallow  are  on  the 
fourth  page.  "  Instructions  for  brief  for  examination 
of  defendant's  witnesses ;"  that  seems  to  have  been 
disallowed ;  then  there  follows,  '*  Drawing  same, 
forty* five  folios,  21, 28, ;  two  fair  copies  for  counsel, 
21,  28,;  two  fair  copies,  captain's  depositicms  to 
aooompany,58."  On  the  sixth  page  there  is  69.  Sd, 
aliowecL  for  instructions ;  for  affidavit  of  plaintiff 
and  drawing  the  same  55.;  and  engrossing,  28,  6d.; 
and  a  little  lower  down,  also  drawing  instructions 
and  for  engrossing ;  and  so  again  a  little  lower 
down  I  have  marked  with  pencil  one  69.  and  Is.  6d.; 
and  on  the  next  page  there  is  drawing  instruc- 
tions for  affidavit  to  be  made,  6«.  Sd.;  drawing 
pame  bs, ;  engrossing,  2s.  6d. ;  and  then  these  are 
the  only  considerable  reductions  in  the  case  in  the 
last  page,  drawing  brief,  256  folios,    122.  168.; 

llowanoe,  7/.  108.    That  I  strike  out;   two  fair 
copies  for  counsel,  8{.  128, ;  5{.  allowed.    Tou  will 


see  marked  with  pencil  those  which!  have  struck 
out. 

The  Registrar. — All  the  charges  connected  with 
the  brief  and  the  affidavits. 

Sir  B.  Phillimore. — ^Yes.  With  regard  to  the 
costs,  I  shall  not  give  costs  in  this  case,  I  shall 
make  no  order  as  to  costs.  The  practice,  I  must  say, 
has  been  nncertiiin,  but  has  rather  appeared  to 
warrant  this  charge,  and  I  have  no  doubt  that 
what  Mr.  Mil  ward  said  to  me  was  correct,  that 
his  clients  were  only  desirous  to  see  that  the  law 
waH  enforced.' 

Proctor  for  the  plaintiff,  Goote, 

Solicitors  for  the  defendants,  Gregory,  Bowcliffe, 
and  Bawle, 


July  17  and  29, 1873. 

Tub  Eugenie  (Nos.  6491  &  6524). 

Bottomry '^Master  s  wages,  and  disbursements — 
Priority — Bottomry  bond  held  by  owners  of  cargo. 
Where  a  master  has  given  a  bottomry  bond  by  which 
he  has  bound  ship,  cargo,  and  freight,  and  him^ 
self  personally  for  the  due  execution  of  the  bond, 
and  the  proceeds  of  the  ship  and  freight  alone  are 
insufficient  to  satisfy  both  the  bond  and  the 
m(ister*s  claim  for  wages  and  disbursements,  but 
the  proceeds  of  ship,  cargo,  and  freight  wiU  cover 
all,  the  High  Court  of  Admiralty  will  marshctll 
the  assets,  so  that  the  master  shall  be  paid  in 
priority  out  of  ship  and  freight,  leaving  the  bond' 
holders  to  fall  bach  upon  the  cargo  for  tIteboUanoe 
of  their  claim ;  the  owner  of  cargo  cannot  take 
themselves  out  of  the  operation  of  this  rule  by 
becoming  holders  of  the  oond. 
The  Edward  Oliver  (2  Mar,  Law  Gas.  0,  8,  507) 

followed. 
This  was  a  motion  on  behalf  of  bottomry  bond- 
holders for  the  payment  out  of  court  of  the  pro- 
ceeds of  the  French  lugger  Eugenie,  which  had 
been  sold  by  order  of  court  in  a  cause  of  bot- 
tomry (No.  6491),  the  proceeds  whereof  had  been 
paid  into  the  registry.  The  motion  was  opposed 
on  behalf  of  the  master,  who  had  also  instituted  a 
suit  (No.  6524)  against  the  Eugenie  for  his  wages 
and  disbursements. 

The  French  lugger  Eugenie,  bound  on  a  voyage 
to  Bristol  with  a  cargo  of  oats  consigned  and 
belonging  to  Messrs.  Stoate,  Hosegood,  and  Go.  of 
that  city,  was  forced  by  stress  of  weather  into  the 
port  of  St.  Malo  in  a  damaged  condition ;  her 
master,  being  without  funds  and  credit,  was  forced 
to  raise  money  upon  bottomry.  He  borrowed  the 
sum  of  25(X)  francs  (1001.),  and  gave  in  considera- 
tion thereof  a  bottomry  bond  by  which  he  under- 
took to  repay  the  said  sum  and  maritime  interest 
to  the  amount  of  245  francs  75  cents  (bl,  18s.) 
within  forty-eight  hours  after  arrival  at  Bristol 
'*  for  the  payment  of  which  sum,"  according  to  the 
words  of  the  bond,  "  I  bind  and  hypothecate  by 
custom  my  said  vessel  Eugenie,  her  tackle  and 
apparel,  as  well  as  her  cargo  consisting  of  oats, 
and  I  expressly  bind  my  person  according  to 
law;"  and  the  bond  was  to  be  void  in  case  of  total 
loss  by  perils  of  the  sea.  The  Eugenie  was  duly 
repaired  by  the  aid  of  this  money,  and  set  sail  for 
Bristol,  but  wa!4  again  damaged  by  bad  weather, 
and  was  compelled  to  put  into  the  port  of  Milford, 
and  her  master,  having  no  credit,  was  again  com- 
pelled to  raise  money  on  bottomry.  He  Dorrowed 
the  sum  of  1202  f  and  gave  in  consideration  thereof 
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a  bottomry  bond,  by  which  he  undertook  to  repay 
the  Baid  snm  together  with  61.  as  maritime  in- 
terest two  days  after  arriTal  at  Bristol,  and  for  the 
payment  thereof  he  hypothecated  the  said  vessel, 
her  cargo  and  freight  to  the  lender,  and  also 
bound  himself  personally  for  the  repayment  of  the 
Mid  snm ;  the  bond  was  to  be  void  if  the  vessel 
Fhoold  be  totally  lost  by  perils  of  the  sea.  The 
Eugenie  after  being  repaired  sailed  for  and  duly  ar- 
rived at  Bristol,  but  the  bonds  were  not  paid.  The 
bonds  passed  firom  the  original  lenders  through 
Fereral  hands,  and  were  ultimately  bought  up  by 
the  owners  of  the  cargo,  who  by  indorsement 
became  the  legal  holders.  On  May  5th,  1873,  a  suit 
of  bottomry  was  instituted  on  behalf  of  Messrs. 
Stoate,  Hosegood,  and  Co.,  the  legal  holders  of  the 
bonds  and  owners  of  the  cargo,  and  on  June  10th, 
tbe  learned  judge  in  default  of  appearance  pro- 
nounced for  the  force  and  validity  of  the  bonds, 
and  condemned  the  Eugenie  in  the  amount  due 
on  the  bonds  with  interest  and  costs,  and  ordered 
tbe  Tessel  to  be  appraised  and  sold  at  Bristol. 

The  master  of  the  Eugenie  had  been  engaged  as 
master  at  the  rate  of  112  francs  50  cents  (4tl  108.) 
per  month,  and  had  served  a^  roaster  from  Sept. 
llth,  1872,  to  June  11th,  1873,  and  had  thu<9 
earned  as  wages  1012  francs  50  cents  (401. 108. )i 
and  had  also  made  disbursement  to  the  amount 
of  4^.  108.  Sd,  To  recover  these  snms  a  suit  of 
wages  and  disbursements  was  instituted  in  the 
High  Court  of  Admiralty  on  June  12th,  1873,  to 
wbich  suit  an  appearance  was  entered  by  the 
bottomry  bondholders  on  June  2lsb.  The  bond- 
holders admitted  the  wages  and  disbursements  to 
be  due,  and  the  judge  oixlered  any  questions  as  to 
tbe  payment  of  any  amount  which  might  be  due 
to  tbe  master  should  come  before  the  court  on 
motion. 

Tbe  SugSnie,  when  sold,  realised,  after  the 
expenses  of  the  sale  had  been  paid,  the  sum  of 
102^  08.  iyd.  which  was  paid  into  court.  The  cargo 
was  in  the  hands  of  the  bondholders,  and  no  bail 
had  been  required  or  given  for  it,  nor  had  the 
freight  been  paid  into  court. 

Cohen,  for  the  bondholders,  moved  for  the  pay- 
ment out  of  court  of  the  amount  of  the  bond. 
The  master  claims  priority  for  his  wages,  but  he 
has  bound  himself  personally  by  the  bonds,  and 
has  thereby  abandoned  his  right  to  priority  : 

The  William,  Swab,  346  ; 
Ths  Jonathan  Chodhuej  Swab,  524 ; 
The  Salacia,  Lush.  545  ;  7  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.  410 ;  1 
Mar.  Law  Gas.  O  S.  261. 

No  doubt  The  Edward  Oliver  (L.  Bep.  1  Adm.  and 
Ecc379;  16L.  T.Rep.  N.S.  575;  2  Mar.  Law 
Cas.  0.8.  507),  will  be  relied  upon  for  the  master ; 
but  I  submit  that  tbe  principle  of  that  case  ought 
not  to  be  extended,  as  it  will  be  if  the  master  has 
priority  here.  In  that  case  there  was  a  bond  upon 
bhip  freight  and  cargo,  and  the  master  had  bound 
himself  personally;  but  the  owners  of  cargo  had 
put  in  bail,  and  hence  the  bondholders,  being 
different  persons,  had  security  amply  sufficient  to 
aaUsfy  their  claim  after  the  master  had  been  paid. 
Br.  Lushington  there  said,  "  It  is  argued  for  the 
master  that  the  master's  lien  on  ship  and  freight 
for  wages  and  disbursements  in  general  takes  pre- 
cedence of  a  bottomry  bond,  and  though  this  Jien 
is  liable  to  be  postponed  to  a  bottomry  bond, 
for  wbich  the  master  has  made  himself  personally 
liable,  there  is  no  absolute  rule  to  that  effect; 
that  it  is  ft  rule  made  only  for  the  protection  of 


the  bondholder,  and  consequently  does  not  obtain 
where  the  bottomry  bondholder  does  not  need 
such  protection.  That  in  this  instance  the  hot* 
tomry  bonds  will  certainly  be  paid  in  full  out  of 
cargo,  if  not  out  of  ship  and  freight ;  that  the 
holders,  therefore,  have  no  interest  in  claiming  to 
be  paid  out  of  ship  and  freight  before  the  master, 
and  that  the  owners  of  cargo  have  no  equity  to 
insist  upon  the  holders  of  the  bonds  pressing 
their  claims."  On  this  argument  the  judgment 
proceeded,  for  it  is  further  said  that  from  the 
manifest  wrong,  which  would  be  created  if  tho 
master  were  paid  in  priority  to  bondholders  to 
whom  he  has  personally  bound  himself,  spring? 
"  the  rule  by  which  the  master's  claim  is  liable, 
under  these  circumstances,  to  be  postponed.  But 
this  rule  frequently  operates  with  great  severity 
against  tbe  master,  depriving  him  of  his  real 
remedy  for  recovering  his  wages  and  disburse- 
ments, and  certainly  ought  not  to  be  carried 
beyond  tho  exigency  of  the  case ;  that  it  ought  not 
to  be  extended  to  circumstances  where  tbe  hot* 
tomry  bondholder  would  not  be  prejudiced  by  the 
master  being  paid  before  him."  In  this  case  the 
bondholder  is  also  owner  of  the  cargo,  but  that 
fact  alters  his  position  to  the  extent  that,  if  ho 
would  be  prejudiced  by  the  payment  of  the 
master's  wages,  he  ought  to  have  priority  accord- 
ing to  the  principle  laid  down  in  The  Edward 
Oliver,  The  proceeds  of  the  ship  in  the  registry  are 
not  snfficient  to  satisfy  the  bonds  without  the  cargo. 
[Sir  E.  PfliLLiMOKE. — If  the  assets  of  ship  cargo 
and  freight  were  marshalled,  as  in  The  Edward 
Oliver,  there  would  be  enough  to  pay  all.  Can 
yon  by  having  purchased  the  bonds  get  priority 
over  the  master,  and  so  avoid  the  principle  laid 
down  in  that  case  ?j  If  the  bondholders  were  de- 
ferred to  tho  master,  they  as  owners  of  cargo 
would  pay  his  wages  and  would  have  to  recover 
them  over  against  the  shipowner  by  action.  Why 
should  not  the  shipowner  be  made  personally 
liable  to  the  master  in  the  first  instance.  The 
principle  of  The  Edward  Oliver  ought  not  to  bo 
extenaod  so  as  to  affect  owners  of  cargo  who  have 
not  given  bail.  Thore  it  was  really  held  that,  in- 
asmuch as  tho  owners  of  cargo  had  given  bail,  the 
bondholders  were  secure,  and  the  master  might 
be  paid  out  of  ship  and  freight.  It  cannot  be 
said  that  the  owners  of  cargo  are  bound  to  pay 
the  wages  of  the  master.  By  his  own  act  he  has 
deprived  himself  of  his  lien  as  against  the  bond- 
holders, and  he  ought  not  to  be  allowed  to  take 
anything  in  derogation  of  his  act.  The  only 
right  he  has  remaining  is  a  personal  action  aerainst 
the  shipowners.  The  principle  of  The  Edward 
Oliner,  even  if  not  in  my  favour,  is  wrong,  being 
founded  upon  the  fact  that  security  having  been 
given  by  the  owners  of  cargo,  the  bondholders 
could  proceed  against  the  bail.  Here  there  is  no 
bail  for  the  bondholders  to  proceed  against.  [Sir 
B.  Phillimorb. — But  you  have  got  the  cargo  and 
are  safe  so  far.]  Dr.  Lushington  was  wrong,  as  I 
submit,  in  taking  the  fact  of  bail  having  been  given 
into  consideration  at  all.  [Sir  B.  PHiLLiMoaE. — But 
he  puts  the  case  upon  the  ground  that  the  master, 
although  contracting  with  the  bondholders,  has 
made  no  contract  with  the  owners  of  cargo,  and 
the  latter  cannot  invoke  a  rule  made  only  for  the 
protection  of  bondholders.]  Thau  is  a  very  narrow 
ground  and  ought  not  to  be  extended.  Where  the 
owners  of  cargo  and  bondholders  are  the  same 
person  the  case  is  not  applicable,  and  by  pur- 
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chasiog  the  bond  owners  of  cargo  can  take  them- 
eelves  oat  of  the  rule. 

Ola/rhsonf  for  the  master. — The  master,  in  giving 
the  bond,  had  no  interest  in  the  money  advanced. 
The  ship,  cargo,  and  freight  are  the  principal,  and 
he  is  only  surety.  Nothing  goes  into  his  pocket, 
and  no  interest  passes  to  him.  That  is  the  prin- 
ciple  underlying  the  decisionin  The  Edward  Oliver, 
The  only  distinction  between  the  two  cases  is,  that 
here  the  owner  of  cargo  has  bought  the  bond.  In 
The  Edward  Oliver  the  owners  of  cargo  had  to  pay 
the  bond ;  and  here  also,  by  having  bought  it  up, 
they  will  have  paid  it ;  practically  the  same  thing 
in  result.  The  master  bound  the  cargo,  in  the 
exercise  of  his  right  as  agent  for  the  owners  of 
cargo,  and  they  cannot  now  come  forward  in  their 
character  of  bondholders  and  refuse  to  allow  him 
to  recover  his  wages.  The  master's  interest  was 
never  in  any  way  involved,  and  he  [bound  himself 
only  as  surety  for  the  owner,  and  not  personally  as 
for  his  own  debt. 

Cohen,  in  reply. — If  for  the  purposes  of  the  ship, 
ship  and  cargo  are  hypothecated,  then  the  owners 
of  cargo  have  a  right  of  action  against  the  owner 
of  the  ship  if  they  have  to  pay  (Duncan  v.  Benson, 
1  Ex.  537;  3  Ex.  644);  this  shows  that  the  theory 
about  principal  and  surety  is  wrong;  the  cargo 
is  never  the  principal  in  such  a  case.  The  master 
acts  only  as  agent  for  the  shipowner  in  giving  the 
bond.  If  the  argument  for  the  master  be  good, 
the  owners  of  cargo  must  pay  his  wages,  and  this 
is  unjust.  [Sir  B.  Phillimoke. — Your  argument 
is,  that  the  owners  of  cargo,  by  buying  up  the 
bond,  have  deprived  the  master  of  his  right  to 
enforce  his  lien,  because  The  Edward  Oliver 
decided  that  the  owners  of  caxao  are  not  obliged 
to  pay  the  masters  wages,  although  the  assets 
may  be  marshalled  so  as  to  satisfy  them  out  of  the 
ship  and  freight,  provided  there  is  any  cargo  to 
satisfy  the  bond ;  whilst  here  there  is  practically  no 
cargo  to  proceed  against.]  That  is  my  contention. 
By  buying  up  the  bondp,  the  owners  of  cargo  have 
placed  themselves  in  the  position  of  creditors  of  a 
bankrupt  firm  who  have  bought  up  from  the 
holders  bills  accepted  by  the  firm ;  they  acquire 
the  riffht  of  the  holders,  and  the  additional  se- 
curity, without  harming  their  former  position. 

.    Our.  adv,  vuU, 

July  29. — Sir  E.  Phillimore. — I  have  taken 
some  time  to  consider  this  case,  in  which  I  have 
pronounced  for  the  validity  of  the  bottomry  bonds. 
They  are  on  ship,  cargo,  and  freight ;  the  ship  has 
been  sold ';  the  proceeds  are  insufficient  to  cover 
the  bonds ;  the  net  proceeds  being  761. 16«.  5(2.;  the 
bonds  are  for  236Z.  The  master  has  instituted  a 
suit  for  wages  for  50L  The  master  has  signed 
both  the  bonds,  and  made  himself  personally  liable 
for  them.  Nevertheless,  under  the  authority  of 
the  decision  in  The  Edward  Oliver  {uhi  sup,),  as 
the  proceeds  of  the  ship  and  cargo  would  be  suffi- 
cient to  pay  his  wages  and  the  bonds,  the  court 
might  so  marshall  the  efEeots  as  to  do  justice  to 
both  parties. 

In  The  Edward  Oliver  the  court  said :  **  This 
is  the  first  time  the  point  has  been  raised.  The 
general  principal  is  clear.  If  a  master  by  the 
terms  of  the  bottomry  bond  has  bound  himself, 
as  well  as  ship  and  freight,  for  the  payment  of 
the  bond,  it  would  be  manifestly  wronsc  that  in 
defeasance  of  his  own  contract  he  should  not  only 
not  pay  the  bond  himself,  but  obtain  oat  of  the 


proceeds  of  the  ship  and  freight  payment  of  his 
own  claims  against  the  owners,  leaving  the  bot- 
tomry bondholders  unpaid.  Hence  the  rule  by 
which  the  master's  claim  is  liable,  under  these 
circumstances,  to  be  postponed.  But  this  rule  fro- 
quently  operates  with  great  severity  against  the 
master,  depriving  him  of  his  real  remedy  for  re- 
covering his  wages  and  disbursements,  and  cer- 
tainly ought  not  to  be  carried  beyond  the  exigency 
of  the  case ;  that  lis,  ought  not  to  be  extended  to 
circumstances  where  the  bottomry  bondholder 
would  not  be  prejudiced  by  the  master  being  paid 
before  him.  I  see  no  reason  why  the  owners  of 
the  cargo  should  be  benefitted  at  the  expense  of 
the  master.  For  the  master,  though  he  may  have 
bound|himself  for  the  psyment  of  the  bond  to  the 
holders  thereof,  has  made  no  such  contract  with 
the  owners  of  cargo,  and  they  are  not  entitled  to 
invoke  a  rule  made  only  for  the  protection  of  the 
bondholder.  The  court  will  therefore  prononnoe 
the  proceeds  of  the  ship  and  freight  to  be  first 
applied  in  payment  of  the  master's  claim  for  wages 
and  disbursements." 

In  the  case  before  me,  the  owner  of  the 
car  so  has  bought  up  the  bonds  apparently 
with  a  view  of  taking  this  case  out  of  the 
application  of  the  rule  in  The  Edward  Oliver, 
Moreover,  it  is  urged  that  in  Tlis  Edward  Oliver 
the  owner  of  the  cargo  had  given  bail,  which  they 
have  not  done  in  this  case.  This  does  not  appear 
to  me  to  affect  the  principle  on  which  I  must  decide. 

It  is  said,  though,  that  it  is  hard  that  the  owners  of 
the  cargo  should  pay  the  wages  of  the  master,  who 
may  bring  an  action  at  common  law  against  the 
shipowner.  But  I  am  unable  to  distinguish  thiH 
case  from  The  Edward  Oliver,  and  as  far  as  general 
equity  is  concerned,  I  think  it  is  in  favour  of  the 
master's  claim.  The  cargo  owners  may  recover 
against  the  shipowner  {Duncan  v.  Benson,  1  Ex. 
537;  3  Ex.  644),  and  it  is  by  the  skill  and  exertions 
of  the  master  that  the  ship  has  been  safely  navi- 
gated and  the  cargo  brought  to  its  destination. 
The  bonds  are  somewhat  curiously  worded,  bat 
this  circu mstance;^ does  not  afEeot  the  principle 
applicable  to  the  case.  The  money  is  not  raised 
for  the  benefit  of  the  master,  but  of  the  ship 
freight,  and  cargo — ^they  are  the  principals,  he  is 
the  surety.  I  do  not  see  why  the  circumstance 
that  the  owner  of  the  cargo  has  purchased  the 
bond  should  put  him  in  a  better  condition  than 
any  other  purchaser. 

I  shall  follow  The  Edward  Oliver,  and  deorce 
as  prayed  by  the  master. (a) 

Solicitors  for  the  bondholders,  Fielder  and 
Summer, 

Solicitors  for'the  master,  Clarkson,  Son,  and 
CfreenwelL 

(a)  The  decree,  as  entered  in  the  minute  book  in  the 
canse  of  wages,  was  as  follows  :— **  The  jndge,  having 
matarelv  deliberated,  pronounced  that  the  snm  of 
481.  Is.  2<i.  is  dae  to  the  plaintiff  for  wages  and  disbnrse- 
ments,  together  with  costs,  and  he  directed  that  the  said 
sum  and  costs  be  paid  ont  of  the  proceeds  of  the  vesse 
Eugenie  and  freight,  in  priority  over  the  claim  of  the 
plaintiff  in  cause  No.  6491,  and  be  further  ordered  that 
the  defendants,  the  owners  of  the  cargo  lately  taken  on 
board  the  said  vessel  Eugenie,  do  forthwith  pay  into 
court  the  freight  due  on  the  said  cargo." 
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Nece$9arie8 — Mortgage  of  ship — Priorlty^-'Lien'^ 
Right  to  proceed  in  rew— SWp  in  Tiome  port — 
AUachment  of  lien  for  neeeesariee. 

A  right  to  proeeed  m  rem  may  exists  altl^ough  there 

(a)^  Altiioiigh  it  is  beooming  a  maoh  more  oommon  prao- 
tioe  in  our  ooorts  to  cite  Amerioan  deoisions  than  it  was 
A  few  yaan  back,  still  it  frequently  happens  that  our 
judges  in  the  Saperior  Coarts  are  not  Tery  wiUiog  to 
accept  the  deoidons  of  American  coarts  as  anthorities  on 
qaesmis  of  law  ararned  before  them,  with  one  notable 
•xeeptioo,  namely,  the  decisions  of  the  Supreme  Oonrt  of 
the  United  States.     The  reason  for  this  hesitation  is 
marent.    In  England  there  is  a  yery  prevalent  notion 
that  almost  all  the  English  jndges  in  the  United  States, 
except  those  of  the  Supreme  Gonrt,  are  elected  bv  the 
ptople  for  a  term  of  years  only.    This,  in  the  opinion  of 
the  En^ish  judges  and  lawyers,  is  calculated  to  diminish 
the  authoritj  ox  their  decisions,  on  the  ground  that  a 
judge,  the  tenure  of  whose  office  depends  upon  the  will 
ti  an  electoral  body,  cannot  be  free  from  extraneous 
iofluenoes ;  political  pressure  can  be  brought  to  bear 
upon  him,  and,  it  is  to  be  feared,  pressure  of  even  a  more 
demonUxing  nature.     This  is  not  only  the  opinion  of 
Eaglisfamen  but  of  many  Americans  of  tne  highest  intel- 
lect.   Alexander  Hamilton,  whose  name  ii  well  known 
tiinm^iout  the  United  States,  writing  in  the  Federalist, 
■ays,  **  The  standard  of  good  behaviour,  for  continuance 
in  office  of  the  ludicial  magistracy,  is  certainly  one  of  the 
most  valuable  improvements  in  uie  practice  of  govern- 
■eat.  .  .  .  Nothing  can  contribute  so  much  to  its  firm- 
ness and  independenoe  as  permanency  in  office. . . .  And 
next  to  permanency  in  office,  nothing  can  contribute  more 
to  the  independenoe  of  the  judges  than  a  fixed  provision 
for  their  support."    In  Story's  CommentarieB  (No.  1626) 
this  independenoe  is  pointed  out  with  special  commen- 
dstion.     From  these  considerations  it  is  evident  that 
wherever  judges  are  appointed  by  an  executive  to  hold 
their  offices  during  good  behaviour,  their  decisions  are 
eatitled  to  be  treated  with  respect  and  as  of  authority, 
•e  long  as  there  are  no  other  circumstances,  Buoh  as  un- 
developed system  of  jurisprudence  or  lack  of  means  of 
soqniring  Imowledge  of  the  law,  to  detract  from  the 
Tslne  of  those  decisions.    In  a  oountry  like  the  United 
States  public  opinion  is  likely  to  secure  the  appointment 
of  jndges  from  amongst  those  men  best  qualified  for 
tfanr  posts,  wherever  their  tenure  of  office  is  permanent. 
Ii  eonsidenng,  therefore,  what  decisions  in  courts  of  the 
United  States  are  to  be  treated  as  of  authority  in  this 
oonntiry,  without  question  and  without  the  necessity  of 
eiamining  minutely  the  reasons  given  for  such  decisions, 
it  Bay  be  taken  as  a  rule  that  those  courts  whose  judges 
sre  appointed  during  good  behaviour  are  entitled  to  the 
■Oit  weight  in  this  country.    We  have  no  wish  to  say, 
however,  that  there  may  not  be  judges  in  the  United 
States,  who  are  elected  periodically  to  their  offices,  whoie 
opinions  are  not  moat  valuable ;    but  considering  the 
enormous  number  of  State  courts  with  elected  judges, 
end  the  unfortunate  instances  of  the  behaviour  of  judges 
of  those  courts  in  the  administration  of  the  law,  it  is 
impoeeiblo  for  lawyers  in  this  countrv  not  to  draw  a  dis- 
tinotion  between  the  two  classes  of  judges.    Another  very 
Pievslent  idea  in  this  country  is  that  the  Federal  courts 
hsve  power  to  deal  only  with  constitutional  questions  or 
pointi  of  law  connected  in  some  way  with  treaties  or 
■tatates.      Unfortunately  but  little  Is  known  in  this 
oountry  of  the  constitution  of  the  various  courts  in  the 
United  States,  and  it  ii  proposed  to  give  a  short  notice 
of  those  courts  which  are,  according  to  the  rule  stated, 
entitled  to  be  treated  wiiJi  the  utmost  respect  in  this 
ooontry.    It  would  be  a  difficult  task  to  deal  minutely 
with  their  jurisdiction ;  but  still,  with  a  view  of  showing 
that  almost  every  question  that  can  come  before  our 
Stperior  Courts  is  also  within  the  juriediotion  of  such 


may  be  no  maritime  lien  upon  (he  re$  against 
which  ihe  claim  is  made. 
There  is  no  maritime  lien  for  necesearies  supplied 
to  a  ship  in  her  home  port,  and  yet  by  the  UnUed 

courts  as  we  have  mentioned,  it  may  be  useful  to  point 
out  in  a  general  way  the  nature  of  these  powers. 

The  Courts  in  the  United  States  are  oomposed  of  two 
separate  and  distinct  branches,  frequently  exercising  the 
same  jurisdiction  over  the  same  area.  The  first  are  the 
Fedend.  or  national  courts,  which  derive  their  authority 
from  the  constitution  of  the  United  States,  and  have 
jurisdiction  in  certain  matters  over  the  whole  of  the 
States  forming  the  United  Statee ;  the  seoond  are  the 
State  courts,  having  a  separate  existence  in  each  several 
State,  depending  upon  toe  constitution  of  each  State. 
The  judges  of  the  Federal  courts  are  all  appointed  during 
good  behaviour  by  the  President,  with  the  consent  of 
Congress.  The  judges  of  the  State  courts  are,  as  a  rule, 
elected  either  by  the  people  or  the  assemblies  for  various 
terms.  There  are,  however,  seven  exceptions.  In  New 
Hampshire,  Massaohnssets,  Delaware,  and  Florida,  they 
are  appointed  during  good  behaviour ;  in  Rhode  Island, 
when  appointed,  they  are  removable  on  a  vote  of  the 
majority  of  both  Houses  of  Assembly ;  in  Ctoonfia  they 
are  appointed  by  the  governor,  but  are  removabfo  on  the 
address  of  both  Houses  of  Assembly,  or  on  impeaohmeot 
and  conviction ;  in  the  district  of  Columbia,  the  seat  of 
of  government  of  the  United  States,  they  are  ap- 
pointed by  the  Ftesident  of  the  United  States  during 
good  behaviour;  the  courts  of  this  last  district  are 
rather  Federal  than  State  oourts.  The  State  courts  have 
jurisdiction  in  suits  of  every  nature  except  where  their 
lurisdiction  is  taken  away  by  express  enactment  of  the 
United  States  Legislature.  The  jurisdiction  of  the 
Federal  oourts  is  defined  by  various  enactments  of  the 
United  States  Legislature,  and,  as  it  is  ratiier  with  these 
Utter  oourts  that  the  present  notioe  is  concerned,  from 
the  nature  of  their  oonstitutien,  an  attempt  will  be  made 
to  show  over  what  questions  their  power  extends. 

By  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States  (Art  III. 
s.  1)  the  judicial  power  of  the  United  States,  that  is  of 
the  Federal  courts  **  shall  be  vested  in  one  Supreme 
Court,  and  in  such  inferior  oourts  as  the  Congress  may, 
from  time  to  time,  ordain  and  establish.  The  judges, 
both  of  the  supreme  and  inferior  courts,  shall  hold  their 
offices  during  good  behaviour."  By  sect.  2,  "The 
judicial  power  shall  extend  to  all  cases  in  law  and  equil^ 
arising  under  the  constitution,  the  laws  of  the  United 
States,  and  treaties  made,  or  which  shall  be  made,  under 
their  authority;  to  all  cases  aifecting  ambassadors,  other 
public  ministers  and  consuls ;  to  all  oases  of  admiralty 
and  maritime  jurisdiction ;  to  oontroversies  to  which  the 
United  States  shall  be  a  party ;  to  oontroversies  between 
two  or  more  States,  between  a  State  and  citizens  of 
another  State,  between  citizens  of  different  States, 
between  citizens  of  the  same  State  claiming  lands  under 
grants  from  different  States,  and  between  a  State  or  tiie 
citizens  thereof,  and  foreign  States,  citizens,  or  subjects. 
In  all  cases  affecting  ambassadors,  other  public  minis- 
ters, and  consuls,  and  those  in  which  a  State  shall  be  a 
party,  -the  Supreme  Court  shall  have  original  jurisdiction. 
In  all  other  cases  before  mentioned,  the  Supreme  Court 
shall  have  appellate  jurisdiction,  both  as  to  law  and  fact, 
with  such  exceptions  and  under  such  regulations  as  Con- 
gress shall  make.''  By  Art.  XI.,  amending  the  Consti- 
tution, *'  the  judicial  power  of  the  United  States  shall 
not  be  considered  to  extend  to  any  suit  in  law  or  equity 
commenced  or  prosecuted  against  one  of  the  United 
States  by  citizens  of  another  State,  or  by  citizens  or 
subjects  of  any  foreign  State.''  Under  the  powers 
thus  given  by  the  Constitution,  Congress  consti- 
tuted three  oourts*.  the  Supreme  Court  named  in  the 
Constitution,  and  certain  inferior  courts,  the  circuit 
courts,  and  district  courts.  The  Supreme  Court  has  had 
a  varying  number  of  judges,  but  by  an  Act  passed  on  the 
10th  April  1869  ^41st  Congress,  sees.  1,  c.  22),  s.  1,  it  now 
consists  of  a  Chief  Justice  and  eight  associate  justices, 
any  six  to  form  a  quorum/  The  circuit  oourts  for  the 
different  districts,  formerly,  under  the  Judiciary  Act  1789 
(o.  22,  s.  1),  and  Acts  passed  in  1793  (c.  22,  s.  1),  and  in 
1802  (c.  31,  s.  4),  consisted  of  a  justice  of  the  Supreme 
Court  and  the  district  judge  of  the  district,  the  judgment 
of  the  court  being  in  accordance  with  that  of  the  justice 
of  the  Supreme  Court :  considerable  doubt  existed  at  one 
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States'  rules  of  practice  for  Courts  of  Admiralty  the 

material  men  may  proceed  in  rem  against  the  ship, 

Semble,  that  the  lien  of  m/Ji>terialm,en  for  necessaries 

supplied  to  a  ship  in  her  home  port — that,  is, 

time  as  to  whether  ConsresB  had  power  to  make  the, 
jastioes  of  the  Supreme  Conrt  aot  as  circuit  jndges,  and 
as  to  whether  they  onght  not  to  appoint  circuit  judges  : 
{eee  StuaH  Y,  Laird,  1  Cranoh  Bep.  299;  1  Ck>nd.  316.) 
Now,  howeyer,  by  the  above-mentioned  Act  of  the  10th 
April  1869,  s.  2,  a  circuit  judge  has  been  appointed  for 
each  of  the  nine  judicial  circuits,  with  the  powers  of  a 
justice  of  the  Supreme  Court  within  his  circuit ;  and  oir- 
cait  courts  are  to  be  held  by  the  justice  of  the  Supreme 
Court,  or  by  the  circuit  judge,  or  by  the  district  judge 
sitting  alone;  or  by  the  justice  of  tiie  Supreme  Court 
and  the  circuit  judge  sitting  together,  the  justice  of  the 
Supreme  Court  presiding ;  or  in  the  event  of  the  absence 
of  either  of  tbem,  the  otLer  (who  shall  preside)  and  the 
district  judge  ;  and  (sect.  4)  it  is  the  daty  of  the  justice 
of  the  Supreme  Court  to  attend  at  least  one  term  of  the 
circuit  court  in  each  district  of  his  circuit  during  every 
period  of  two  years.  The  circuit  of  each  justice  of  the 
Supreme  Court  and  each  circuit  judge,  extends  over 
several  districts.  The  district  courts  are  held  by  one 
district  judge  for  each  district,  who  is  compelled  to  reside 
in  the  district  for  which  he  is  appointed :  (Judiciary  Act 
1789,  o.  2f)f  s.  3.)  These  districts  consist  either  of  the 
whole  of  a  State,  or  of  parts  of  a  State  divided  into 
Northern,  Southern,  Eastern,  and  Western  districts,  as 
the  case  may  be;  and  there  are  district  ounrts  having 
jurisdiction  over  every  State  of  the  Union.  Here  then 
there  is  a  complete  system  of  courts  whose  judges  are 
appointed  by  the  highest  authority  of  the  United  States, 
aod  bold  their  ofiSces  apart  from  popular  will.  ,  It  only 
remains  to  show  that  these  courts  have  jurisdiction  in  all 
matters  which  come  before  our  courts  in  order  to  prove 
that,  being  competent  to.  deal  and  dealing  with  all 
questions  arising  in  a  commercial  country  bearing  an  in- 
timtite  resemblance  to  ours  in  its  laws  and  customs,  their, 
decisions  are  entitled  to  respect  at  our  hands. 

It  will,  perhaps,  be  more  convenient  to  deal  with  the 
lowest  court  first,  and,  in  so  doing,  we  shall  only  deal 
with  the  civil  jurisdiction,  omitting  the  criminal  as  apart 
from  our  subject.  The  district  courts  *'  have  exclusive 
original  cognizance  of  all  civil  causes  of  Admiralty  and 
maritime  jurisdiction,  including  all  seizares  under  laws 
of  impost,  navigation,  or  trade  of  the  United  States, 
where  the  seizures  are  made  on  waters  which  are  navig- 
able from  the  sea  h^  vessels  of  ten  or  more  tons  burden, 
within  their  respective  districts,  as  well  as  upon  the  high 
sea,  saving  to  suitors  in  all  cases  the  right  of  a  common 
law  remedy,  where  the  common  law  is  competent  to  give 
it ;  and  shall  also  have  exclusive  original  cognizance  of 
all  seizures  on  land^  or  other  waters  than  as  aforesaid 
made,  and  of  all  suits  for  penalties  incurred  under  the 
laws  of  the  United  States.  And .  shall  also  have  cog- 
nizance concurrent  with  the  courts  of  the  several  States, 
or  the  circuit  courts,  as  the  case  may  be,  of  all  causes 
where  an  alien  sues  for  a  tort  only  in  violation  of  the  law 
of  nations,  or  a  treaty  of  the  United  States.  And  shall 
alio  have  cognizance,  concurrent  as  last  mentioned,  of  all 
suits  at  common  law  where  the  United  States  sue,  and 
the  matter  in  dispute  amounts,  exclusive  of  costs,  to  the 
sum  of  lOOdols.  And  shall  also  have  jurisdiction  exclu- 
sively of  the  courts  of  the  several  States,  of  all  suits 
against  consuls  or  vice-consuls:"  (Judiciary  Act  1789, 
c.  20,  B.  9.)  They  have  also  an  inherent  jurisdiction  in 
all  matters  of  prize  and  capture  at  sea :  (OIclss  v.  Sloop 
Betsey,  Dallas,  6;  Bingham  v.  Cabot,  3  Dallas,  19  ;  The 
Amiable  Nancy,  3  Wheaton,  546;  The  Emulous,  I  Gsii' 
Uson,563,  575),  as  well  as  by  statute  (Act  of  1812,  c.  107, 
s.  6) ;  both  on  the  high  seas  and  inland  waters  (Aot  of 
1818,  c.  88,  B.  7) ;  and  in  cases  of  quasi  admiralty  juris- 
diction arising  in  the  inland  lakes  of  the  United  States 
they  may  exercise  the  ordinary  admiralty  jurisdiction 
(Act  of  1845,  o.  20).  The  circuit  courts  have  original 
cognizanoe  concurrent  with  the  courts  of  the  several 
States,  of  all  suits  of  a  civil  nature  at  oommoi^  law  or  in 
equity,  where  the  matter  in  dispute  exceeds,  exclusive  of 
oosts,  the  sum  or  value  of  five  hundred  dollars,  and  the 
United  StateB  are  plaintifFs  or  petitioners  ;  or  an  alien  is 
a  party,  or  the  suit  is  between  the  citizens  of  the  State 
where  the  suit  is  brought,  and  the  citizen  of  another 
State,  and  "  if  a  suit  be  commenced  in  any  State  court 


their  right  to 'he  paid^  out  of  the  res^atlaehes 
only  on  the  seizure  of  tlie  ship  under  admiralty 
process.  .    .   . 

Mortgagees  hoAJcno  maritime  lien  upon  a  ship  upon 

—  - ^-^ 

against  an  alien,  or  by- a  citizen  of  the  State  in  which  the 
suit   is   brought  against   a  citizen  of   another  State, 
and  the  matter  in  dispute   exceeds   the  sum  of  500 
dollars,  exclusive  of  costs,  to  be  made  to  appear  to  the 
satisfaction' of  the  court,"  the  defendant  may  by  petition 
to  the  State  Court  have  the  cause  removed  into  the  dis- 
trict court  (Judiciary  Act  1789,  s.  12),  and  this  removal' 
is  of  right  {Qordon  Y.' Longest,  16  Peters,  97,"  104) ;  siai- 
larly,  any  cause  where  citizens  of  the  same  State  claim 
lapd  under  grants  from,  different  Slates  may  be  removed 
into  the  circuit  court :( Judiciary  Act  1789,  b.  12).  .  The 
circuit  courts,  have  also  cognizance  in  oases  of  paten*^ 
and  copyright:. (Act  of  1819,  c.  19;  Act  of  1836,0.  357, 
s.  17;.  Act  of  1842,  c.  263,  s.  5.),  The  circuit  courts  have 
also  appellate  jurisdiction  from  the  district  courts.  Final 
decrees  and  judgments  in  civil  actions  in  a  district  court, 
where  the  matter  in  dispute  exceeds  the  sum  or  value  of. 
50  dollars,  exclusive  of  costs,  may  be  re-examined  and 
reversed  or  affirmed  in  a  circuit  court  held  in  the  same 
district  upon  a  writ  of  error,  but  there  can  be  no  reversal 
on  a  writ  of  error  for  error  in ,  ruling  any  plea  in  abate- 
ment, other  than  a  plea  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  ooort, . 
or  such  a  plea  to  a  petition  or  bill  in  equity,  as  is  the 
nature  of  a  demurrer,  or  for  an  error  in  lact :  (Judiciary 
Aot  1789,  c.  20,.  b.  22.)    From  final  decrees  of  a  district 
court  in  cases  of  admiralty  and  maritime  jurisdiction, 
when  the  matter  in  dispute  exceeds  the  sum  or  value  of 
300  dollars,  exclusive  of  costs,  there  is  an  appeal  to  the 
next  circuit  conrt  held  in  such  district  (Judiciary  Aot 
1789,  c.  20,  s.  21),  and  also  an  appeal  from  all  final  judg- 
ments and  decrees,  in  any  of  the  district  courts  where 
the  matter  in  dispute. exceeds  the  sum  or  value  of  50 
dollars  to  the  next  circuit  court  held  in  tlie  district  (Aot 
of  1803,  c.  40).    The  original  jurisdiction  of  the  Supreme 
Court  has  already  been  statcid.    It  has,  moreover,  exolu- 
sive  jurisdiction  of  all  contaroversies  of  a  civil  nature 
where  a  State  is  a  party,  except  between  a  State  and  its 
citizens,  and  except  also  between  a  State  aad  citizens  of 
other  States,  or  aliens,  in  which  latter  case  it  has  original 
bat  not  exclusive  jurisdiction  ;  and  has  exclusive  juris- 
diction of  such  suits  or  proceedings  against  ambassadors, 
or  other  public  ministers,  orthoir  domestics,  or  domestio 
servants,  as  a  court  of  law  can  have  or  exercise  con- 
sistentiy  with  ihe  law,  of  nations ;  and  original,  bat  not 
exclusive  jurisdiction  of  all  suits  brought  by  ambassa- 
dors, or  other  public  ministers,  or  in  which  u  consul  or 
vice-consul,  shall  be  a  party :  (Judiciary  Act  1789,  c.  20, 
s.  13.)     The'  Supreme  Court,   moreover,  has  power  to 
issue  writs  of  prohibition  to .  the  district  courts,  when 
proceeding  as  courts  of  admiralty  and  maritime  juris- 
diction:  (See   United  Slates  v.   Peters,  3  DaM^a,  121; 
1  Cond.  60;  -Bonnts  v.  Schooner  James  and  Catherine^ 
Baldwin,  ,544,  563);  and  writs  of  mandamus,  in  cases 
warranted  b^  the  principles  and  usages  of  law,  to  any 
courts  appointed,  or  persons  holding  offiGip,  under  the 
authority  of  the  United  States:   (Judiciary  Act  1789, 
c.  20,  s.  13.)    The  appellate  jurisdiction  has  already  been 
noticed  in  Article  3  of  the  Constitution  before  aet  oat, 
and  the  way  in  which  it  is  exercised  is  prescribed  by 
Act  of  Congress.    It  has  appellate  jurisdiction  from  the 
circuit  courts  and  from  the  courts  of  the  several  States 
in  certain  cases :  (Judiciary  Act  1789,  c.  20,  s.  13.)  Final 
judgments  and  .decrees .  in  civil  actions  and   suits  in 
equity,  in  a  circuit  court,  brought   there  by  original 
process  or  removed  there  from  courts  of  the  several 
States,  or  removed  there  by  appeal  from  a  district  court, 
where  the  sum  in  dispute  exceeds  2000  dollars,  may, 
upon  a  writ  or  error,  be  re-examined  and  reversed  or 
affirmed  in  the  Supreme  Court,  subject  to  the   same 
limitations  as  writs  of  error  in  the  circuit  courts  (Judi- 
ciary Aot  1789,  c.  20,  s.  22),  and  writs  of  error  also  lie  to 
the  Supreme  Court  from  aU  judgments  of  a  circuit  oourt 
in  C4ses  brought  there  by  writs  of  error  from  the  dis- 
trict courts  with  the  same  limitations :  (Act  of  1840,  c.  43, 
s.  3.)    From  all  final  judgments  and  decrees  rendered, 
or  to  be  rendered  in  any  circuit  court  or  in  any  district 
court  acting  as  a  circuit  court  in  any  cases  of  equity,  of 
admiraltv  and  maritime  jurisdiction,  and  of  prize  or  no 
prize,  where  the  matter  in  dispute,  exclusive  of  costs, 
exceeds  the  sum  or  value  of  2000  aollars,  an  appeal  is 
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whieh  ihey  hold  a  mortgage;  and,  according  io  ] 
United  States'  law,  no  remedy  against  the  ship  in 
rem  in  the  admiralty  courts,  hut  may  appear  as 
respondents  in  a  suit  in  rem,  and  set  up  their 
mortgage  as  the  conditional  oumers  of  the  ship, 
and  claim  that  their  mortgage  is  a  legal  lien  on 
the  ship  prior  in  date  to  tl^e  attachment  UYuler  the 
monition  in  a  suit  by  material  men  for  necessaries 
suppUed  in  a  home  port,  and  also  prior  to  the 
eontraet  for  the  supply  of  the  necessaries. 

Where  mortgagees  know  that  repairs  are  being  made 
on,  and  necessaries  supplied  to,  a  ship  on  which 
they  hold  a  mortgage,  whereby  she  is  made  a  more 
valuable  security,  and  the  material  men  execute 
the  repairs,  ^c,  with  a  knowledge  of  the  mortgage 
hut  relying  on  their  right  to  proceed  in  rem 
against  the  ship,  the  parties  are  entitled,  upon 
principles  of  equity,  to  be  placed  upon  an  equcuity 
as  to  the  distrwution  of  the  proceeds  of  sale  of  the 
ship,  {b) 

This  was  a  canse  of  necessaries  institnted  in  rem 

allowed  to  the  Sapreme  Oonrt :  (Act  of  1803,  c.  40,  a.  2.) 
Ai  appeal  or  writ  of  error  lies  to  the  Sapreme  Court 
from  the  cironit  ooarts  in  copyriflrht  and  patent  cases 
(Aet  of  1819,  c.  19 ;  Act  of  1836,  o.  357,  s.  17) ;  an  appeal 
Uae  in  cases  of  habeas  corpus :  (Act  of  1842,  o.  257.)  From 
the  final  decree  or  jndfrment  in  any  suit  in  the  higheet 
court  of  law  or  equity  in  a  State  in  which  the  decision  in 
the  snit  could  be  had,  where  is  drawn  in  question  the 
validity  of  a  treaty,  a  statute  of,  or  an'  anthprity  ezer- 
oised  nnder,  the  United  States,  and  the  decision  is  against 
their  Talidity ;  or  where  is  drawn  in  question  the  validity 
of  a  statute  of,  or  an  authority  exercised  under,  any 
Stste  OB  the  ground  of  their  being  repugnant  to  the  con- 
ititation,  treaties  and  laws  of  the  United  States,  and  the 
decision  is  in  favour  of  such  their  validity ;  or  where  is 
dnwn  in  question  the  construction  of  any  clause  of  the 
ooDstitution,  or  of  a  treaty,  or  statute  of,  or  commission 
held  under,  the  United  States,  and  the  decision  is  against 
the  title,  right,  privilege  or  exemption,  especially  set  up 
by  either  pwrty ,  a  writ  of  error  lies  to  the  Supreme  Court : 
(Jadieiazy  Act  1789,  c  20,  s.  25.) 

We  have  now  set  out  the  jurisdiction  of  the  several 
Federal  Courts  so  far  as  is  necessary  for  our  present  pur- 
pose, and  in  doing  so  have  endeavoured  for  the  sake  of 
ffRater  aecuraoy  to  follow  the  words  of  the  various  Acta 
conferring-  that  jurisdiction.  The  jurisdiction  of  the 
State  oonrts  in  ail  civil  matters,  save  suoh  as  are  ex- 
pressly excepted,  is  concurrent  and  co-extensive  with 
that  of  the  Federal  oonrts.  A  perusal  of  the  above  state- 
ment will  be  sufficient,  we  think,  to  show  that  there 
exists  in  the  United  State  a  number  of  oonrts  which 
possess  jurisdiction  over  every  matter — bankruptcy, 
divorce,  and  probate  only  excepted— that  can  come  before 
onr  own  courts,  and  which  possess  those  qualifications 
which  confer  upon  the  judgments  of  our  courts  the 
authority  universally  yielded  to  them.  When  it  is  re- 
membered that  the  Federal  courts  have  jurisdiction  in 
ill  eases  arising  between  citizens  of  different  States,  it 
will  be  seen  at  onoe  that  almost  every  question  of  law 
may  arise,  and  be  decided  by  the  Federal  courts.  The 
cpinioBs,then,of  the  judges  of  these  courts  may  beacoepted 
ia  this  country,  not  as  binding,  it  is  true,  but  as  of  the 
highest  authority,  and  the  same  may  be  said  also  of  the 
judges  of  those  few  States  we  have  before  enumerated, 
making  allowance  for  the  fact  that  the  better  lawyers  would 
saturally  be  chosen  for  the  Federal  courts.  It  is  not  in 
soy  way  our  intention  to  depreciate  the  decisions  of  the 
State  courts  •,  but  our  object  has  rather  been  to  point 
ont,  as  far  as  our  limited  space  would  allow,  the  value 
of,  «Dd  wide  field  covered  by,  the  decisions  of  the  Federal 
soarts,  about  which  there  is  little  accurate  knowledge 
ia  this  country.— Ed.] 

,  (6)  The  doctrine  that  there  can  be  no  right  to  proceed 
M»  rem  unless  there  be  a  maritime  lien  has  had  many 
srdeat  supporters ;  no  less  has  it  been  contended  that 
where  there  is  a  lien  given,  no  matter  how,  there  ought 
to  be  a  proceeding  in  rem  to  enforce  it.  This  question 
vas  very  ably  discussed  in  an  article  in  that  admirable 
periodioia.   The  American  Law  Heview,  for  Oct  1872, 


in  the  United'  States  District 'Court  in' Admiralty 
acainst  the  Scow  Sell,  An  appearance  was  entered 
on  behalf  of  the  mortgagees  of  the  vessel.  ~  The 
facts  are  sufficiently  set  out  in  the  judgment. 

Markham  for  libellants. 

Emmons  and  Hamilton  for  respondents. 

Opinion  of  the  court  by  Miller,  J. : '  The  libel- 
lants are  bhipbnilders  and  proprietors  of  dry  docks 
in  the  city  of  Milwaukee,  and  as  such  made  neces* 
sary  repairs  upon  the  Scow  Sell,  a  vessel  owned  in 
said  city.  This'  libel  is  brought  to  recover  the 
amount  of  the  repairs  and  supplies.  The  owner  of 
the  vessel  not  appearing,  Osuld  Torrison,  a  mort- 
gagee was  allowed  by  the  court  to  appear  as  a 
claimant  and  answer  the  libel;  The  answer  oUeges 
that  the  libellants  have  no  maritime  lien  upon  tho 
vessel,  and  no  lawful  right  td  bring  or  maintain 
their  libel,  the  said  vessel  being  owned  at  the  port 
of  Milwaukee  by  a  resident  of  the  said  city,  and 
that  the  repairs  and  materials  were  performed  and 
furnished  in  said  city  at  the  instance  and  request 
of  the  owner  of  the  vessel.'  The  respondent  further 
alleges  and  propounds  that  one  Patrick  Hoye,  by 

under  the  head  of  "  Admiralty  Rule  XU.,''  which  is  cited 
in  the  judgment  of  the  present  case.  It  was  there  con- 
tended that  if  a  material  man.  has  by  an  Act  of.  Legisla- 
ture acquired  a  lien  for  necessaries  supplied,  he  has  a 
right  to  enforce  that  lien  through  the  aamiral^  process: 
hence  that  where  a  State  Legitiature  has  given  a  material 
man  suoh  a  lien  upon  a  domestic  ship,  the  Admiralty  is 
bound  to  enforce  that  lien.  It  must  be  remembered, 
however,  in  discussing  this  question  that  Congress  has 
reserved  to  itself  the  power  of  legislating  on  commercial 
questions :  and  it  is,  to  say  the  least,  questiooable  whether 
a  State  Legislature  can  create  what  is  ordinarily  under- 
stood by  a  "  maritime  lien,"  that  is,  a  right  to  attaoh  the 
res  for  a  debt,  and '  to  enforce  payment  out  of  it  in 
priority  to  other  .claims.  .The  State  may  give  p^wer 
to  attaoh  the  res,  or  rather,  if  the  admiralty  forms  per- 
mit, the  res  ma^  be  attached  as  on  a  maritime  contract ; 
but  to  give  priority  over  other  claims  is  to  affect  com- 
mercial relations,  and  to  interfere  with  the  rights  of  Con- 
gress. It  would  seem  that  the  American  Law  Review  has 
scarcely  apprehended  the  distinction  between  maritime 
liens  and  other  Uens,  which,  although  giving  a  right  to 
attach  the  res  as  security,  do  not  affect  priority  of  pay- 
ment. If  a  State  statute  gave  in  express  terms  a  '*  mari- 
time lien"  upon  domestic  ships,  it  is  possible  that  it 
might  be  held  to  be  enforceable  as  suoh  in  an  Admindty 
Court :  (see  The  Planter,  7  Peter's,  U.S.  Sup.  Ct.  Bep. 
321),  but  even .  this  is  doubtful.  But  where  tiie  local 
statute  gives  only  a  lien,  a  mere  right  to  proceed  in  rem 
against  a  ship,  it  cannot  be  said  that  it  gives  a  maritime 
lien  with  all  its  attendant  consequence.  A  maritime 
lien  and  a  proceeding  in  rem  are  no  loager  equivalent 
terms,  <  despite  what  was  said. in  The  Bold  Buccleugh 
(7  Moore  P.C.C.  284),  which  was  decided  at  a  time  when 
the  English  Admiralty  had  jurisdiction  to  proceed  in 
rem  only  in  cases  where  there  always  existed  a  maritime 
lien.  Now  that  the  jurisdiction  has  been  extended,  pro- 
ceedings in  rem  may  be  instituted  by  material  men  against 
British  ships  ur  by  mortgagees ;  (3  &  4  Vict.  c.  65,  s.  6 ; 
24  Vict.  c.  10,  ss.  5,  10,  35),  yet  in  neither  caf>e  is  there  a 
maritime  lien  conferred  :  {The  Pacific,  B.  &  L.  2i3;  The 
Two  Miens,  1  Asp.  Mar.  Law  Cas.  40,  208.)  It  would 
seem  nore  correct  to  conclude  that  a  local  statute  giving 
a  right  to  proceed  in  rem  does  not  necessarily  create  a 
lien,  or  oblige  an  Admiralty  Court  to  entertain  a  suit  by 
a  person  having  the  right,  but  rather  that  the  lien  created 
by  the  local  statute,  unless  expressly  ens  c  ted  to  be  a  mari- 
time lien,  is  to  be  applied  by  the  Admiralty  Courts 
only  to  enable  the  creditor  to  enforce  his  right  against 
the  ship  whilst  remaining  in  the  hands  of  the  owners,  on 
whose  orders  the  supplies  are  furnished ;  in  oUier  words, 
the  lien  attaches  only  on  the  oommenoement  of  the  Ad- 
miralty process,  and  any  prior  clsim  against  the  res  will 
take  precedence  of  the  olaim  of  the  material  men,  unless 
circumstances  show  that  the  prior  claimant  knowingly 
allowed  the  value  of  the  ship  to  be  increased  and  then 
seized  her.—En. 
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a  mortgage  dated  2drd  Deo.  1869,  oonveyed  said 
vessel  to  bim  to  secure  a  portion  of  the  parcbase 
price  odt  the  vessel,  and  that  the  mortgage  was 
recorded  in  the  office  of  the  collector  of  cnstoms  in 
the  city  of  MLlwankee  on  the  24th  of  the  same 
month  of  December.  He  claims  title  to  said  vessel 
paramount  to  the  claim  of  the  libellanta.  The 
facts  pleaded  are  not  disputed. 

A  maritime  lien  was  considered  the  foundation 
of  proceeding  in  rem  when  admiralty  and  mari- 
time jurisdiction  was  conferred  upon  the  federal 
court.     Such  proceeding  was  to  make  perfect 
a  right  inchoate  from  the  moment  the  lien  at- 
tached.   When  a  maritime  lien  existed,  a  pro- 
ceeding in  rem  was  the  proper  course  to  carry 
it  into  e£fect.     An  Act  of  Congress,  approved 
29th   Sept.   1789,   entitled   "An    Act  to   regu- 
late process  in  the  courts  of  the  United  States '' 
(1  Statutes  at  Large,  93)  directed  that  the  forms 
and  modes  of  proceeding  in  causes  of  Admiralty 
and  maritime  jurisdiction  shall  be  according  to 
the  course  of  the  civil  law.    By  the  Act  of  8th  May, 
1792  (1  Statutes  at  Large,  275),  "the  forms  and 
modes  of  proceeding  are  to  be  according  to  the 
principles,  rules,  and  usages  which  belong  to  the 
courts  of   admiralty   in  contradistinction   from 
courts  of  common  law,  .except  so  far  as  may  have 
been  provided  for  by  the  Act  to  establish  the 
judicial  courts  of  the  United  States,  subject  how- 
ever to  such  alterations  and  additions  as  the  said 
courts  respectively  shall  in  their  discretion  deem 
ex[>edient,  or  to  such  regulations  as  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States  shall  think  proper  from 
time  to  time  by  rule  to  prescribe  to  any  circuit  or 
district  ooort  oonceming  the  same."    The  power 
here  conferred  on  the  Supreme  Court  was  enlarged 
by  an  Act  of  Congress,  approved  23rd  Aug.,  1842 
(5  Statutes  at  Large,  517,  sect  4).    Pursuant  to 
the  authority  of  these  two  Acts  of  Congress,  the 
Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  at  the  term 
of  Jan.  1842,  adopted  rules  of  practice  for  the 
courts  of  admiralty;    one  of  these  rule  is  this 
rule  12 :  "  In  all  suits  by  material  men  for  supplies 
or  repairs  or  other  necessaries  for  a  foreign  vessel 
or  ship,  or  for  a  ship  in  a  foreign  port,  the  libellant 
may  proceed  against  the  ship  and  freight  in  rem 
or  against  the  master  or  the  owner  alone  in  per- 
sonam.  And  the  like  proceeding  in  rem  shall  apply 
to  cases  of  domestic  ships  where,  by  the  local  law, 
alien  is  given  to  material  men  for  sapplies,  repairs, 
or  other  necessaries."    At  the  December  term  of 
the  Supreme  Court,  1858,  the  said  12th  rule  of 
practice  was  repealed,  and  the  following  rule  was 
substituted  in  its  place:  '*  In  all  suits  by  material 
men  for  supplies  or  repairs,  or  other  necessaries, 
for  a  foreign  ship  or  for  a  ship  in  a  foreign  port, 
the  libellimt  may  proceed  against  the  ship  and 
freight  in  rem,  or  against  the  master  or  owner 
alone  in  personam.    And  the  like  proceeding  i/n 
pereonam,  bat  not  in  rem  shall  app^  to  cases  of 
domestic  ships,  for  supplies,  repairs,  or  other  neces- 
saries."   If  this  rule  had  not  been  repealed  nor 
modified,  these  libellants  could  not  maintain  this 
libel  in  rem.    But  at  the  December  term  of  the 
Supreme  Court  of  1871,  the  said  12th  rule  was 
amended,  so  as  to  read :  *'  In  all  suite  by  material 
men  for  sapplies  or  repairs,  or  other  necessaries, 
the  libellants  may  proceed  against  the  ship  and 
freight  in  rem,  or  against  the  master  or  owner 
in  personam.**    This  libel  is  brought  under  this 
last  rule. 
The  9th  section  of  the  Act  to  establish   the 


judicial  courts  of  the  United  States  (1  Statates 
at  Large,  73)  confers  upon  the  distriofc  courts 
"  exclusive  original  cognizance  of  all  civil  cases  of 
Admiralty  and  maritime  jurisdiction."  The 
English  rules  that  were  supposed  to  exist  at  the 
date  of  the  adoption  of  the  Constitution  of  the 
United  States,  and  when  the  above-mentioned  Act 
was  passed  by  Congress,  that  the  admiralty  juris- 
diction did  not  extend  beyond  tide  waters,  and 
that  proceedings  in  rem  could  only  be  sustained 
for  the  adjudication  of  a  maritime  lien,  have  been 
exploded.  The  admiralty  and  maritime  jarisdic- 
tion  granted  to  the  Federal  Government  by  the 
Constitution  of  the  United  States,  is  not  limited  to 
tide  waters,  but  extend  to  all  public  navigable 
lakes  and  rivers  where  commerce  is  carried  on 
between  different  States  and  with  foreign  nations: 
The  Genesee  Chief,  12  Howard,  U.S.  Sap.  Ct.  Bep. 
443,  and  many  subsequent  dedsions.)  Liens 
by  bottomry  l>ond8,  for  seaman's  wages,  salvage 
service,  and  for  supplies  and  repairs  in  a  foreign 
port,  are  supposed  to  be  founded  in  contracts  upon 
the  credit  of  the  vessel,  and  are  extinguished  from 
contracts  at  the  home  port  of  the  vessel,  which 
are  contracts  on  shore  on  the  credit  of  the  owner. 
Contracts  at  the  home  port  for  repairs,  supplies 
for  the  use,  or  insurance  of  a  vessel,  are  now  con- 
sidered as  maritime  oontracts  cognizable  in  the 
Admiralty.  In  the  case  of  the  Moses  Taylor  (4 
Wallace,  U.  S.  Sup.  Ct.  Bep.  411)  it  is  announced 
that  the  distinguishing  and  chaxiacteristic  feature 
in  a  suit  in  admiralty  is,  that  the  vessel  proceeded 
against  itself  is  seized  and  impleaded  as  a  defen- 
diant,  and  is  judged  and  condemned  accordingly. 
And  in  The  Hine  v.  Trevor  (Idem,  555),  and  in 
Insurance  OompoAiy  v.  Dunham  (11  Wallace,  1),  it 
is  stated  that  the  true  criterion,  whether  contracts 
are  within  the  admiralty  and  maritime  jurisdic- 
tion, is  their  nature  and  subject  matter,  as  whether 
they  are  maritime  contracts  having  reference  to 
maritime  service,  maritime  transactions,  or  mari- 
time casualties,  without  regard  to  the  place  where 
they  are  made.  In  view  of  these  principles,  it  was 
held  in  this  case  that  the  contract  of  marine  in- 
surance is  a  maritime  contract  within  Admiralty 
and  maritime  jurisdiction  in  personam,  I  think  it 
is  now  settled  that  these  libellants  can  maintain 
their  libel  in  rem  for  the  recovery  of  their  olaim 
for  repairs  and  supplies. 

The  question  is  not  presented  in  this  case 
whether  the  lien  attached  at  the^  dato  of  the 
work  done  and  the  supplies  furnished,  or  by 
the  attachment  under  the  monition.  My  im- 
pression at  present  is,  that  the  rule  merely  ex- 
tends a  remedy  to  a  domestic  creditor,  and  that 
his  lien  attaches  by  the  seizure.  It  is  dear  that  a 
mortgagee  of  a  vessel  has  no  maritime  lien  or 
remedy  in  rem  in  the  Admiralty  Courts.  The 
mere  mortgage  of  a  vessel,  other  than  that  of  an 
hypothecated  bottomry,  is  a  contract  without  any 
of  the  characteristics  or  attendants  of  a  maritime 
loan,  and  is  entered  into  by  the  parties  to  it  with- 
oot  reference  to  navigation  or  perils  of  the  sea : 
(The  John  Jay,  17  How.  U.  S.  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  399.) 
The  record  of  the  mortgage  set  up  in  the  answer 
makes  it  a  legal  lien,  but  not  a  maritime  lien.  The 
mortgagee,  as  such,  cannot  proceed  in  this  court 
in  rem  for  the  condemnation  and  sale  of  the  vesseL 
After  a  sale  of  a  vessel  under  an  admiralty  decree, 
the  mortgagee  can  petition  the  court  for  payment 
out  of  remnants  and  surplus.  A  legal  title  passes 
conditionally  by  the  mortgagor  to  the  mortgagee; 
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sod  it  is  more  eqaiteble  to  pay  out  of  the  reffistry 
the  sarplas  of  prooeeds  of  sale  of  a  veBseT  to  a 
mortgagee  than  to  the  owner  of  the  equity  of  re- 
dempuon.  The  mortgagee  was  allowed  as  the 
ocmditional  owner  of  the  yeesel,  and,  in  the  absence 
of  the  mortgagor,  to  appear  and  set  np  his  mort- 
gige,  and  ounm  that  it  is  a  legal  lien  on  this  vessel 
prior  in  date  to  the  attaohment  under  the  libel- 
laots'  monition,  and  also  prior  to  their  contract 
fnt>poanded  in  their  libel. 

The  state  law  provides  for  a  lien  for  snpplies 
and  repairs  upon  boats  and  vessels  used  in  navi- 
gating the  waters  of  the  State,  and  authorises 
proceedings  in  rom  against  said  boats  and  vessels. 
If  this  law  has  any  validity  as  authority  for 
Boch  proceeding  in  the  State  courts,  I  need  not 
decide.  Since  the  cases  of  The  Bdfoit  (7  Wal- 
lace, U.  B.  Sup.  Ot.  Bep.  624),  The  Moees  Taylor, 
aod  The  .Sma  v  Trevor  (vbi  sup.),  it  is 
DQgatory  as  authority  for  such  prooeeding  in 
this  conrk  The  States  can  neither  enlar^ 
DOT  limit  the  admiralty  and  maritime  juris- 
diction  of  the  Federal  courts.  The  constitution 
and  laws  of  the  United  States  necessarily 
oooferred  exclusive  admiralty  and  maritime  juris- 
diction upon  the  Federal  courts  for  the  protection 
of  commerce,  and  for  the  preservation  of  amicable 
eommercial  relations  widi  foreign  nations.  This 
venel  is  libelled  as  a  national,  enrolled  and  licensed 
vessel  used  in  navigating  the  lakes,  and  is  not 
within  the  scope  of  the  Stato  law.  The  libellants 
might  have  proceeded  in  the  State  court  against 
the  owner  of  the  vessel,  or  in  this  court,  in  per- 
MMm;  and  before  the  modification  of  the  rule, 
they  would  have  had  to  make  choice  of  these 
remedies.  A  sale  of  the  vessel  under  an  execution 
against  the  owner  issued  from  either  of  the  courts 
might  not  disturb  the  mortgafltee's  interest.  The 
mc^ification  or  alteration  of  Bule  12  was,  no 
doubt,  intended  to  place  contracts  for  repairs  and 
■applies  for  all  ships  and  vessels  on  an  equality  as 
to  prooNBeding  in  admiralty,  whether  foreign  or 
domestic.  All  distinction  in  regard  to  proceeding 
ta  rem  is  abolished ;  hot  I  do  not  suppose  it  was 
intended  by  the  Supreme  Oourt  to  abrogate  the 
distmction  between  a  domestic  contract  for  sup- 
pliesand  repairs,  and  a  maritime  lien  upon  a  foreign 
TesseL  The  alteration  of  the  rule,  in  my  opinion, 
applies  to  the  character  of  the  process^  to  be  used, 
and  has  no  relation  to  the  question  of  jurisdiction. 
The  roles  established,  or  altered,  by  the  Supreme 
Court,  under  legislative  authority,  are  not  rules  of 
deeisioo,  but  are  merely  rules  of  practice  prospec- 
tife  in  thmr  operation:  (The  steamer  8t,  Ldw- 
rmee,  1  Black.  U.  S.  Sup.  Gt.  Bep.  522 )  In  that 
case  it  is  decided,  that  the  change  of  the  rule  in 
the  year  1844,  prohibiting  a  proceeding  in  rem  on 
domestic  contracts,  could  col  interrupt  the  prose- 
cntion  of  a  Ubel  pending  on  such  a  contract. 

Bat  in  this  case  the  mortgagee  rested  upon 
his  mortgage  and  its  record,  without  having 
either  instituted  proceedings  for  the  recovery 
of  the  amount  secured,  or  having  taken  pos- 
aeasion  of  the  vessel  under  his  mortgage.  The 
mortgagee  had  knowledge  of  the  repairs  being 
made  on  the  vessel  by  the  libellants,  who 
thereby  made  her  a  more  valuable  security. 
And  it  appears  that  the  libellants  with  knowledge 
of  the  mortgage,  expended  a  large  amount  in  sup* 
pliea  and  repairs,  under  the  belief  that  they  had  a 
ri((ht  to  attach  the  vessel.  By  the  ruling  in  the 
of  The  Island  Oity  (1  Lowell's  Decisions,  375), 


the  mortgage  would  be  postponed  to  the  claim  of 
the  libellants,  upon  the  ground  of  a  lien  created  bv 
the  State  law.  But  in  this  case  there  is  no  such 
lien.  It  appears  that  the  vessel  was  a  wreck, 
affecting  the  security  of  the  mortgage,  and  that 
the  repairs  have  restored  her  to  nsef  umess. 

I  thmk,  upon  principles  of  equity,  these  parties 
should  be  placed  on  an  equality  as  to  the  distribu- 
tion of  the  proceeds  of  sale.  The  proceeds  of  the 
sale  of  a  vessel  are  not  appropriated  to  liens, 
according  to  their  priority  m  date.  The  seamen 
who  brought  a  vessel  into  port  are  paid  before  a 
bottomry  bond,  and  a  bottomry  bond  before  a  lien 
on  a  contract  of  affreightment.  Maritime  liens 
are  usually  preferred  on  the  score  of  merit  and 
necessity,  for  the  advancement  and  protection  of 
commerce.  Salvors  are  first  paid  out  of  property 
salved. 
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Wells,  Faeoo,  and  Compahy  v.  The  Pacific 
Insurance  Oompant  (a). 

Marine  insurance^Oommon  carrierS'^Loading  of 
goods — 'Advices-^Warranty-^Notice  of  loss. 

A  clause  in  a  policy  of  marine  insura/nce,  providing 
that  the  adoenture  upon  goods  to  he  earned  by  the 
assured  as  common  carriers  between  certain  ports, 
shdU  begin  **from  and  immediately  follounng  the 
loading  thereof  on  board  the  said  vessel  at  **  cer* 
tain  ports  enumerated,  is  not,  unless  so  expressly 
provided  by  the  policy,  t)  be  construed  as  a  war' 
ranty  that  the  goods  shaU  be  loaded  at  such  ports, 
but  as  mere  recital,  description,  or  intention,  or 
expectation,  that  the  goods  wUl  be  there  loaded; 
and  the  policy  attaches  to  goods  in  the  custody  of 
the  assured  for  the  purposes  of  transportation  in 
the  ordinary  course  of  their  business  as  common 
carriers,  carried  into  a  port  named  in  the  policy 
by  one  of  the  vessels,  but  not  in  the  strict  sense 
loaded  at  that  port  on  board  the  vessel,  provided 
thaX  the  facts  show  that,  by  reason  of  the  nature 
of  the  transactions  to  which  the  policy  relcUes,  the 
parties  intended  that  the  policy  should  so  attach. 

A  memorandum  on  am  open  policy  of  insurance 
upon  goods  tarried  between  certain  ports  by  the 
insured  as  common  carriers,  provided  that  the 
agents  of  the  insured  should  send  to  their  head 
office  "  advices  of  the  amount  of  each  shipment,** 
and  another  memorandum  provided  for  the 
*'  risks  applicable  to  be  reported  to  this  company 
{the  underwriters)  for  indorsement  on  the  policy 
as  soon  as  known  to  the  assured.**  The  course  of 
buAiness  was  Uiat  the  agents  of  the  instured  at 
each  port,  on  shipping  goods  for  delivery  to  the 
insuredfSent  by  the  same  steamer  letters  of  advice, 
and  by  the  succeeding  steamer  sent  duplicate 
letters  of  advice.  The  goods  whilst  on  board  the 
steamer  were  in  charge  of  an  express  messenger  of 
the  insured.  One  shipment  the  local  agent 
omitted  to  advise  by  the  steamer  by  which  it  was 
shipped.  The  steamer  and  goods  were  lost,  but 
the  messenger  escaped  and  informed  the  insured 
of  the  loss,  and  they  notified  it  to  the  underwriters 
for  indorsement  on  the  policy.  The  underwriters 
refused  to  indorse  it.  By  the  next  steamer  the 
loccd  agent  forwarded  a  letter  of  advice  of  the 
shipment,  and  the  insured  again  requested  the 

underwriters  to  indorse  the  loss  on  the  poUey. 

- 

(a)  From  the  Pacific  Law  Rev<*rterm 
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Held,  thai  the  fint  memorandum  was  not  a  war- 
ranty, or  condition  precedent  without  the  strict 
performance  of  which  the  right  to  demand  an 
indoreement  would  not  accrue. 
Held  al$o,  that  <m>  the  usual  mode  of  forwarding 
letters  of  advice  was  by  the  steamers  in  which  the 
goods  were  shipped,  the  losses  must  necessarily  he 
notified  to  the  underwriters  after  they  had  occurred, 
and  that  the  insured  were  entitled  to  recover. 
Tbis  was  an  action  on  a  policy  of  insnranoe  npon 
treasare,  bullion  and  bonds,  nnderwritten  by  the 
defendants,  and  was  brought  to  recover  the  sum  of 
10,000/.,  the  valae  of  treasure  lost  by  the  perils  of 
the  sea,  whilst  on  board  the  ship  Continental  on 
a  voyage  from  Goaymas  to  San  Francisco.    The 
facts  and  argoments  are  folly  stated  in  the  judg- 
ment* 

The  opinion  of  the  coart  (Wallace,  0.  J., 
Rhodes,  Niles,  and  Crockett,  J  J.),  was  delivered  by 
Cbockbtt,  J. — ^This  action  is  fonnded  on  an  open 
or  runnins  marine  policy  of  insurance,  whereby 
the  defendant  agpreed  to  insure  the  plaintiffs  in 
the  various  sums  to  be  indorsed  on  the  policy, 
upon  treasure,  bollion  and  bonds  laden  or  to  be 
laden  on  seaworthy  steamships,  steam  vessels  or 
propellers,  "at  and  from  Victoria,  B.  C,  Portland, 
O.,  Astora,  0.,  Los  Angeles,  Cal.,  La  Paz,  Mazat- 
lan  Quay  mas,  Mexico,  to  San  Francisco,  or  vice 
versa,  San  Francisco  to  either  of  the  before- 
mentioned  ports  or  places  ....  beginning 
the  adventure  upon  the  said  treasure,  bullion  and 
bonds  from  and  immediately  following  the  loading 
thereof  on  board  the  said  vessels  at  ports  and 
places  aforesaid,  and  so  shall  continue  until  the 
said  treasure,  bullion  and  bonds  shall  be  safely 
landed  at  ports  and  places  aforesaid ;  .  .  .  .in 
all  cases  the  agent  of  Wells,  Fargo,  and  Co.  to  for- 
ward to  the  San  Francisco  office  of  Wells,  Fargo 
and  Co.,  advices  of  the  amount  of  each  shipment." 
On  the  left  hand  margin  of  the  policy  is  a  memo- 
randum, which  need  not  be  recited,  except  one 
clause  thereof,  in  these  words :  "  Bisks  applicable 
to  be  reported  to  this  company  for  indorsement  on 
the  policy  as  soon  as  known  to  the  insured."  On 
the  right  hand  margin  is  a  memorandum  in  these 
words :  '*  This  underwriting  to  cover  treasure  and 
bullion  shipped  by  Wells,  Fargo  and  Co.'s  express, 
at  their  risk,  and  by  reason  ot  their  assuming  the 
responsibility  of  insurance  thereon."  These  are 
the  only  provisions  of  the  policy  affecting  the  pre- 
sent controversy. 

It  appears  from  the  agreed  statement  of  facts 
that  it  was  the  usual  custom  and  course  of 
business  between  these  parties  for  the  local  agents 
of  the  plaintiffs  at  the  ports  of  shipment  to 
forward  by  each  steamer  on  which  a  shipment 
was  made  to  the  San  Francisco  office  of  the 
plaintiffs,  advices  of  each  shipment,  on  the  receipt 
of  which  plaintiffs  sent  said  order  to  the  defendant, 
and  the  proper  endorsements  were  then  made  on 
the  policy,  in  accordance  with  the  advices ;  that 
the  steamer  on  which  the  shipment  was  made, 
being  the  ordinary  and  most  expeditious  means  of 
communication  between  the  saia  ports,  the  advices 
were  necessarily  received  and  indorsements  made 
after  the  safe  arrival  (or  loss)  of  the  treasure ;  that 
the  premiums  were  paid  by  the  plaintiffs  after  the 
indorsement  upon  the  monthly  statement  made 
up  and  presented  by  the  defendant  It  further 
appears  that  in  Sept.  1870,  the  steamer  Coniinen" 
iai  left  Guaymas  in  a  seaworthy  condition  for  San 
Francisco  4  and   that  in  the  due  course  of  her 


voyage  she  touched  at  MazaUan,  where  she  received 
and  discharged  freight  and  pasaeni^ers ;  after  which 
she  resum^  her  voyage,  and  within  a  few  days 
thereafter,  while  in  the  due  course  of  her  voyai^ 
was  wrecked  by  the  perils  of  the  sea,  and  became 
with  her  cargo,  ihclnding  the  treasure  hereafter  to 
be  mentioned,  a  total  loss :  that  at  Guaymas  and 
Mazatland  the  agents  of  the  plaintiffs  received  for 
them  from  various  shippers  money  and  treasure  to 
be  carried  to  San  Francisco,  which  were  shipped 
on  the  ContinerUol,  aooompained  with  advices  in 
the  usual  form  from  the  local  agents,  which  advices 
were  lost  with  the  vessel  But  duplicate  advices 
were  forwarded  by  the  succeeding  steamer,  and  on 
being  received  by  the  plaintiffs  were  sent  to  the 
defendant,'  and  the  inaorsements  made^  on  the 
policy  in  accordance  therewith.  The  advices  sent 
from  the  agent  at  Mazatlan  notified  the  plaintiffs 
of  a  shipment  of  treasure  by  the  Continental  to 
the  amount  of  6148  dels,  onlv ;  which  sum  was 
duly  indorsed  on  the  policy.  But  it  appears  from 
the  agreed  statement  while  the  vessel  was  en  route 
from  Guaymas  to  Mazatlan,  one  Smith,  a  mes- 
senger for  the  plaintiffs,  and  in  the  due  course  of 
his  business  and  employment  as  such,  received 
from  passengers  on  hoard  the  sum  of  7342  dels.  50 
cents.,tobe  by  the  plaintiffs,as  an  express  company, 
carried  to  San  Francisco,  "  and  for  which — beings 
duly  authorised  so  to  do — he  had  given  to  divers 
shippers  receipts  in  which  the  safe  carriage  of  said 
treasure  was  insured  against  all  peril;"  that  said 
messenger  had  said  treasure  in  his  possession  on 
board  said  steamer  during  the  time  she  was  lying 
at  Mazatlan ;  and  whilst  lying  at  said  port  other 
treasure  was  brought  on  board  by  other  shippers, 
and  delivered  to  and  received  by  said  messenger  to 
the  amount  of  2658  dols.  50  cents,  to  bein  like  manner 
transported  to  San  Francisco,  and  for  which  he 
gave  similar  receipts;  and  whilst  at  Mazatlan, 
with  all  of  said  treasure  in  his  possession  as  mes- 
senger on  board  said  steamer,  he  notified  the  looal 
agent  at  that  place  of  his  receipt  and  possession 
of  these  sums,  amounting  in  the  aggregate  to 
10,000  dels.,  in  order  that  the  local  agent  might 
embrace  that  amount  in  his  letter  of  advice  to  be 
sent  to  plaintiffs  by  the  steamer;  but  the  looal 
agent  forgot  and  omitted  to  do  so,  and  included  in 
his  letter  of  advice  only  the  6158  dols.  shipped  by 
himself.  It  further  appears  thai>  the  10,000  dole,  was 
lost  with  the  steamer,  and  the  plaintiffs  have  paid  to 
the  several  shippers  the  full  amounts  thereof.  Bat 
the  messenger  escaped  from  the  wreck,*  and  on  his 
arrival  at  San  Francisco  the  plaintiffs  ascertained 
from  him  the  foregoing  faces  in  respect  to  the 
10,000  dols.;  and  thereupon  on  delivering  to  the 
defendant  duplicate  letters  of  advice  above  men- 
tioned verbally  notified  the  defendant  of  said  faots, 
and  that  they  had  learned  the  same  from  Smith, 
and  requested  that  the  10,000  dols.  be  indorsed  on 
the  policy,  which  request  was  refused.  Subse- 
quently the  plaintiffs  procured  from  their  loofd 
agent  at  Mazatlan  a  correct  letter  of  advice,  bear- 
ing date  as  of  the  day  of  the  shipment  of  the  C7on- 
tinental,  and  which  included  the  10,000  dols. ;  and 
after  serving  this  on  the  defendant,  again  requested 
that  this  sum  be  indorsed  on  the  policy,  which 
request  was  again  refused. 

This  action  is  brought  to  enforce  payment  of 
the  10,000  dols.,  and  the  only  question  for  con- 
sideration is,  whether  on  these  facts  the  defendant 
is  liable  on  the  policy. 

The  principal  points  relied  upon  by  the  defence 
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•re :  First,  that  by  the  terms  of  the  policy  the  de- 
fendftQt  is  not  liable  for  treasnre  or  ballion  except 
"from  and  immediately  following  the  loading 
thereof  on  board  the  said  vi^ssel  *'  at  one  of  the 
eDQmerated  ports;  and  it  is  claimed  that  this 
treasQre  was  not  loaded  on  the  Gnntinfmtalt  in  the 
sense  of  the  policy,  at  either  of  the  said  ports ; 
secondly,  that  one  of  the  conditions  of  the  policy 
is  that  **  in  all  cases  agent  of  Wells,  Fargo,  and 
Co.  (shall)  forward  to  the  San  Francisco  office  of 
Wells,  Fargo,  and  Co.  advices  of  the  amoant  of 
each  shipment,"  and  ib  is  insisted  that  this  con- 
dition was  not  complied  with  in  respect  to  the 
10,000  dois.  The  argument  is  that  this  provision 
has  the  force  and  effect  of  an  express  warranty  on 
the  part  of  the  assured,  and  that  withouli  per- 
formance of  it  the  defendant  under  the  policy 
never  attached. 

In  constming  policies  of  insurance,  courts 
sre  governed  by  the  same  general  rules  which 
are  applicable  to  other  instruments,  and  effect 
is  to  be  given  to  the  intention  of  the  parties, 
to  be  ascertained  by  the  same  method  which 
is  employed  in  the  interpretation  of  other 
written  contracts.  Notwithstanding  the  numerous 
technical  phrases  which  are  usually  inserted  in 
policies,  and  the  peculiar  language  in  which  they 
are  generally  couched,  they  are.  after  all,  only 
written  contracts,  to  be  interpreted  by  the  same 
rales  which  apply  to  other  contracts,  and 
to  be  enforced  according  to  the  intention  of 
the  parties.  Applying  these  rules  to  this 
policy,  the  first  inquiry  is  what  was  intended 
by  the  provision,  that  the  adventure  was  to 
begin  from  and  immediately  after  the  "  loading  " 
of  the  treasure  on  board  the  vessel  at  one  of  the 
enumerated  ports  P  In  order  to  comply  with  this 
condition,  was  it  essential  that  the  treasure  should 
have  been  actually  placed  on  board  at  one  of  these 
ports,  or  was  it  sufficient  that  ib  was  already  on 
board  when  the  vessel  arrived  in  port,  and  con- 
tioDed  on  board  until  she  departed  on  her  voyage  P 
Similar  clauses  are  generally  inserted  in  marine 
policies,  and  have  been  frequently  considered  by 
tbeconrts. 

In  Murray  v.  The  Columbian  Insurance  Com- 
pany (11  John.,  N.  Y.  Sop.  Ct.  Rep.  301)  the 
policy  was  "  at  and  from  Cagliari  to  St.  Peters- 
bprg  .  .  .  upon  all  kinds  of  goods  and  merchan- 
dise, laden  or  to  be  laden  on  board  the  good 
American  ship  Rolla,  beginning  the  adventure 
upon  the  said  goods  and  merchandise  from  and 
immediately  following  the  loading  thereof  on 
board  the  said  vessel  at  Cagliari."  It  appeared 
that  on  arriving  at  Cagliari  the  vessel  had  scill  on 
board  a  portion  of  the  outward  cargo,  and  also 
merchandise  put  on  board  at  Messina.  On  her 
arri?al  at  Cagliari  the  cargo  was  hoisted  out  of 
the  hold  and  re- stowed,  but  no  new  cargo  was 
taken  on  board  except  a  quantity  of  salt.  The 
court  held  that  the  policy  did  not  attach  any 
portion  of  the  cargo  except  the  salt  taken  on  board 
at  Cagliari.  In  its  opinion  the  court  says,  it  has 
"  been  solemnly  determined,  on  different  occasions, 
by  this  oourt,  as  well  as  the  courts  of  England, 
that  in  policies  like  the  present  the  insurance 
attaches  only  on  the  cargo  taken  on  board  at  the 
port  where  the  venture  is  to  begin.''  In  commenting 
OQ  this  case,  Phillips,  in  his  treatise  on  insurance, 
■ays :  **  But  if  in  this  case  the  goods  had  been 
landed  upon  a  wharf,  and  then  taken  on  board 
igain,  there  seems  to  be  no  ground  to  doubt  of  this 
You  II.,  N.  8. 


being  a  '  loading '  within  the  terms  of  the  policy : " 
(sect.  939.)  Some  of  the  English  cases  also  hold 
that  a  partial  unloading  of  the  cargo  and  then 
putting  It  on  board  again  will  not  constitute  a  load- 
ing at  the  port  of  departure  on  the  voyage  covered 
by  the  policy  :  (Spitta  y.  Woodman,  2  Taunt.  416 ; 
16  East.  188,  n.)  In  another  case  of  a  similar 
character,  and  which  was  decided  in  the  same  way, 
the  court  puts  its  decision  partly  on  the  ground 
that  a  partial  unloading  and  reloading  of  the  cargo, 
at  the  port  of  departure  of  the  voyage  insured 
against,  is  not  a  *'  loading  *'  at  that  port  within 
the  terms  of  the  policy,  because  it  could  not  be 
known  whether  the  goods  had  been  damaged  on 
their  previous  transit,  before  the  commencement 
of  the  risk  insured:  (Homeyer  v.  LtMhington, 
15  East.  46.)  But  in  a  later  case,  where 
enough  of  the  carso  had  been  unlcMuled  to 
enable  the  Custom  House  officers  to  examine  the 
whole,  and  it  was  then  again  placed  on  board. 
Lord  Ellenborough  held  this  to  be  a  loading  at 
port  within  the  policy.  He  said ''  the  period  of  time 
from  which  the  responsibility  of  the  underwriter 
is  to  commence  as  to  goods,  and  to  which  the 
policy  refers  to  that  parpose,  is  as  fixed  by  this 
partial  unloading  and  reloading  at  Landscrona,  as 
by  a  more  perfect  and  entire  re-shipment  there ; 
it  is  sufficient  for  supplying  a  date,  which  is  the 
only  object  of  the  reference  in  question :  "  {Nonnen 
V.  Beid,  16  East.  176.)  In  commenting  on  this 
rule,  in  Bell  v.  Hohson  (16  East.  240),  the  eminent 
judge  said  that  "  a  very  strict,  and  certainly  a  con- 
struction not  to  be  favoured,  and  still  less  to  be 
extended,  was  adopted  in  Spitta  v.  Woodman,  If 
there  be  anything  to  indicate  that  a  prior  loading 
was  contemplated  by  the  parties,  it  will  release  the 
case  from  that  strict  construction."  In  Bickman 
V.  Oaralairs  (5  B.  &  Ad.  651)  the  rule  we  are  com- 
menting upon  is  adverted  to  "  as  strict  and  to  be 
relaxed  when  there  is  anything  in  the  policy  to 
satisfy  the  court  that  the  policy  was  intended  to 
cover  goods  previously  on  board."  The  same  pro- 
position, substantially,  is  announced  in  Bohertson 
V.  French  (4  East.  130).  After  summing  up  all 
the  decisions  on  this  point  the  result  is  thus 
stated  in  Phillips  on  insurance  (sect.  939) :  ''  From 
all  these  cases  it  is  not  easy  to  determine  the  con- 
struction of  a  policy,  in  which  the  risk  is  to 
commence  on  the  loading  of  the  goods  at  a 
port  named.  If  it  be  oonsi4ered  a  warranty 
that  the  goods  shall  be  loaded  at  such  port,  the 
courts,  seem,  in  some  of  the  above  cases,  to  have 
departed  from  the  usual  construction  of  express 
warranties.  But  if  these  words  are  to  be  consi- 
dered as  merely  description,  having  at  most  the 
force  of  a  representation,  they  will  not  affect  the 
contract  if  the  policy  provides  an^  other  way  of 
ascertaining  the  time  when  the  risk  commences. 
These  discrepant  decisions  certainly  do  not  coincide 
in  support  of  any  general  proposition.  That  to 
which  they  seem  to  be  the  nearest  approximation, 
and  which  may  be  adopted  without  a  departure 
from  any  general  principle  is,  that  this  speci- 
cation  of  the  terminus  a  quo,  unless  it  appear 
by  the  policy  to  be  intended  as  a  warranty  of 
the  loading  at  a  designated  place  is  to  be  taken 
as  mere  recital,  description  or  intention  or 
expectation,  being  at  most  an  implied  repre- 
sentation of  the  loading,  and  is  to  be  con- 
strued accordingly."  The  author  further  adds  : 
*'  There  is  no  need  of  resorting  to  the  doctrine 
of  warranty  to  provide  for  the  case  of  aggra- 
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vation  of  the  risk  by  reason  of  the  cargo  not 
being  put  on  board  at  the  place  named,  which  is 
mentioned  in  some  oases,  since  that  comes  appro- 
priateW  within  the  doctrine  of  representation  and 
concealment." 

Testing  the  policy  nnder  consideration  by 
these  rnles,  we  think  the  danse  which  pro- 
vides that  the  adventure  is  to  begin  "  from 
and  immediately  following  the  loading"  of  the 
treasure  on  board  at  one  of  the  enumerated 
ports  is  not  to  be  construed  as  a  warranty,  but,  in 
the  language  of  Mr.  Phillips,  "  as  mere  recital, 
description,  or  intention  or  expectation  *'  that  the 
treasure  was  to  be  shipped  from  the  enumerated 
ports.  We  arrive  at  this  conclusion  from  the 
policy  itself  and  from  the  agreed  statement  of 
facts.  It  was  known  to  tbe  defendant  that  the 
plaintiffs  were  engaged  in  the  business  of  common 
carriers  of  treasure  by  their  express  between  San 
Francisco  and  Quay  mas  and  the  intermediate  ports ; 
and  the  agreed  facts  leave  little  room  for  doubt 
that  it  was  also  aware  that  the  treasure  whilst  on 
board  was  to  be  in  the  care  and  custody  of  the 
plaintiff's  messenger,  who  was  authorised  to  re- 
ceive treasure  for  transportation  from  passengers 
on  board  en  route  between  San  Francisco  and  the 
enumerated  ports.  But  leaving  this  fact  out  of 
view  enough  appears  on  the  face  of  the  policy  to 
indicate  clearly  that  the  "loading"  in  a  strict 
sense  at  one  of  the  specified  ports  was  not  in- 
tended as  a  warranty.  From  the  very  nature  of 
the  transactions  to  which  the  policy  relates  it 
cannot  be  reasonably  inferred  that  if  treasure  was 
received  on  board  at  some  other  place  than  one  of 
those  designated,  and  was  carried  on  the  vessel, 
in  the  custody  of  the  messenger,  into  one  of  the 
specified  ports,  en  route  for  San  Francisco,  the 
policy  was  not  intended  then  to  attach,  unless  the 
treasure  was  put  over  the  vessel's  side  and  again 

E laced  on  board.  It  cannot  be  denied  that  if  this 
ad  been  done  at  Mazatlan,  with  the  treasure 
received  by  the  messenger,  it  would  have  been  a 
"  loading  "  at  that  port  within  the  very  letter  of 
the  policy.  But  the  parties  contemplated  no  such 
idle  and  useless  act  as  a  condition  on  which  the 
risk  was  to  commence.  We  have  not  the  least 
doubt  that  the  risk  was  intended  to  commence 
when  the  treasure  was  actually  on  board  at  one  of 
the  specified  ports,  in  the  possession  of  the  plain- 
tifiE's  messenger  for  transportation,  whether  it  was 
first  taken  on  board  at  that  port  or  at  some  other 
place  in  the  course  of  the  voyage.  The  rule  of 
law  is  that  policies  are  to  be  construed  liberally  in 
favour  of  the  assured :  (Bolker  v.  Cheat  Western 
Ins.  Go,,  3  Keys,  23.)  But  to  hold  that  this 
treasure  was  not  '*  loaded  "  on  board  at  Mazatlan 
in  the  sense  of  the  policy  would  be  to  sacrifice 
the  substance  to  the  shadow  and  to  defeat  the 
rights  of  the  assured  by  a  strict  and  over-tech- 
nical construction  at  variance  with  the  plain  inten- 
tion of  the  parties,  to  be  deduced  from  the  nature 
of  the  transactions  to  which  the  policy  relates. 

In  considering  the  second  point  made  by  the  de- 
fendant, it  will  be  necessary  to  construe,  in  connec- 
tion with  other  provisions  of  the  policy,  the  clause 
which  requires  ''  in  all  cases  the  agent  of  Wells, 
Fargo,  and  Co.,  to  forward  to  the  San  Francisco 
office  of  Wells,  Fargo,  and  Co.,  advices  of  the 
amount  of  such  shipment."  The  policy  does  not 
require  these  advices  to  be  forwarded  nor  in  any 
manner  delivered  to  the  insurance  company.  On 
the  contrary,  another  clause  provides  how  the 


information  was  to  be  given  to  the  defendant  of 
the  shipment — "risks  applicable  hereto  to  be  re- 
ported to  this  company  for  indorsement  on  the 
policy  as  soon  as  known  to  the  assured."  It  was 
the  duty  of  the  plaintiffs  under  this  clause  to  report 
to  the  defendant  the  amount  of  the  shipment  as 
soon  as  the  fact  was  made  *'  known  "  to  them,  by 
whatever  method  the  information  was  obtained. 
They  were  not  to  be  at  liberty  to  await  advices 
from  their  agent,  provided  the  &bot  came  to  their 
knowledge  earlier  and  throagh  a  different  channel. 
The  clause  requiring  advices  from  the  agent  was 
doubtless  intended  in  some  degree  for  the  benefit  of 
the  insurance  company,  to  enable  it  to  guard  against 
fraud  or  mistake  as  to  the  fact,  date,  and  amount  of 
the  shipment.  It  was  apparently  inserted  for  the 
purpose  of  affording  evidence  of  these  points  in 
case  a  controversy  should  arise  either  before  or 
after  the  indorsement,  as  to  the  fact,  date,  or 
amount  of  the  shipment.  But  it  was  not  a  con- 
dition precedent  without  the  performance  of  which 
the  plaintiffs  could  in  no  event  nor  under  any  oir- 
cumstances  become  entitled  to  the  indorsement. 
If  it  had  been  so  intended,  the  policy  would  have 
proved  that  the  advices  or  duplicates  thereof 
should  be  forwarded  or  delivered  to  the  under- 
writer, and  that  the  indorsement  should  cor- 
respond with  the  advices.  But  so  far  from  this, 
the  policy  fails  to  provide  that  the  advices  were 
even  to  be  shown  to  the  defendant  prior  to  tbe 
indorsement;  btit  requires  the  plaintifi*s  to  report 
the  shipment  for  indorsement "  as  soon  as  known  " 
to  them,  omitting  any  reference  to  the  advices  as 
the  source  of  the  information.  If  the  forwarding 
of  the  advices  by  the  agent  is  to  be  deemed  an 
express  warranty  on  the  part  of  the  assured,  as 
contended  by  the  defendant,  then  it  must  have 
been  strictly  and  even  literally  performed  befoi^ 
the  right  to  demand  the  indorsement  accrued. 
Even  an  overwhelming  necessity,  an  accident 
asrainst  which  no  degree  of  vigilance  could  have 
guarded,  a  force  which  was  irresistible,  would  not 
have  excused  its  performance.  In  Pawson  v.  Wat' 
arm  (Cowp.  785)  Lord  Mansfield  says :  *'  A  warranty 
must  be  strictly  performed ;  nothing  tantamount 
will  do."  In  Blackhurst  v.  Oockell  (3  Term,  360) 
Mr.  Justice  Butler  said :  "  It  is  a  matter  of  in- 
difference whether  the  thing  warranted  be  material 
or  not ;  but  it  must  be  literally  complied  with." 
In  De  Hahn  v.  Hartley  (I  Term,  343),  Mr.  Justice 
Ashurst  said :  "  The  very  meaning  of  a  warranty 
is  to  preclude  all  quesbions  whether  it  has  been 
substantially  complied  with ;  it  must  be  literally." 
In  Newcastle  Fire  Insurance  Company  v.  Mac' 
morran  (3  Dow's  Ho.  of  L.  Oas.  255),  Lord  Eldon 
said :  "  When  a  thing  is  warranted,  it  most  be 
exactly  what  it  is  stateid  to  be."  See  also  Phillips 
on  Insurance,  s.  762.  It  is  clear,  therefore,  that  if 
the  provision  under  discussion  is  to  be  deemed  an 
express  warranty,  it  must  have  been  strictly  per- 
formed to  entitle  the  plaintiffs  to  an  indorsement 
of  the  10,000  dels,  on  the  policy.  Treated  in  that 
light,  they  would  not  have  been  entitled  to  the 
indorsement,  even  though  the  treasure  had  been 
shipped  by  the  agent  in  the  most  formal  manner 
at  Mazatlan,  but  before  preparing  his  advices  he 
had  suddenly  died  or  been  disabled;  nor  even 
though  some  other  person,  having  knowledge  of 
the  fact,  had  sent  the  advices  of  his  own  accord. 
In  the  case  supposed,  if  the  treasure  had  arrived 
safely  at  its  destination,  the  defendant,  on  this 
theory,  would  not  have  been  entitled  to  demand 
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the  prominm  on  it,  nor  the  plaintiffs  to  recover  its 
?aloe»  if  it  had  been  lost.  In  other  words,  it 
would  not  hare  been  protected  by  the  policy,  as 
the  risk  had  never  attached. 

Constming  the  whole  policy,  according  to  what 
we  think  was  the  intention  and  anderstandiog 
of  the  parties,  and  considering  the  natare  of 
the  transactions  to  which  the  policy  related, 
we  are  satisfied  it  was  not  contemplated  that 
the  forwarding  of  advices  by  the  agent  shoald 
be  deemed  a  condition  precedent  without  a  strict 
performance  of  which  a  right  to  demand  an  in- 
dorsement by  the  one  party  or  the  payment  of 
premiams  by  the  other  would  not  accrue. 

The  only  remaining  point  made  by  the  defen- 
dant is  that  the  loss  having  already  occurred 
ind  become  known  to  the  parties  before  the  in- 
dorsement was  demanded,  the  defendant  was  under 
no  obligatioa  to  assume  a  loss  which  was  known 
to  have  already  happened.  If  this  theory  be 
oorreot,  the  phuntifra  were  under  no  obli^tion  to 
report  for  ^  indorsement  shipments  •  which  had 
already  arrived  safely,  nor  to  pay  the  premiums 
thereon.  Such  a  construction  would  practically 
nollify  the  policy  in  respect  to  shipments  from  the 
Mexican  ports  named  therein.  The  agreed  state- 
ment shows  that  the  usual  and  most  expeditious 
method  of  forwarding  advices  from  those  ports 
was  by  the  steamer  on  which  the  treasure  was 
shipped ;  and  if  the  plaintiffs  were  not  bound  to 
report  for  indorsement,  nor  to  pay  premiums  on 
ibipments  which  had  already  arrived,  nor  the  de- 
fieDdant  to  pay  losses  known  to  have  occurred 
before  the  indorsement  was  demanded,  it  results 
that  the  policy  was  a  nullity  in  respect  to  ship- 
ments from  tnese  ports,  and  imposed  no  obligation 
on  either  party .  But  the  parties  have  themselves 
interpreted  the  contract  in  this  respect.  The 
agreed  statement  shows  that  it  was  the  practice 
of  the  plaintiffs  to  pay  and  of  the  defendants  to 
receive  premiums  on  shipments  which  had  already 
arrived,  and  it  ought  not  now  to  be  permitted  to 
escape  liability  for  a  loss  on  the  ground  that  the 
loss  was  known  to  have  occurred  before  the  in- 
dorsement was  demanded. 

JudgwierUrever$ed  and  cause  remanded,  with  an 
order  to  the  court  hehw  to  enter  judgment  for 
theplad/n  tiffs  on  the  agreed  statement  of  facts, (a) 
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Friday,  May  16, 1873. 

(Present:  The  Lobd  Ghaitcbllor  (Selbome),  Lord 
Ghbucsford,  Lord  Colonsat,  and  Lord  Cairns.) 

Waisok  abd  Company  v,  Shankland  and  others. 

Oharter^party — Adtfonces  against  freight-^S  tipula- 
tion  for  insurance  upon  advances  being  effected 
by  charterers. 

By  a  charter-pariy  made  at  Bombay,  a  ship 
of  the  respondents,  merchants  at  Greenock, 
wu  to  proceed  from  Bombay  to  Calcutta, 
and  there  load  a  cargo  to  be  conveyed  to  the 
United  Kingdom,  A  clause  in  the  chaHer-party 
was  asfoUou>s :  '*  Sufficient  cash  for  ship's  ordi- 
nary disbursements  to  be  advanced  the  master 
acainst  freight ;  subject  to  interest,  insurance,  and 
2i  par  cent  commission ;  and  the  master  to  in' 

_ja)TbigflMeto  taluii  from  a  report  foraiihed  by  the  official 
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dorse  the  amount  so  advanced  upon  his  biUs  of 
lading,^'  Of  this  charter-party  the  appellants 
were  indorsees.  While  the  ship  was  cU  Calcutta 
preparing  for  the  voyage,  various  advances  for  the 
ship's  ordinary  disbursements  were  made  hy  the 
appellants,  and  the  master  gave  them,  on  account 
of  such  advances,  a  biU  drawn  on  the  respondents. 
The  respondents  refused  to  accept  the  btU,  on  the 
ground  that  the  master  had  no  power  to  give  it, 
and  tluU  under  the  charter-party  the  appellants 
should  Jiave  effected  an  insurance  on  freight  to  the 
amownt  of  their  advances.  No  such  insurance 
was,  however,  effected,  though  the  appellants  had 
time  to  insure  after  notice  of  the  respondents* 
refusal  to  accept  the  biU.  The  ship  having  been 
lost  on  the  voyage  to  the  United  Kingdom,  the 
appellants  brought  an  action  to  recover  the  amount 
of  their  adva/nces. 
Held  {affirming  an  interlocutor  of  the  First  Division 
of  the  Court  of  Session),  that  under  the  charter- 
^arty  the  respondents  had  a  right  to  rely  on  an 
insurance  upon  the  advances  being  made  by  the 
appellants,  who  had  stipulated  for  and  received 
the  right  to  charge  the  premium  ;  and  that  tJie 
appeUanis,  having  chosen  not  to  insure,  must  bear 
tfie  loss. 
Held  further  that  a  clause  in  the  interlocutor 
appealed  from,  affirming  that  in  law  advances 
against  freight  for  a  ship's  ordinary  disburse 
menis  can  be  recovered  in  the  event  of  the  loss  of 
cargo, should  be omitted,becaus6 unnecessary  and, 
assuming  the  question  to  be  governed  by  English 
arul  not  Scotch  law,  incorrect.(a) 
Tuis  was  an  appeal  from  the  Court  of  Session. 

The  facts  were  as  follows :  On  20  Aug.  1863, 
a  charter-party  was  entered  into  between  James 
M'Kirdy,  master  and  part  owner  of  the  ship  Janet 
Cowan,  and  Ralli  Brothers,  of  Bombay,  where  the 
Tessel  then  was,  in  terms  whereof  the  ship  was  to 
proceed  to  Calcutta,  there  to  be  loaded  by  the 
charterers  or  their  agents  with  a  cargo  for  the 
United  Kingdom,  "  the  freight  to  be  paid  on  un- 
loading and  right  delivery  of  the  cargo.*' 

The  charter-party  contained  the  folio  wing  clause: 
*' Sufficient  cash  for  the  shipa's  ordinary  dis- 
bursements to  be  advanced  the  master  against 
freight,  subject  to  interest,  insurance,  and  2J  per 
cent,  commission ;  and  the  master  to  indorse  the 
amount  so  advanced  upon  his  bill  of  lading." 

On  2nd  Oct.  1863,  Balli  Brothers  transferred 
their  rights  and  interest  in  the  charty-party  to 
Messrs.  Grant,  Smith  and  Co.,  by  whom  it  was 
indorsed  to  Messrs.  William  Watson  and  Co.  on 
the  13th  of  the  same  month. 

The  vessel,  in  pursuance  of  the  charter-party, 
proceeded  to  Calcutta,  where  she  was  loaded  with  a 
cargo  for  the  United  Kingdom  by  Watson  and  Co., 
who,  between  7th  Nov.  and  17th  Dec.  1863,  while 
the  ship  was  preparing  for  the  voyage,  made 
various  cash  advances  to  or  on  the  order  of  the 
master  for  the  ship*s  ordinary  disbursements,  to 
account  whereof  the  master  granted  a  bill  to 
Watson  and  Co.  for  500{.  drawn   upon   Bobert 

(a)  There  is  no  donbt  that  by  English  Law  an  advance 
against  freight  made  in  the  port  of  loading  cannot  be 
recovered  if  the  ship  be  loat  before  reaching  her  destina- 
tion. The  American  role,  on  the  other  hand,  is  directly 
contrary  to  the  English  rale.  All  the  authorities  on  the 
sabject,  both  American  and  English,  will  be  found  col- 
lected in  a  note  by  the  Sheriff,  who  decided  this  case, 
appended  to  the  report  of  the  case  in  the  Court  of 
Session :  Court  of  Session  Cases,  3rd  series,  vol.  10, 
p.  144.— Ed. 
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Shankland,  merchant,  in  Greenock,  the  ma  nasi  ng 
owner  of  the  vesBel.  This  bill  was  presented  for 
acceptance  on  17thDec.l863,but  Shankland  refused 
to  accept  it,  on  the  ground  that  the  master  had  no 
power  to  grant  it,  and  that  under  the  charter- 
party  Watson  and  Co.  should  have  effected  an  in- 
surance npon  the  freight  for  the  amount  of  their 
advances.  I^o  such  insurance,  however,  was  made 
by  Watson  and  Co.,  although  they  had  time  to 
do  so  after  receiving  intimation  of  Shankland's 
refusal  to  accept  the  bill.  The  ship  sailed  from 
Calcutta  on  9th  Nov.  1863,  and  was,  with  her  cargo, 
totally  lost  on  7th  April,  1864. 

Under  the  circumstances  Watson  and  Co. 
brought  an  action  in  the  Sheriff  Court  of  Renfrew 
against  Shankland,  M'Kirdy,  and  the  other  ovmers 
of  the  ship,  for  recovery  of  6962.  Os,  34.,  the 
alleged  amount  of  their  advances  against  freight 
for  the  ship's  disbursements  while  preparing  for  the 
voyage,  with  interest  and  2^  per  cent,  commission 
on  the  total  amount  of  freight,  which  they  claimed 
as  having  acted  in  the  capacity  of  shipping  agents 
for  the  vessel.  This  action  was  not  founded  on 
the  bill  for  5001.  granted  bv  the  master,  which,  not 
being  stamped,  was  invalid  under  the  stat.  17  <&  18 
Yict.  c.  83,  s.  5,  but  the  bill  was  referred  to  as 
evidence  of  the  nature  of  the  transaction. 

The  pursuers  pleaded ;  First,  the  defenders  are 
liable  for  the  obligations  of  the  defender  M*Kirdy, 
incurred  in  his  character  of  master  and  part 
owner  of  their  ship ;  secondly,  the  defender  Robert 
Shankland,  as  managing  owner  or  ship's  husband, 
having  authorised  the  defender  M'Kirdy  to  pass 
drafts  on  him  for  the  ship's  debts,  was  bound  to 
accept  the  bill,  and  is  liable  therefore  and  for  the 
loss  caused  by  non-acceptance ;  thirdly,  the  whole  de- 
fenders are  liable  for  the  acts  of  the  master  and 
part  owner  and  of  the  managing  owner  or  ship's 
husband ;  fourthly  the  defender  M'Kirdy  is  liable 
individually  for  the  sum  in  the  bill  granted  by  him 
and  dishonoured. 

The  defenders  pleaded :  First,  the  advances  by  the 
pursuers  for  the  ship's  disbursements  at  Calcutta, 
being  a  pavment  and  not  a  loan,  cannoc  be  re- 
covered back  from  the  defenders;  secondly,  the  pur- 
suers, as  the  charterers  of  the  vessel,  or  the  trans- 
ferees or  indorsees  of  the  charter-party,  were  not  en- 
titled to  take  and  the  master  was  not  entitled  to 
grant,  a  bill  of  exchange  for  repayment  of  a  sum  of 
money  in  which  the  pursuers  themselves  under  the 
Charter-party  were  at  t  he  time  indebted  to  the  master 
and  owners  of  the  vessel ;  thirdly,  the  master  of  a 
vessel  has  no  power  in  a  foreign  port  to  bind  his 
owners  in  a  bill  debt,  even  for  the  ordinary  disburse- 
ment of  the  vessel ;  and  more  especially  he  has  no 
power  to  bind  his  owners  in  such  a  debt  to  the  char- 
terers of  the  vessel  when  such  parties  are  them- 
selves bound  to  provide,  by  means  of  a  payment  on 
account  of  freight,  the  master  of  the  vessel  with 
the  funds  necessary  to  pi^  such  disbursements. 

The  Sheriff- Substitute  (Tennant)  pronounced 
an  interlocutor,  which,  after  various  findings  in 
regard  to  the  facts,  proceeded :  '*  In  puint  of  law 
finds  that  the  money  thus  paid  by  the  pursuers 
was  not  a  loan  made  by  them  to  or  for  before  of 
the  defenders,  or  of  the  master  of  the  Jm^i  Cowan, 
but  that  it  is  to  be  held  as  having  been  made  in 
terms  of  the  clanse  of  the  charter-party,  in  regard 
to  cash  for  ship's  disbursements,  to  which  the 
pursuers  were  parties  :  Finds  that  by  the  terms  of 
the  said  clause  the  pursuers  were  bound  to  fcmish 
sufficient  cash  for  ship's  ordinary  disbursements, 


as  an  advance  against  the  freight  which  it  wa^ 
expected  would  be  earned  at  the  conclusion  of  the 
voyage ;  and  that  the  defenders  were  not  bound 
to  repay  to  the  pursuers  the  sum  thus  advanced  to 
them  in  terms  of  the  charter-party :  Finds  that  the 
pursuers  are  entitled  to  receive  interest,  the 
premium  of  insurance,  and  a  commission  of  2^  per 
cent,  npon  the  advances  made  by  them ;  and  of 
consent  of  parties  decerns  for  the  same, 
amounting  to  the  sum  of  441L  48. :  Finds  that  it 
has  not  been  proved  that  the  pursuers  were 
agents  for  the  ship  at  Calcutta,  and  therefore 
finds  that  they  are  not  entitled  to  the  commission 
charged  by  them  in  the  account  appended  to  the 
summons.  With  the  exception  of  the  sum  above- 
mentioned,  assoilzies  the  defenders  from  the  con- 
clusions of  the  summons,  finds  the  defenders 
entitled  to  expenses,  4&c." 

On  appeal  the  Sheriff  (Fraser)  allowed  the  pur- 
suers to  add  the  following  plea  in  law  to  the  record: 
*'  Sixthly  :  the  sums  sued  for  having  in  any  view 
been  made  as  an  advance  against  freight,  and  no 
freight  having  been  earned,  the  derenders  are 
obliged  to  repay  the  same  and  commission  thereon 
to  the  pursuers,  with  interest,  as  libelled." 

The  Sheriff  afterwards  re-recalled  the  judgment 
of  the  Sheriff- Substitute,  and  in  place  thereof  : 
"  Finds  that  the  money  paid  by  the  pursuers  to 
the  captain  was  not  a  loan  made  by  them  to  or  for 
behoof  of  the  master  of  the  Janet  Oowan  as 
representing  the  defenders,  but  was  an  advance  as 
against  freight  for  ship's  ordinary  disbursements, 
subject  to  interest,  insurance,  and  2^  per  cent, 
commission.  Finds  in  law  that  the  defenders  are 
bound  to  pay  to  the  pursuers  the  sum  of  441Z  4s, 
thus  advanced  to  the  captain,  with  interest  thereon 
at  the  rate  of  5  per  cent,  from  the  last  date  of  the 
advance  together  with  commission  of  2iper  cent, 
upon  the  advances :  Finds  that,  as  the  pursuers  did 
not  effect  insurance  upon  the  advances  so  made  by 
them,  they  are  not  entitled  to  recover  from  the 
defenders  any  sum  under  that  head;  Finds  that  the 
pursuers  were  not  agents  for  the  ship  at  Calcutta, 
and  that  they  were  not  entitled  to  charge  commis- 
sion as  such.  Decerns  against  the  defenders  for 
the  said  sum  of  4411,  4«.,  togecher  with  interest 
thereon  at  the  rate  of  5  per  cent.,  from  17th  Deo., 
1863,  till  payment;  and  also  for  the  sum  of  111.  02. 6c2 , 
being  commission  of  2|  per  cent  upon  the  said 
advances  together  with  interest  on  the  said  sum  of 
111.  Oa.  6d,  at  5  per  cent  from  17th  Dec.,  1863,  till 
payment :  Finds  no  expenses  due  to  either  party, "Ao. 
The  defenders  appealed,  and,  after  hearing  counsel, 
the  oonrt  appointed  the  cause  to  be  re-argued 
before  them,  with  the  assistance  of  three  judges  of 
the  Second  Division. 

On  2nd  Dec.  1871,  the  court  pronounoed  the 
following  interlocutor.  "  Recall  the  interlocutors 
of  the  sheriff  and  sheriff-substitute.  .  .  .  Find 
that  by  this  action  the  pursuers  as  charterers  daim 
repayment  of  their  advances  to  the  master  at  Cal- 
cutta, besides  interest  at  5  per  cent,  thereon  till 
payment,  and  2^  per  cent,  commission;  but  find 
that  they  do  not  claim  the  amount  of  premiums 
that  would  have  been  required  to  insure  so  much 
of  the  freight  as  corresponds  to  the  amount  of  their 
advances :  Find  in  law  that  cash  advanced  against 
freight  to  the  master  of  a  ship  for  ordinary  ship 
disbursements  at  the  port  of  loading  is  not  in  or- 
dinary circumstances,  equivalent  to  a  payment  of 
freight,  but  is  to  be  held  as  an  advance  in  con- 
sideration of  the  subsequent  perfornuince  of  the 
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oontraot  by  the  owDers  and  Bhipmaster  by  the 
righfc  delivery  of  the  cargo  at  the  port  of  dis- 
cbtrge ;  and  that  if  there  is  a  failure  of  the  con- 
sideration, by  the  voyage  not  being  aocompMshed 
and  tb^  cargo  rightly  delivered  at  the  port  of  dis- 
charge, the  charterers  are  entitled,  in  respect  of  soch 
ftilareof  consideration,  to  recover  the  amonnt  of  the 
said  advance  from  the  owners ;  bat  find  that  in  the 
present  case  the  charterers,  having  stipulated  that 
(bey  ^hoald  be  entitled  to  insure  freight  at  the 
owner's  expense  to  an  amount  corresponding  with 
the  amonnt  of  their  advances,  mast  be  held  to 
have  limited  their  security  for  repayment  of  the 
advances  to  the  right  of  set-off  in  settling  with  the 
owners  if  the  freight  should  be  earned,  and  to  the 
amonnt  of  the  said  insurance  if  the  ship  and  cargo 
shonld  be  lost,  and  to  have  relinqaished  or  dis- 
charged the  personal  obligation  of  the  owners  for 
repayment  in  the  latter  event :  Therefore, find  that 
the  parsuers  have  failed  to  establish  their  claim  of 
repetition  against  the  defenders ;  bat,  in  respect  of 
the  agreement  and  covenant  of  parties,  decern 
acainst  the  defenders  for  payment  to  the  parsuers 
of  21Z.  17«.,  being  tLe  amount  of  the  premium  of 
insurance  and  commission  stipulated  by  the 
charter-party  to  be  paid  to  the  charterers  in  re- 
spect of  the  advance  made  to  the  master  at  Gal- 
CQita  as  aforesaid,  with  interest  thereon  at  the  rate 
of  5  per  cent,  per  annum  from  and  after  7th 
July,  1864,  till  payment.  Quoad  ultra  assoilzie 
the  defenders  and  decern :  Find  the  defenders 
entitled  to  expenses  both  in  this  court  and  the  in- 
ferior court;  allow  accounts,  &o,*'  The  grounds 
of  this  interlocutor  were :  First,  that  an  advance  by 
the  charterers  of  a  ship  to  account  of  freight  is, 
on  the  loss  of  ship  and  cargo,  recoverable  from  the 
ship-owners  where  the  charter-party  contains  no 
Btipnlatioo,  express  or  implied,  to  the  contrary; 
the  law  of  Scotland  upon  this  point,  although  con- 
trary to  that  of  England,  being  in  conformity  with 
the  law-merchant  of  every  other  trading  com- 
munity ;  but,  secondly  (by  a  majority  of  seven  j  udges, 
disi,  the  Lord  Justice  Clerk  and  Lord  Kinloch), 
that  the  clause  in  the  charter-party  in  this  case, 
"  sufficient  cash  for  ship's  ordinary  disbursements 
to  be  advanced  the  master  against  freight,  subject 
to  interest,  insurance,  and  2^  per  cent,  com- 
mission," exempted  the  shipowners  from  liability 
for  repayment  of  such  advances,  by  giving  the 
charterers  an  insurable  interest  in  the  freight  to 
the  extent  of  the  sums  advanced,  so  that  not 
having  insured,  as  they  might  have  done,  at  the 
expense  of  the  shipowners,  they  were  in  the  posi- 
tion of  being  their  own  insurers,  taking  upon 
themselves  the  risk  of  the  safe  arrival  of  the  ship 
Mid  cargo :  (Court  of  Session  Cases,  3rd  series, 
Vol.  10,  p.  144.) 

BuU,  Q.C.  and  F.  M.  WhUe,  for  the  appellants, 
ocmtended  that  the  Court  of  Session  was  wrong  in 
deoidfaig  that  the  terms  of  the  contract  overrode 
tbegeneral  rule  of  the  law  of  Scotland. 

loim^,  Q.C.  (Lord  Advocate),  and  Benjamin, 
Q-C,  contra,  oitisd  the  judgment  of  Willes,  J.,  in 
3Vwe»  V.  Worms  (34  L.  J.  274,  C.P. ;  12  L.  T.  Rep. 
N.  8. 548). 

The  LoBO  Chancellor  (Selborne). — My  Lords, 
the  true  construction  of  this  contract  may  be  that 
the  advance  was  to  be  a  loan  upon  the  security  of 
the  freight,  and  not  a  prepayment  of  freight.  It  is 
zoi  necessary  that  your  Lordships  should  decide 
the  qoettion,  and  I  should  not  advise  your  Lord- 
*^pe  to  pass  your  decision  in  such  af  orm  as  to  affect 


the  future  determination  of  such  a  question  should 
it  arise.  But,  assuming  this  was  to  be  a  loan  upon 
the  security  of  the  freight,  and  not  a  prepayment 
of  the  freight,  or  a  part  payment  of  the  freight,  or 
a  payment  on  account  of  the  freight,  within  the 
principle  of  the  authorities  which  have  been  re- 
ferred to,  still  the  question  is  whether,  according 
to  the  true  and  sound  construction  of  this  contract, 
it  was  not  understood  and  agreed  between  the  two 
partied  that  the  insurance,  which  it  was  for  the 
interest  of  both  to  have  made  in  the  most  proper 
and  convenient  manner,  should  be  made  by  the 
charterers. 

Apart,  my  Lords,  from  any  evidence  as  to 
usage,  1  cannot  but  think  that  it  is  a  sound 
view  of  this  mercantile  contract  to  hold  that  it 
provides  for  insurance,  and  does  not  leave  the  sub- 
ject of  insurance  uncertain  and  indeterminate. 
Insurance  is  mentioned,  as  your  Lordships  will  ob- 
serve, in  direct  connection  with  two  other  things, 
which  were  not  uncertain,  and  which  were  not 
indeterminate,  namely,  interest  and  commission. 
Interest  was  to  be  charged  at  all  events ;  commis- 
sion was  to  be  charged  at  all  events.  It  ap- 
pears to  me  that  there  is  nothing  to  lead  us  to 
suppose  that  insurance  was  not  to  be  as  much 
a  fixed  term  of  the  contract  as  interest  and 
commission,  and  that  not  the  less  because  all 
these  terms  are  primarily  in  favour  of  and  for  the 
protection  of  the  {)erson  advancing  the  money. 
The  shipowners  subject  themselves  to  the  burden, 
but  both  parties  have  an  interest  in  diminishing 
that  burden  ;  and,  therefore,  as  either  one  or  the 
other  ought  to  make  an  insurance,  it  was  reason- 
able that  they  shonld  make  a  contract  between 
themselves  as  to  how  the  insurance  was  to  be 
effected. 

One  of  your  Lordships  put  to  Mr.  Butt  this 
observation,  in  which  Mr.  Butt  expressed  his  con- 
currence, that  '*  these  are  all  things  as  to  which  the 
charterers  were  to  be  creditors  of  the  other  party." 
But  if  the  charterers  were  to  be  the  creditors  of 
the  other  party  for  all  these  things,  then  that  was 
a  part  of  the  contract.  The  charterers  were  to 
advance  the  money,  they  were  to  charge  interest, 
they  were  to  charge  commission,  and  they  were 
to  charge  insurance ;  and  how  could  they  charge 
insurance  unless  insurance  was  effected  P 

The  good  sense  of  the  matter  concurs  with  that 
yiew ;  because  the  charterers  would  not  be  satisfied 
unless  the  insurance  was  made  under  their  control 
—a  control  for  which  it  was  reasonable  that  they 
should  stipulate ;  and  it  would  be  only  by  them, 
when  the  advances  were  made,  that  the  precise 
amount  for  which  the  insurance  was  to  be  effected 
would  be  known.  I  take  it,  therefore,  that  as 
between  these  parties  it  is  a  contract  in  substance 
to  this  effect :  "  I,  the  borrower,  give  you,  the 
lender,  a  right  to  charge  me  with  the  premium  of 
insurance,*'  which  is  very  much  the  same  thing  in 
principle  as  if  the  borrower  had  put  the  money 
mto  his  hands  for  the  purpose  o!  effecting  that 
insurance.  I  by  no  means  think  it  necessary  to 
say  what  the  result  might  have  been  if  for  any 
reasonable  cause  he  had  determined  not  to  avail 
himself  of  the  right  to  insure  and  to  charge  the 
premiums  of  the  insurance,  and  had  given  notice 
of  that  to  the  other  party  in  reasonable  time.  The 
charterers  here  did  not,  in  fact,  do  so ;  although, 
according  to  the  evidence,  there  was  abundance  of 
time  for  them  to  do  so.  Still  less  do  I  desire  to 
say    anything  which  would  affect  the  question 
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which  might  have  ariseD,  if,  having  effected  that 
insaranoe,  that  iosarance  had,  through  some  caase 
not  impatahle  to  the  charterers,  become  uaavailable. 
I  proceed,  my  Lords,  upon  the  assumption  that  it 
may  be  the  construction  of  this  contract,  that  in 
either  of  these  events  the  charterers,  acting 
reasonably  and  according  to  good  faith,  would  be 
held  entitled  to  recover  in  the  event  of  the  loss  of 
the  ship. 

The  question  is,  whether  under  this  contract  the 
shipowners  had  not  a  right  to  rely  upon  that  in- 
surance being  made  by  the  charterers,  who  here 
stipulated  for  and  received  the  right  to  charge  the 
premiums.    I  think  the  shipowners  had  this  right. 

The  charterers  neglected  to  insure,  and 
neglected  to  give  notice  of  the  non-insurance. 
What  must  be  the  consequence  of  a  loss  of  the 
ship,  the  charterers  knowing  that  the  insurance 
was  not  effected  ?  Upon  one  or  the  other  of  these 
two  parties  that  loss  must  fall.  If  the  insurance 
had  been  made,  and  the  money  paid  by  the  ship- 
owners, then  the  benefit  of  the  insurance  would 
have  accrued  to  the  shipowners.  It  is  very  much 
like  the  right  of  a  man  who  gives  several  securi- 
ties, when  he  pays  off  the  mortgagee,  to  have  all 
the  securities  delivered  up  into  his  own  hands, 
unless  a  reason,  which  is  a  sound  and  good  one, 
and  consistent  with  the  duty  of  the  mortgagee, 
and  which  is  not  imputable  to  his  own  fault,  can 
be  given  for  the  failure  of  any  one  of  them.  This 
seems  to  have  been  really  the  view  which  pre- 
vailed, on  the  whole,  in  the  minds  of  the  learned 
judges  in  the  court  below,  and  I  think  the  soundest 
course  for  your  Lordships  to  take  will  be  to  found 
your  judgment  entirely  upon  that  view. 

But  in  the  interlocutor  under  appeal,  there  are 
certain  findings  which  your  Lordships  will  probably 
think  go  beyond  the  requirements  of  the  present 
case.  There  is  a  finding  as  to  the  general  law  upon 
the  subject.  Now  I  do  not  think  it  expedient  that 
that  finding  should  be  retained ;  first,  because  it 
does  not  appear  to  me  that  upon  this  occasion  we 
ousht  to  decide  any  question  of  general  law  at  all ; 
and,  secondly,  because  if  we  did  it  would  be  ne- 
cessary to  consider  how  far  that  law  ought  to  be 
the  English  or  the  Scotch  law ;  and,  finally,  if  it 
ought  to  be  the  English,  whether  it  would  be  a 
sa^  thing  to  lay  down  the  rule  in  the  terms  which 
are  here  stated — terms  which  certainly  do  not 
agree  with  the  rule  lately  stated  in  the  English 
case  of  Byrne  v.  Schiller  (25  L.  T.  Rep.  N.  S.  211 ; 
L.  Eep.  6  Ex.  319).  I  should  therefore  propose  to 
your  Lordships  to  vary  the  interlocutor  appealed 
from,  by  omitting  the  following  words :  — 

"  Find  in  law  that  cash  advanced  against  freight 
to  the  master  of  a  ship  by  the  charterers  for  ordinary 
ship's  disbursements  at  the  port  of  loading,  is  not 
in  ordinary  circumstances  equivalent  to  a  payment 
of  freight,  but  is  to  be  held  as  an  advance  in  con- 
sideration of  the  subsequent  performance  of  the 
contract  by  the  owners  and  shipmaster  by  the  right 
delivery  of  tho  cargo  at  the  port  of  discharge ;  and 
that  if  there  is  a  failure  of  the  consideration  by  the 
voyage  not  being  accomplished,  and  the  cargo 
rightly  delivered  at  the  port  of  discharge,  the 
charterers  are  entitled,  in  respect  of  such  failure 
of  consideration,  to  recover  the  amount  of  the  said 
advance  from  the  owners.'' 

The  court  below  further  propose  to  put  a  oon- 
stmotion  upon  the  contract,  going  beyond  the  view 
which  I  have  submitted  to  your  Lordships,  the  inter- 
locutor appealed  from,  containing  these  words : — 


"  That  the  charterers  having  stipulated  that  they 
should  be  entitled  to  insure  freight  at  the  owners' 
expense,  must  be  held  to  have  limited  their  security 
for  repayment  of  the  advances  to  the  right  of  set- 
off in  settling  with  the  owners  if  the  freight  should 
be  earned,  and  to  the  amount  of  the  said  insurance 
if  ship  and  cargo  should  be  lost ;  and  to  have  relin- 
quished or  discharged  the  personal  obligation  of 
the  owners  for  repayment  in  the  latter  event." 

I  cannot  think,  my  Lords,  that  we  are  calledtipon 
to  leave  such  an  interpretation  of  the  contract  upon 
the  face  of  the  interlocutor.  One  of  your  Lord- 
ships has  suggested  words  to  be  substituted  for 
those  which  I  have  read,  words  which  would  make 
the  finding  run  thus : — 

"  Find,  that  in  the  present  case  the  charterers 
having  stipulated  that  thev  should  be  entitled  to 
insure  freight  at  the  owner  s  expense,  to  an  amount 
correspondmg  to  the  amount  of  their  advances, 
must  be  held  to  have  made  such  insurance  a  part 
of  their  security,  and,  not  having  effected  any  such 
insurance,  must  be  held  to  have  relinquished,  in 
the  event  of  the  ship  being  lost,  any  claim  against 
the  owners  for  repayment." 

I  would  submit  to  your  Lordships  that  these 
words  should  be  adopted,  and  that  the  interlocutor 
should  be  varied  in  the  manner  I  have  suggested. 

Lord  Ohblmsford. — My  Lords,  I  agree  with  my 
noble  and  learned  friend.  By  the  contract  between 
the  parties,  the  insurance  upon  the  advances  was 
to  be  effected  by  the  charterers.  There  was  no 
obligation  upon  them  to  insure,  except  for  their 
own  protection ;  but  as  they  chose  not  to  insure, 
they  took  the  risk  upon  themselves,  and,  there- 
fore, they  must  bear  the  loss. 

Lord  CoLONBAY. — My  Lords,  I  concur  in  the 
result  which  has  been  arrived  at;  and  I  think  the 
grounds  which  have  been  stated  are  quite  sufficient 
for  the  determininfir  of  this  case. 

Lord  Oaikns. — ^My  Lords,  I  also  concur. 

Interlocutor  varied. 

Attorneys  for  the  appellants,  HiUyert  Fentvick, 
and  Stibbard. 

Attorneys  for  the  respondents,  Bimson,  Wake' 
ford,  and  Go, 

JUDICIAL  COMMITTEE  OF  TKS 
PRIVT  COVVCIL 

ON  APPEAL  FROM  HIGH  COURT  OP  ADMIRALTY. 
Beported  by  Jamxs  F.  Aspisall,  Esq.,  Barrister-at.Law, 

Saturday,  July  26, 1873. 
The  WILLLA.M  Lindsay. 

Collision— Duty  ofmoBier — BeasonahU  precautions 
— Private  mooring  buoy  au^tkorised  by  port 
authorities. 

Although  it  is  the  duty  of  the  nuuter  of  a  ship  to 
take  all  st^ih  precautions  as  a  man  of  ordinary 
prudence  ana  shUl,  exercising  reasondble  fore- 
sight,  would  use  to  avert  danger  and  to  prevmtt 
his  ship  doing  damage  to  others  in  the  circum- 
stances in  which  he  is  pierced,  there  is  no  ohUgor 
lion  upon  a  master  who  is  ordered  by  the  au» 
thorities  of  the  port  in  which  his  ship  lies  to 
take  up  a  berth  in  a  particular  part  of  the  har- 
bour  to  examime  the  sufficiency  of  a  buoy  to 
which  he  moors  his  ship  in  that  place,  altiumgh 
that  buoy  may  beUyng  to  a  jfrivate  eompcuiy, 
if  the  port  authorities  sanctum  the  use  of 
1      the  buoy,  and  treat  it  as  a  proper  and  s^^^c^ent 
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mooring  pUics  for  vessels  frequenting  Ihe  port. 
If  through  the  insufficiency  of  such  a  hu>oy  the 
skip  parts  from  her  moorings  on  a  storm  aris' 
ing,    the    shipowner    will    not    be   responsible 
for  damage  ensuing  by  collision  if  the  master 
has   taken    other   preeauiior^    sufficient    under 
ordinary   circumstances  to  meet  the  exigencies 
of  the  case, 
Tite  question  whether  a  mazier  should  under  such 
circumstances  have  let  go  an  anchor,  or  whether 
the  hamng  an  anchor  ready  to  let  go  was  a 
sufficient  precaution^  is  a  question  of  practical 
seamanship  upon   which   the    court  of   appeal 
will  be  guided  by  ihe  opinion  of  their  nautical 
assessors. 
This  was  an  appeal  from  a  decree  of  the  High  Court 
of  Admiralty  or  England  pronouoced  by  tbo  rif^bt 
hoDoorable  the  judge  of  that  court  on  the  24ih  Jan. 
1873,  in  a  cause  of  damage  instituted  on  behalf 
of  the  owners  of  the  barqae  Estrella  against  the 
William  Lindsay,  her  tackle,  apparel,  and  furni- 
tore,  and  against  her  owners  intervening,  for  the 
reoorery  of  damages  in  respect  of  a  collision  be- 
tween the  said  two  vessels. 

The  Estrella  was  a  barqae  of  about  499  tons 
register,  and  the  WiUiam  Lindsay  a  ship  of  970 
tons  register.  The  collision  in  question  took  place 
in  the  port  of  Yalparaiso,  shortly  after  ll  o'clock 
i.m.  on  the  23rd  Sept.  1871. 

The  case  setnpbythepetition  filed  on  behalf  of  the 
Estrella  was  that,  on  the  evening  of  the  22nd  and 
morning  of  the  23rd  Sept.,  the  Estrella  was  lying 
safely  moored  in  the  harbour  of  Valparaiso,  and  at 
the  same  time  the  William  Lindsay  was  lying 
about  three-quarters  of  a  mile  to  the  northward 
of  the  Estrella,  fastened  to  a  bnoy  in  the  said  har- 
boor  by  her  starboard  cable,  from  which  the 
ancbor  had  been  nnshatskled.  The  said  buoy  was 
not  one  of  the  bnoys  belonging  to  the  port  authori- 
ties, nor  intended  nor  adapted  for  use  as  a  mooring 
bnoy,  and  was  not  on  the  usual  mooring  ground! 
On  the  evening  of  the  22nd  it  came  on  to  blow  a 
gale  from  the  north,  but  the  William  Lindsay  did 
not  let  go  anv  anchor,  remaining  at  the  buoy  as 
before  the  gale.  On  the  23rd  she  became  detached 
from  the  bnoy,  and  began  to  drift  to  the  south- 
ward. Those  on  board  of  her  let  go  her  port 
anchor  in  great  haste ;  but,  when  about  30  fathoms 
had  mn  out,  the  cable  became  "jammed"  in  the 
windlass,  and,  continuing  to  drive  to  the  south- 
ward, she  struck  the  Estrella  with  gpreat  violence, 
doing  her  much  damage. 

The  case  set  up  by  the  answer  filed  on  behalf  of 
the  WiUicum  Lindsay  was  as  follows :  "  On  the 
19th  Sept.  the  William  Lindsay  went  into  Val- 
paraiso Bay  to  discharge  fifty  tons  of  coal,  and 
moored  to  a  buoy  on  the  eastern  side  of  the  bay  on 
the  cnstomarv  mooring  ground.  On  the  morning 
of  the  20th  Her  Majesty  s  ship  Scout  was  about  to 

Enklise  with  shot,  and  the  William  Lindsay, 
appening  to  be  in  the  line  of  fire,  was  ordered  by 
the  port  authorities  to  remove  to  the  western  side 
of  the  bay  and  moor  to  a  buoy  there.  This  she 
aooordingjy  did,  mooring  by  30  fathoms  length 
of  the  starboard  cable  to  a  buoy  not  belonging  to 
the  port  authorities,  but  used  by  vessels  of  her 
size.  On  the  morning  of  the  23rd  a  fresh  breeze 
came  on  from  the  north,  with  a  swell,  and  about 
3  am.  15  fathoms  additional  cable  were  paid  out  as 
a  matter  of  precantion.  Soon  after  11  a.m.  the 
shackle-band  of  the  said  buoy  gave  way,  and  the 
WiUiam  Lindsay  went  adrift.    The  port  anchor 


which  was  in  readiness  to  let  go,  was  let  go  at 
once,  but  accidentally  jammed  under  the  windlasa, 
and  although  the  crew  endeavoured  to  clear  it 
they  were  unable  to  prevent  the  WiUiam  Lindsay 
coming  into  collision  with  the  EstreUaJ*  The 
respondents  further  alleged  that  the  collision  hap- 
pened without  negligence  on  the  part  of  the 
William  Lindsay,  and  that  it  was  the  result  of 
inevitable  accident. 

At  the  hearing  before  Sir  B.  Phillimore,  evi- 
dence was  given  in  support  of  these  respective 
allegations.  It  was  shown  that  the  master  of  the 
William  Lindsay  had  moored  to  the  buoy  without 
examining  it,  but  it  was  not  proved  by  the  respon- 
dents that  the  defect  in  the  buoy  was  such  that  it 
could  not  have  been  discovered  by  ordinary  care. 

The  remaining  facts  will  be  found  set  out  in  the 
judgment  of  the  Judicial  Committee. 

The  learned  judge  held  that  the  collision  was 
the  result  of  inevitable  accident,  being  of  opinion 
that  it  was  unnecessary  to  consider  the  question 
whether  the  owners  of  the  WUliam  Lindsay  were 
responsible  for  the  breaking  of  the  buoy,  as  was 
contended  by  the  plaintiffs  (the  appellants),  because 
the  master  having  taken  the  ordinary  precaution 
of  having  an  anchor  ready  to  let  go  in  case  of 
emergency,  had  done  what  a  prudent  seaman  was 
required  to,  and  was  only  prevented  from  bringing 
up  his  ship  by  that  anchor  through  the  jamming 
of  the  cable,  which  must  be  considered  as  an  in- 
evitable accident ;  the  learned  judge  dismissed  the 
defendants  from  the  suit  without  costs. 

From  this  decree  the  plaintiffs  (the  appellants) 
appealed  on  the  grounds  that  the  court  below  ought 
to  have  considered  the  question  of  the  liability  of 
the  defendants  for  the  insufficiency  of  the  buoy ; 
that  the  defendants  should  have  proved  that  the 
defect  could  not  have  been  discovered  by  ordinary 
care ;  that  the  master  of  the  William  Lindsay  was 
guilty  of  negligence  in  mooring  to  the  buoy  with- 
out examining  its  strength  and  security;  and  that 
he  was  guilty  of  negligence  in  not  letting  go  an 
anchor  at  the  beginning  of  the  gale. 

Butt,  Q.C.  and  H.  Davison,  for  the  appellants. — 
The  question  of  the  insufficiency  of  the  buoy  ought 
to  have  been  determined  in  the  court  below.  The 
defect  in  the  buoy  being  the  primary  cause  of  the 
collision,  it  lay  upon  the  respondents  to  show  that 
the  defect  could  not  have  been  discovered  by  ordi- 
nary care.  No  doubt  the  appellants  are  bound  to 
show  a  primd  fads  case  of  negligence,  but  that 
shown,  the  onus  shifts  to  the  respondents  to  show 
excuse  for  the  collision.  The  appellants  have  shown 
that  the  respondent's  ship  broke  away  from  her 
moorings  and  came  into  collision  with  their  ship, 
and  that  in  itself  establishes  a  prirndfade  case  of 
negligence,  which  requires  the  respondents  to  show 
that  they  took  all  reasonable  precautions  to  ascer- 
tain the  security  of  those  moorings.  It  has  been 
held  that  once  prirndfade  evidence  has  been  given, 
which  will  justif  jT  the  court  in  ooncluding  that  the 
defendant's  negligence  was  the  cause  of  the  colli- 
sion, the  onus  shifts  and  the  defendant  must  show 
that  the  collision  was  not  occasioned  by  his  negli- 
gence, but  by  some  other  cause  for  which  he  is  not 
responsible :  (The  Egyptian,  2  Mar.  Law  Cas.  O.  S. 
56).  Here  the  respondents  are  bound  to  prove 
that  they  had  tested  the  buoy  with  a  view  of  ascer- 
taining its  sufficiency,  otherwise  it  must  be  taken 
that  its  condition  was  defective,  and  that  they 
could  have  discovered  the  defect  by  inspection,  it 
was  a  private  bnoy,  and  must  therefore  be  treated 
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as  the  property  of  the  respoiidents  for  the  purposes 
of  this  case.  No  evidence  on  this  point  having  been 
given  by  the  respondents,  the  appellants  are  entitled 
to  succeed.  Asrain  after  the  storm  arose*  the  master 
of  the  William  Lindsay  was  bound  as  a  prudent  man 
to  let  go  his  anchor;  and, having  neglected  this  pre- 
caution, his  owners  must  be  held  responsible:  {Tlis 
Volcano,  2  W.  Eob.  337.)  The  subsequent  jamming 
of  the  cable  cannot  relieve  them  from  the  re- 
sponsibility incurred  by  their  prior  negligence. 

Dr.  Deane,  Q.C.and  Clarhson  for  the  respondents. 
— ^The  use  of  the  buoy  was  permitted  by  the  port 
authorities,  and  the  master  was  therefore  entitled 
to  consider  it  as  safe  and  secure  without  examina- 
tion. If  this  is  correct,  then  the  having  an  anchor 
ready  to  let  go  was  a  sufficient  extra  precaution, 
which  would  have  been  available  buti  for  an  in- 
evitable accident. 

Butt,  Q.O.,  in  reply, 

JtUy  26. — Judgment  was  delivered  by  Sir  Mox- 
TAGUB  E.  Smith. — This  is  a  case  of  collision  ^hich 
occurred  at  Valparaiso  on  the  23rd  Sept.  in  the 
year  1871.  On  that  day  the  William  Lindsay,  a 
steam  vessel  of  the  respondent's,  was  driven 
against  the  Eairella,  a  barque  of  about  500  tons, 
belonging  to  the  appellants,  doing  her  considerable 
damage.  The  Estrella  was  lying  in  the  harbour 
at  the  usual  mooring  place  for  vessels  to  discbarge 
cargo.  She  was  moored  in  the  usual  way,  with 
two  anchors  out  at  the  bow,  and  one  at  the  stern. 
She  was  in  a  position  of  entire  safety,  and  un- 
doubtedly no  fault  can  be  attributed  to  her.  The 
William  Lindsay  was  driven  against  her  by  the 
wind,  and  did  her  the  damage  complained  of.  The 
question  is,  whether  the  injury  which  was  done  to 
the  Estrella  by  the  William  Lindsay  was  the 
result  of  an  accident  which  ordinary  care  could 
not  have  averted,  or  whether  it  was  due  to  any 
want  of  care  and  skill  on  the  part  of  the  WiUiam 
Lindsay,  The  William  Lindsay  entered  the  port 
on  the  19th  Sept.,  and  she  was  moored  by  the  tug 
which  brought  her  into  the  port  at  one  of  the 
buoys  which  belonged  to  the  Steam  Tugpompany. 
It  appears  from  the  evidence  that  there  are  several 
of  these  buoys  in  the  port,  and  that  it  is  usual, 
when  vessels  are  towed  into  the  port,  to  moor  them 
to  these  buoys ;  that  when  they  discharge  cargo 
they  are  moored  usually  to  mooring  berths,  which 
are  appropriated  to  the  discharge  and  taking  in 
of  cargo;  but  that  it  occurs  at  times,  where  a 
small  quantity  only  of  cargo  is  to  be  discharged 
or  taken  in,  the  port  authorities  allow  it  to  bo 
done  at  some  of  these  mooring  buoys.  On  the 
19th  the  WiUiam  Lindsay  came  in  and  was  so 
moored.  On  the  20th,  the  following  day,  one  of 
Her  Majesty's  vessels,  the  Scout,  which  happened 
to  be  in  the  port,  was  about  to  practise  with 
shotted  guns,  and  the  William  Lindsay  was  in  the 
line  of  fire.  It  was  necessary,  therefore,  that  she 
should  be  moved,  and  it  would  appear  that  she 
was  moved  by  the  order  of  the  captain  of  the  port 
to  another  buoy  belonging  to  the  Steam  Tug 
Company  on  the  other  side  of  the  port.  This 
being  done,  she  fastened  her  cable  to  the  buoy, 
and  she  rode  there  from  the  20th  Sept.  until  the 
23rd,  when  the  collision  took  place.  It  seems  that 
on  the  23rd  a  strong  breeze,  some  of  the  witnesses 
say  a  gale,  arose,  and  blew  with  considerable 
strength.  It  was  what  is  known  in  the  port  as 
a  norther,  a  wind  very  well  known — and  un- 
doubtedly a  wind  which  blows  with  considerable 
violence,  and   usually  for  some  length  of  time. 


The  vessel  rode  out  the  greater  part  of  the  gale, 
and  she  rode  safely  until  the  gale  had  moderated; 
but  there  was,  after  the  gale  had  moderated,  a 
heavy  swell,  and  during  tbat  time  the  accident 
occurred  which  has  given  occasion  for  the  present 
suit.  The  accident  was  that  the  iron  band  which 
was  round  the  buoy,  and  in  which  there  was 
a  shackle  to  which  the  ship's  cable  was  attached, 
broke.  Of  course  the  ship  was  no  Ioniser  held  by 
the  buoy,  and  she  began  to  drift.  Now  at  the 
time  that  she  so  began  to  drift  before  the  wind 
she  had  her  anchor  ready  to  let  go ;  and  it  appoM^ 
that,  without  any  delay,  and  as  promptly  as  they 
well  could,  her  crew  let  go  the  anchor,  and  were 
paying  out  the  chain,  when  the  windlass  became 
jammed.  The  consequence  was  that  the  anchor 
did  not  touch  the  ground,  and  she  drifted  until 
she  came  into  collision  with  the  Estrella.  Now  no 
blame  is  imputed  to  the  William  Lindsay  for  that 
jamming  of  the  chain.  It  appears  from  the  evi- 
dence, and  was  so  found  by  the  learned  judge 
below,  that  the  windlass  was  a  proper  one,  that 
there  were  the  usual  appliances,  that  the  chain 
was  good,  and  that  the  men  had  done  nothing 
wrong  in  the  way  they  had  handled  it.  It,  there- 
fore, was  a  purely  accidental  circumstance  that 
the  anchor  did  not  find  its  way  to  the  ground; 
and  if  it  had  found  its  way  to  the  ground  there 
seems  to  be  no  doubt  that  the  ship  would  have  been 
brought  up,  and  this  collision  would  not  have 
occurred.  These  being  the  facts,  the  question 
arises  whether  there  was  any  negligecoe  in  what 
was  done  or  omitted  to  be  done  on  board  this  vessel. 
Now,  the  master  is  bound  to  take  all  reasonable  pre- 
cautions to  prevent  his  ship  doing  damage  toothers. 
It  would  be  going  too  far  tu  hold  bis  owners 
to  be  responsible  because  he  may  have  omitted 
some  possible  precaution  which  the  event  suggests 
he  might  have  resorted  to.  The  true  rule  is  that 
he  must  take  all  such  precautions  as  a  man  of 
ordinary  prudence  and  skill,  exercising  reasonable 
foresight,  would  use  to  avert  danger  in  the  cir- 
cumstances in  which  he  may  happen  to  be 
placed.  In  this  case  the  immediate  cause  of 
the  mischief  was  the  breaking  of  the  band  on 
the  buoy,  and  it  is  said  tHat  the  WUliam  Lindsay 
must  be  responsible  for  tbat  breaking,  because  the 
master  had  chosen  to  moor  her  to  it,  and  to  treat 
it,  without  examination,  as  if  it  was  his  own 
mooring  chain.  Their  Lordships  consider  that 
that  is  not  the  correct  view  of  the  question.  The 
first  question  is,  whether  there  was  negligence  on 
the  part  of  the  master  in  availing  himself  of  the 
use  of  the  buoy ;  and,  in  order  to  see  whether  thero 
was  such  negligence  or  not,  it  is  necessary  to  as- 
certain what  was  the  nature  of  the  buoy,  and  bow 
it  was  used  and  sanctioned.  Now  it  appears  that 
it  was  one  of  several  buoys  which  had  long  been 
laid  down  in  the  port  by  the  Steam  Tug  Company. 
It  was  undoubtedly  under  the  care  of  a  private 
company,  as  far  as  can  be  collected  from  the  evi- 
dence ;  but  the  mooring  of  ships  to  these  buoys  is 
sanctioned  by  the  authorities  in  the  port.  It  must 
be  assumed  that  when  they  give  permission  to 
vessels  to  moor  at  them,  not  only  when  they  come 
into  the  port,  but  occasionally  to  take  in  and  dis- 
charge cargo,  they  sanction  the  use  of  these 
buoys,  and  treat  them  as  proper  and  sufficient 
mooring  places  for  vessels  frequenting  the  port. 
That  being  the  state  of  the  case  as  regards  these 
buoys,  their  Lordships  cannot  think  that  there  was 
anything  like  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  master 
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oTihe  WUliam  Lindsay  in  mooring  at  one  of  them 
witboQi  examining  for  himselt  whether  there 
might  be  latent  defects  in  it.  These  questions  of 
negligence  most  be  decided  by  what  a  prndent 
sod  skilfal  seamen  woald  do  under  the  circnm- 
Bttnces,  and  by  what  he  is  able  to  do.  It  is  obvious 
that  no  man,  howeyer  prudent  aud  however 
desirous  to  be  on  the  safe  side,  would  be  able 
to  examine  these  buoys,  so  as  to  discover  whether 
there  were  latent  defects  in  them  or  not.  He  must, 
to  a  certain  extent,  trust  to  the  sanction  which  has 
been  civen  to  them  by  the  authorities  of  the 
port.  No  doubt  that  would  not  absolve  him  from 
all  further  precaution.  He  ought  not  implicitly  to 
traat  to  that  which  he  cannot  to  a  certainty  know 
is  a  safe  buoy,  and  he  ought  to  take  resonable 
precautions,  in  the  event  of  its  not  holding  him, 
to  bring  up,  and  secure  himself  from  danger. 
Their  Lordships  think,  however,  upon  this  first 
qaestion  that  there  was  no  negligence  on  the  part 
of  the  master  in  mooring  to  the  buoy,  and  not 
discovering  the  defect  which  undoubtedly  led  to 
the  accident.  Then  the  next  qaestion  is,  whether, 
baviag  moored  to  this  buoy,  he  ought  to  have 
taken  any  other  precaution  than  he  did.  Now,  it 
is  scarcely  contended  on  the  part  of  the  appellants 
that  the  master  need  havo  done  more  in  ordinary 
weather  than  fasten  his  chain  as  he  did  to  the 
booy;  but  it  is  suggested  that  when  the  gale  came 
00,  and  when  he  found  it  was  likely  to  continue, 
he  should  have  taken  the  further  precaution  of 
letting  go  his  anchor — not  only  of  keeping  it  pre- 
pared to  take  the  ground,  but  that  he  ought  to 
have  let  it  down,  and  given  that  further  security 
to  his  ship.  Undoubtedly  that  is  a  question  well 
worthy  of  consideration,  but  it  is  a  question  which 
depeods  entirely  upon  practical  seamanship;  and 
their  Lordships  upon  that  qnestion  have  thought 
it  right  to  consult  the  nautical  assessors,  whose 
valoable  assistance   they  have,  and  to  put  the 

Joestion  to  them  very  much  in  the  way  in  which 
^r.  Lushington  put  a  similiar  question  to  the 
Trioity  Masters  in  the  case  of  The  Volcano  (2  W. 
Bob.  237),  which  was  relied  on  by  the  appellants. 
In  that  case  the  Volcano  was  not  moored  to  a 
mooring  bouy,  but  she  had  a  small  anchor  dropped, 
aod  a  large  anchor  ready  to  let  go.  The  question 
Dr.  Lushington  put  to  the  Trinity  Masters  was 
this :  "  How  far  there  was  an  immediate  necessity 
or  otherwise  for  dropping  the  second  anchor,  is 
pot  the  real  question  in  this  case.  The  question 
is,  whether  it  would  not  have  been  a  prudent  and 
proper  precaution  to  have  done  so.  I  do  not  mean 
that  you  are  to  strain  the  matter;  but,  consider- 
iog  the  facts  of  the  case  with  reference  to  position 
of  (he  JJeZen,  the  state  of  the  wind,  and  all  the 
circumstances,  you  will  have  to  determine  how 
fir  it  is  a  measure  which  men  acquainted  with 
oautical  affairs  ought,  in  ordinary  prudence,  to 
have  adopted."  The  nautical  assessors,  in  answer 
to  the  question  put  to  them,  have  informed  their 
Lordships  that  tney  think  it  was  a  better  course 
for  the  master  of  the  William  Lindsay  to  have 
kept  his  anchor,  as  it  was,  prepared  to  be  let  go, 
than,  when  the  storm  came  on,  to  have  dropped 
it;  that  it  is  not  usual  nor  safe,  when  vessels  are 
riding  at  mooring  buoys  with  the  length  of  cable 
which  this  vessel  had  out,  to  drop  an  anchor.  The 
more  usoal  and  practical,  and,  as  they  think,  the 
better  course,  is  to  keep  the  anchor  ready  to  let  go 
in  case  of  aooident.  That  opinion  having  been 
gifen  to  their  Lordships  bv  geotlemen  of  nautical 


I  experience  they  think  it  determines  the  second 
question  in  the  case  in  favour  of  the  respondents. 
It  is  clear  that  the  WiUiam  Lindsay  had  her  anchor 
ready  to  let  go,  that  she  did  all  that  was  possible 
to  effect  that  manoeuvre  and  to  drop  the  anchor, 
and  she  did  not  succeed  in  that  operation  by 
reason  only  of  an  inevitable  accident.  Under 
these  circumstances  their  Lordships  are  of  opinion 
that  the  judgment  of  the  Judge  of  the  Admiralty 
Court  is  right;  viz.,  that  no  negligence  can  be 
imputed  to  the  William  Lindsay,  The  result  will 
be  that  they  will  humbly  advise  Her  Majesty  to 
affirm  the  judgment  of  the  court  below,  and  to 
dismiss  this  appeal,  with  costs. 

Proctor  for  the  appellants,  W.  W,  Wynne,  agent 
for  Simpson  and  North,  Liverpool. 

Proctors  for  the  respondents,  Toller  and  Sons, 
agents  for  Hull,  Slone,  aud  Fletcher,  Liverpool. 


COVBT  OF  ADMIBALTT. 

Reported  by  J.  P.  Aspivall,  Esq.,  Bariister-at-Law. 

Tuesday,  Jtdy  1, 1873. 

Thb  Ch/lbkieh. 

Collision — Gross  cause — Security — Foreign  parlies 
—Praciice^Admiralty  CouH  Act  1861   (24  Vict. 
c.  10),  sect.  34. 
Where  a  cause  of  damage  is  inslUuled  in  the  High 
Gowt  of  AdmiraUy  against  a  ship,  in  respect  of 
a  collision  in  whim  the  ship  of  the  plaintiffs  is 
totally  lost,  and  the  defendants  institute  a  cross 
cause  in  personam  against  the  plaintiffs  in  respect 
of  the  same  collision,  both  parties  being  foreigners 
resident  abroad,  and  the  plaintiffs  decline  to  gioe 
security  to  answer  judgment  in  ttie  cross  cause,  or 
to  enter  an  appearance,  the  court  will  apply  the 
provisions  of   the  Admiralty   Court  Act    1861 
(24  Vict.  c.  10),  sect.  34,  and  wiU  order  proceed- 
ings  to   be  stayed  in  the  principal  cause  untU 
security  is  given  intlie  cross  cause. 
In  this  case  a  cause  of  collision  was  instituted  in 
rem  against  the  Charkieh,  a  vessel  belonging  to 
the  Khedive  of  Egypt,  by  the  owners  of  the  Dutch 
steamship  Batavier,  and  the  Oharkieh  was  arrested. 
The  Batavier  was  sunk  and  totally  lost,  and  the 
owner   of    the   Charkieh  instituted  against  the 
owners  of  the  Batavier,  who  were  resident  abroad, 
a  cross  cause  of  collision  in  personam  in  respect  of 
the  same  collision,    (a)  The  owners  of  the  Batcbvier 
bad  entered   no  appearance    in    the  cross  cause 
against  them,  and  had  declined  to  give  bail. 

The  cause  against  the  Charkieh  now  came  before 
the  court  on  motion  made  on  behalf  of  the  owners 
of  the  Oharkieh  that  '*  all  proceedings  be  sus- 
pended until  appearance  has  been  entored  and 
security  given  to  answer  judgment  in  the  cause  of 
damage  entitled  the  Batavier,  being  the  cross 
cause  brought  for  damage  sustained  by  the  de- 
dendant  herein  in  respect  of  the  collision  which 
caused  the  damage  for  which  the  plaintiffs  are  in 
this  cause  proceeding  against  the  defendant's  ship 
Charkieh." 

Service  of  the  citation  in  the  cross  cause  had 
been  made  upon  the  attorneys  for  the  plaintifls  in 
the  principal  cause  in  accordance  with  rule  171 
of  the  Admiralty  Rules  of  1859. 

(a)  In  this  case  the  Khedive  of  Egypt  had  protested, 
BgaioBt  the  jurisdiction  of  thu  court,  but  the  protest  was' 
oAermled  and  the  cross  caase  afterwards  iostitated : 
See  The  Charkieh,  ante,  vol.  1.,  p.  581.— tn. 


122 


MARITIME  LAW  CASES. 


Adm.] 


The  Mslfokene. 


[Adm. 


Qibton  for  the  owner  of  the  Charhieh  in  support 
of  the  motion. — Formerly  no  secnrit  j  could  be  de- 
manded in  a  cross  cause  where  the  defendant  in 
that  caase  was  oat  of  the  country,  although  this 
court  endeayoured  by  every  means  to  enforce  the 
giviiiff  of  such  security : 

The  Seringpatamy  3  W.  Bob.  41 ; 

The  North  American,  Lnsh.  79 ; 

The  Heart  of  Oak,  29  L.  J.  Adm.  78. 

Now  by  the  Admiralty  Court  Act  1861  (24  Vict, 
c.  10),  sect.  34,  it  is  enacted  that  "  The  High  Court 
of  Admiralty  may  on  the  application  of  the  de- 
fendant in  any  cause  of  damage,  and  on  his  insti- 
tuting a  cross  cause  for  the  damage  sastained  by 
him  in  respect  of  the  same  collision,  direct  that 
the  principal  cause  and  the  cross  cause  be  heard 
at  the  same  time  and  upon  the  same  evidence ; 
and  if  in  the  principal  cause  the  ship  of  the  de- 
fendant has  been  arrested  or  security  given  to 
answer  judgment,  and  in  the  cross  cause  the  ship 
of  the  plaintiff  cannot  be  arrested,  and  security 
has  not  been  given  to  answer  judgment  therein, 
the  court  may,  if  it  think  fit,  suspend  proceedings 
in  the  cross  cause,  until  security  has  been  ffiven  to 
answer  judgment  in  the  cross  cause."  Here  the 
Charhieh  has  been  arrested  in  the  principal  cause, 
but  the  plaintiffs  in  that  cause  decline  to  enter  an 
appearance  or  to  give  bail.  They  are  resident 
abroad,  aod  the  owner  of  the  Charhieh  has  no 
remedy  against  them  without  the  assistance  of  the 
court.  The  owners  of  the  Batavier  are  not  en- 
titled to  come  here  and  claim  agaxDBttheCharheih, 
except  upon  the  terms  that  they  submit  to  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  court  and  give  security  in  the 
cross  cause.  The  Batavier,  being  lost,  cannot  be 
arrested,  and  is  therefore  within  the  meaning  of 
the  section. 

Olarhson  for  the  owners  of  the  Batavier. — ^We 
are  not  bound  to  find  security  for  a  non-existent 
ship.  A  foreigner  cannot  Institute  a  suit  in  this 
country  against  another  foreigner  also  non-resident 
and  having  no  property  within  the  jurisdiction. 
Unless  the  owners  of  the  Batamer  cau  be  attached 
there  is  no  jurisdiction.  There  is  no  res  to  pro- 
ceed against,  and  no  means  of  putting  the  process 
of  the  court  into  effect  [Sir  B.  Phillimorb. — 
The  contention  is  that  the  party  claiming  must 
submit  to  the  lex  fori.  It  has  often  been  held 
here  that  the  court  has  jurisdiction  in  cases  of 
collision  between  foreign  ships.]  No  doubt  it  was 
HO  held  in  The  Johann  Friederich  (1  W.  Rob.  35), 
but  that  was  a  proceeding  in  rem,  and  the  res  was 
in  the  hands  of  the  court ;  whilst  here  the  cross 
cause  is  in  personam.  The  fact  that  we  are  before 
the  court  in  another  cause  will  not  give  jurisdic- 
tion in  the  cross  cause.  Moreover  the  section 
relied  on  only  applies  to  a  case  where  the  ship  is 
in  existence,  and  a  proceeding  in  rem  is  instituted, 
but  the  ship,  having  been  removed  from  the  juris- 
diction cannot  be  arrested.  It  does  not  apply 
where  there  can  be  no  arrest  under  any  circum- 
stances. No  bail  can  be  required  where  there  is 
no  proceeding  in  rem, 

Oibson  in  reply. — ^The  section  is  remedial,  and 
should  be  liberally  construed.  The  words  **  se- 
curity has  not  been  given,"  would  apply  rather  to 
a  suit  tn  personam  than  to  a  suit  in  rem.  The 
word  **  bail "  is  not  used,  and  that  is  the  ordinary 
expression  when  a  ship  can  be  arrested. 

July  1. — Sir  R;  Phillimobe. — ^The  court  ought 
not  to  be  astute  to  find  other  than  a  liberal 
meaning  to  the  sections  of  a   remedial   statute. 


I  take  a  different  view  from  Mr.  Clarkson  of 
the  construction  of  the  statute.  The  court  has 
power,  I  think,  to  stay  the  proceedings  in  the 
principal  cause  until  such  time  as  security  sh^l 
have  been  eiven  by  the  defendants  in  the  cross 
cause.  I  think  it  is  equitable  that  such  should  be 
the  rule.  The  owners  of  the  Batavier  have  insti* 
tuted  a  cause  of  damage  in  this  court,  and  they 
have  obtained  security  in  that  cause  by  the  arrest 
of  the  ship,  but  as  defendants  in  the  cross  cause 
they  refuse  to  give  security.  This  court  ad- 
ministers private  international  law,  and  here  it 
must  be  remembered  that  both  parties  are 
foreigners,  and  that  they  are  proceeding  in  this 
court  for  a  tort.  Now  this  Act  was  expressly 
passed  to  remedy  a  defect  in  the  former  curtailed 
practice  of  the  court  in  this  respect.  I  am  clearly 
of  opinion  that  the  plaintifi*  in  the  cross  cause  is 
entitled  to  the  security  for  which  he  asks,  and  it 
must  be  given  within  a  week. 

Solicitors  for  the  Charhieh,McLeod,  and  Wainey, 
Solicitors  for  defendants,  Olarhson,  Son,  and 
Qreenwell, 


Friday,  March  28, 1873. 
The  Melpomene. 

Salvage — Attempt  to  render  oMistance^-^UUiinate 
salvage  by  others — Right  to  retvard. 

Where  a  vessel  makes  a  signal  of  distress,  and 
another  goes  oiU  with  tJie  bond  fide  inieniion  of 
assisting  that  distress,  and  as  far  as  she  can  does 
so,  but  some  accident  occurs  which  prevents  her 
services  being  as  effectual  as  she  intended  them  to 
be,  and  no  blame  attaches  to  her,  the  Court  of 
Admiralty  uyill  not  aUow  her  to  go  entirely  un- 
rewarded, but  for  the  interests  of  commerce  and 
navigation,  and  as  on  encouragement  to  perform 
salvage  services  will  give  some  reward  (semble)  if 
the  property  is  salved  by  other  means. 

This  was  a  consolidated  cause  of  salvage  insti- 
tuted on  behalf  of  the  owners,  masters,  and  crew 
of  the  steamtugs  Fiery  Cross  and  Resolute,  and 
against  the  ship  Melpomene,  and  her  cargo  and 
freight.  Both  tugs  belonged  to  the  New  Steam- 
tug  Company  (Limited),  and  were  of  considerable 
power  and  value.  The  Melpomene  at  the  time  of 
the  services  had  just  started  upon  a  voyage  from 
Liverpool  to  Melbourne,  and  her  values  were  agreed 
to  be— ship,  17,500L,  cargo,  72,324{.,  and  freight  to 
be  paid  at  Melbourne,  2421^  Is,  8<2.,  making  a 
total  value  of  92,245L  Is,  8d. 

From  the  evidence  it  appeared  that  about  3  a.m. 
on  the  morning  of  9th  Deo.  1872,  the  Resolute  was 
lying  in  the  river  Mersey,  near  Seacombe  Wall, 
when  she  sighted  the  Melpomene  in  collision  with 
a  screw  steamer  and  driftmg  up  the  river  on  the 
flood  tide.  The  Resolute  followed  the  two  vessels 
for  the  purpose  of  rendering  assistance,  and  on  the 
screw  steamer  getting  clear  of  the  Melpomene, 
went  close  to  the  latter,  and  was  hailed  by  the 
Melpomene^s  crew  to  pass  a  hawser  on  board. 
This  was  attempted,  but  at  first  without  succes^s, 
and  the  Melpomene  continued  to  drift  up  the  river, 
and  thereupon  began  to  burn  blue  lights  for 
assistance.  Wlien  the  Melpomene  was  nearly 
abreast  of  Woodside  Ferry,  another  tug  came  up 
and  attempted  to  make  fast,  but  also  failed.  Th9 
Resolute  having  again  got  into  position,  succeeded 
in  passing  a  hawser  on  board  the  Melpomene,  and 
her  orew  were  told  that  ic  had  been  made  fast  on 
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board  the  Melpomene,  and  were  ordered  to  f^ 
ahead.  The  BesohUe  accordiiigly  went  ahead,  bat 
the  hawser,  not  having  been  made  fast,  came 
away,  and  the  Eesolute  again  got  oat  of  position. 
Meanwhile  the  Fiery  Cross  came  np,  in  answer  to 
the  signals  for  asaistanee,  and  snooeeded  in  getting 
bold  cf  the  Melpomene  and  towing  her,  with  the 
assistance  of  two  other  tags,  to  a  place  of  safety. 
The  wind  and  sea  daring  the  whole  service  were 
▼ery  high,  and  there  was  considerable  danger  to 
the  Melpomene  from  the  risk  she  ran  of  drifting 
into  other  vessels  or  on  shore. 

The  defendants  admitted  that  the  Fiery  Gross 
bad  rendered  salvage  services  and  paid  into  conrt 
a  sam  of  1202.  as  safUcient  remnneration  for  those 
serrices;  bat  they  denied  that  any  service  was 
reodered  by  the  Resolute,  and  prayed  that  her 
claim  might  be  dismissed. 

BtUt,  Q.C.  and  Cohen,  for  the  plaintififs,  con- 
tended'that  the  tender  was  insufficient.  As  to  the 
claim  of  the  Resolute,  it  is  not  becaase  the  efforts 
of  a  vessel  to  render  assistance  are  unavailing, 
that  she  cannot  recover  reward.  The  ship  was 
aldmately  saved  by  other  persons,  bat  the  Reso- 
lute  endeavoured  to  render  assistance,  and  would 
have  done  so,  but  for  an  accident  which  occarred 
tbroagh  no  fault  of  her  own.  Moreover  the  bam- 
log  of  blue  lights  was  a  call  for  assistance,  and  if 
in  oonaequenoe  of  that  call  any  vessel  bond  fide 
attempted  to  render  aid  in  a  proper  manner,  the 
owners  of  the  Melpomene  must  be  considered  to 
have  given  an  implied  undertaking  throa^h  their 
serf  ants  that  they  would  pay  for  sach  services. 

The E,U.  I  Spink»,66; 

The  Undaunted,  Lash.  91 ;  2L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.  520. 

MHward,  Q.C,  and  E*  C.  Clarhson  for  the  de- 
fendants.— ^The  amount  tendered  is  sufficient.  No 
farther  claim  can  be  made  in  respect  of  the  Reso' 
lute,  becaase  there  can  be  no  salvage  reward  where 
the  exertions,  however  meritorious,  do  not  contri- 
bute to  the  successful  result. 
The  Edward  Hawkins^  Lush.  515. 

Sir  B.  Philumore  stated  the  facts,  and  awarded 
(o  the  owners  and  crew  of  the  Fiery  Cross  the 
ram  of  1502.  and  then  continued : — ^With  regard 
to  the  question  in  this  caee,  whether  the  Resolute 
is  entitled  to  any  remuneration  at  all,  I  have  had 
considerable  difficalty,  seeing  that  her  intention, 
however  good,  was  according  to  the  evidence  prac- 
tically executed,  but,  on  the  other  hand,  I  think 
there  are  no  cases  which  would  stand  in  the  way 
of  my  adopting  as  a  principle  this,  which  appears 
to  me  of  considerable  importance  to  the  interests 
of  commerce  and  navisation,  especially  at  the 
present  time — namely,  that  where  a  vessel  makes 
a  signal  of  distress,  and  another  goes  out  with  the 
bond  fide  intention  of  assisting  that  distress,  and, 
as  far  as  she  can,  does  so,  and  some  accident 
occars,  which  prevents  her  services  being  as 
ef^toal  as  she  intended  them  to  be,  and  no  blame 
attaches  to  her,  she  ought  not  to  go  wholly  unre- 
warded. I  think  it  is  for  the  interests  of  commerce 
and  navigation,  and  also  for  the  encouragement  of 
others  to  perform  salvage  services,  that  some  re- 
muneration should  be  given.  I  think  a  slight  re- 
mnneration will  suffice  on  the  present  occasion, 
and  I  shall  award  the  Resolute  502. 

Solicitors  for  the  plaintiffs,  Simpson  and  North, 

Solicitors  for  the  defendants,  Hull,  Stone,  and 
FUteher. 


Tuesday,  Nov.  11, 1873. 

The  City  of  Mobile. 

Master*s  wages  and  disbursements — Master  also  eo* 
owner — Right  of  the  oo'ovmers  to  set-off  ship's  em- 
penses^Merohant  Shipping  Act,  1854  (17  ^  16 
Vict,  c.  104)  s,  Idl—PlMding.      . 
In  a  suit  for  wages  and  disbursements  by  a  master, 
who  is  also  co-owner,  the  other  co-owners  may, 
under  the  Merehcmt  Shipfdng  Act,  1854  (17  ^  18 
Vict.  c.  104)  s.  191 ,  set  up  a  counter-claim  or  set-off 
in  respect  of  out-stomding  co-ownership  accounts, 
and  claim  that  the  batance  (if  awy)  be  paid  to 
them. 
To  a  petition  claiming  master's  wages  and  disburse- 
ments, a/nd  praying  a  reference  of  any  accounte 
arising  in  respect  thereto   to  the  regxstrar  and 
merchants,  an  answer  alleging  the  m^ister  to  be 
also  co-owner,  a/nd  that  accounts  are  outstanding 
between  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendants,  as  co- 
owners,  showing  a  balance  on  all  accounts  in 
fcwour  of  the  defendants,  and  praying  a  reference 
to  the  registrar  and  merchants  of  all  masters*  and 
co-oumership  accounts,  wUl  be  allowed  by  the  High 
Court  of  Admiralty, 
Tms  was  a  cause  of  wages  and  disbursements,  in- 
stituted on  behalf  of  Thomas  Purday,  late  master 
of  the  City  of  Mobile,  The  petition  alleged  that  the 
plaintiff  had  agreed  to  become  master  of  the  ship 
at  the  wages  of  300Z.  per  annam,  and  21s.  per  week 
board  wages  when  ashore :  that  the  plaintiff  had 
made  two  voyages  as  master  of  the  ship,  and  in 
respect  of  the  first  voyage  his  account  for  wages 
and  disbursements  had  been  settled;  that   upon 
the  completion  of  the  second  voyage  in  March, 
1873,  the  plaintiff  had  delivered  to  the  owners  of 
the  said  ship  his  account  tor  wages  and  disburse- 
ments upon  the  said  voyage ;  that  there  was  due 
and  owing  to  the  plaintiff  as  master,  5542. 16s.  3(2. 
for  sach  wages  aad  disbarsements,  in  respect  of 
the  second  voyage,  and  notwithstanding  the  plain- 
tiff had  applied  to  the  defendants  for  payment, 
they  had  ref ased  and  neglected  to  pay  the  same, 
and  that  the  said  sum  was  still  due  to  the  plaintiff, 
together  with  a  sum  eqaal  to  ten  days'  doable  pay, 
under  and  according  to  the  provisions  of  the 
Merchant  Shipping  Act  1854  (sect.   189).     The 
petition  concluded  by  praying  the  judge  to  pro- 
nounce for  the  said  claim,  and   to  condemn  the 
defendants  therein,  and  in  the  costs  of  the  cause, 
and  to  refer  any  question  of  accounts  arising  be- 
tween the  parties  with  reference  to  such  acooaats, 
to  the  registrar  and  merchants. 

To  this  petition  the  defendants  filed  the  follow- 
ing answer : — 

The  defendants  admit  that  the  plaintiff  earned  wages, 
and  made  oertain  disbarsements  as  master  of  the  City  of 
Mobile^  bat  they  saj  that  bis  aoooonts  in  respect  thereof 
are  not  aooarate,  and  that  the  plaintiff  yme  dorinff  the 
voTag^  in  respect  of  whioh  he  is  claimiDg,  and  that  lie  is 
still,  owner  of  sixteen  sizty-fonrth  parts  or  abates  in  the 
said  ship,  and  that  aooonnts  are  outstanding  and  un- 
settled between  the  plaintiff  and  defendants  as  oo- 
owners  of  the  said  vessel,  and  that  apon  the  balanoe  of 
all  the  aocoonts  between  the  plaintiff  as  master  and  co- 
owner,  and  the  defendants,  nothing  is  due  from  the 
plaintiff,  but  on  the  contrary,  a  sam  of  money  is  dnefrom 
the  plaintiff  to  the  defendants. 

The  answer  concluded  by  praying  the  judge  "  to 
refer  all  accounts  ontstanding  and  unsettled,  be* 
tween  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendants,  both  as  to 
the  wages  and  disbursements  of  the  plaintiff  as 
master  of  the  said  ship,  and  as  to  the  earning  and 
disbursements  of  the  said  ship,  to  the  registrar, 
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assisted  by  merchants,  to  report  tbereoD,  and  to 
condemn  the  plaintiff  to  pay  the  defendants  the 
balance  which  shall  appear  dae  from  him  to  them 
with  costs." 

The  plaintiff,  on  this  answer  being  filed,  gave 
notice  of  motion  calling  on  the  defen&nts  to  show 
cause  why  so  much  of  the  prayer  of  the  answer  as 
related  to  the  plaintiff's  co-ownership  and  the  co- 
ownership  accounts,  and  so  much  of  the  prayer 
of  the  answer  as  prayed  that  those  accounts  might 
be  referred  to  the  registrar  and  merchants  should 
not  be  struck  out. 

jB.  G,  Wiliiams  and  H,  James  in  support  of  the 
motion. — It  is  not  competent  for  the  defendants  to 
set'off  a  claim  not  directly  arising  out  of  the  rela- 
tion of  master  and  owners;  hence  they  cannot 
plead  by  way  of  set-off  any  such  claim  arising  out 
of  matters  immaterial  to  the  issue.  The  claims 
pleaded  here  are  matters  in  account  between  the 
plaintiff  as  owner  and  his  co-owners,  and  noii  be- 
tween him,  as  master,  and  his  owners.  [The 
AdmirdUy  Advocate  referred  to  The  Feronia,  L, 
Rep.  2  Adm.  &  Eco.  66;  17  L.  T.  Rep.  N.  S. 
619 ;  3  Mar.  Law  Cas.  O.  S.  54.]  That  case  does 
not  go  beyond  the  short  point  that  a  co-owner  may 
sue  as  master  for  his  wages,  and  so  far  supports 
our  case,  but  it  does  not  show  in  any  way  that  the 
other  co-owners  may  set-off  their  claims.  Fair 
deductions  the  court  is  entitled  to  make ;  but  what 
is  purely  matter  of  set-off  arising  out  of  extraneous 
matters  not  connected  with  wages  cannot  be 
entertained — 

Williams  aod  Brnoe,  Adm.  Praoiioe,  pp.  170, 171 ; 

The  D.  Jex,  13  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.  22 ;  2  Mar.  Law  Cas. 
O.  S.  263. 

In  Parsons  on  Shipping,  p.  433,  it  is  said:  ''If 
the  respondent  has  a  claim  against  the  libellant, 
he  can  in  many  cases  avail  nimself  of  it  in  his 
answer  as  a  set-off.  The  Admiralty  has  no  juris- 
diction of  an  independent  set-off,  and  those  usually 
allowed  are  where  advances  have  been  made  upon 
the  credit  of  the  particular  debt  or  demand  for 
which  the  plaintiff  sues,  or  which  operates  by  way 
of  diminished  compensation  for  maritime  services, 
on  account  of  imperfect  performance,  misconduct, 
or  negligence,  or  as  a  restitution  in  yalue  for 
damages  sustained  in  consequence  of  gross  viola- 
tions of  the  contract." 

Waiard  V.  Dorr,  3  Mason  (U.  S.  First  Cironit  Rep.), 

161, 171 
The  Lady  Camphelly  2  Hagff.  Adm.  14,  n  : 
Dexter  v.  Monroe,  2  Spragne  (U.  S.  District  Contt, 
Massaohiuetta),  89. 

In  the  last-cited  case  a  court  of  admiralty  refused 
to  allow  a  set-off  to  be  pleaded  in  a  suit  for  master's 
wages,  he  being. co-owner,  and  his  co-owners  seek- 
ing to  retain  the  balance  of  his  wages  on  account 
of  a  claim  made  by  them  as  co-owners,  sgainst  the 
master  as  co-owner.  It  is  equitable  that  master's 
wages  should  be  paid  to  him  as  subsistence  money. 
The  set-off  should  only  be  allowed  if  it  arises  out  of 
a  claim  made  in  respect  of  the  particular  voyage  in 
which  the  wages  are  earned,  and  out  of  the  relation 
of  master  and  owner  as  such.  No  doubt  the  lan- 
guage of  the  Merchant  Shipping  Act  1854  (17  & 
18  Yict.  C.194),  sect.  191,  is  very  wide,  but  looking 
at  the  subject  matter  and  the  interpretation  given 
to  it  in  The  D,  Jex  (ubi  sup,),  it  can  only  relate  to 
claims  as  between  master  and  owner. 

The  Admiralty  Advocate  (Dr.  Deane,  Q.C.)  and 
ClairJcson  for  the  defendants. — This  is  a  suit  for  wages 
and  disbursements,  not,  as  in  the  cases  cited  from 
Parsons  on  Shipping,  for  wages  only.    The  plain- 


tiff claims  a  balance,  and  the  defendants  Bay  that 
for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  that  balance  all  t^e 
accounts  must  be  gone  into.  The  lOlst  section  of 
the  Merchant  Shipping  Act  1854  includes  not  only 
a  set-off  but  also  a  counter-claim ;  and  this  signi- 
fies any  outstanding  accounts.  The  section  directs 
the  payment  of  the  balance  to  whomsoever  it  may 
be  due,  and  this  we  claim.  Once  the  accounts  are 
opened  they  must  be  all  gone  through,  and  a 
balance  made. 

The  Olentanner,  Swab.  422 ; 
The  Caledonia,  Swab.  19. 

A  master  who  is  also  co-owner  has  only  the  same 
rights  as  the  other  co-owners,  and  cannot  claim  to 
be  paid  a  balance  except  upon  the  whole  accounts 
between  them.  [Sir  R.  Fhillimgre. — ^That  does 
not  agree  with  The  D.  Jex  (uhi  sup.) ;  for  there  it  is 
said  that  only  matters  relating  to  wages  and  dis- 
bursements can  be  gone  into.]  In  that  case  the 
only  question  at  issue  was  whether  the  court 
should  take  cognizacce  of  an  equitable  claim  of 
the  master,  and  it  was  held  that  such  a  claim 
could  not  in  any  way  come  under  the  head  of 
either  wages  or  disbursements.  [Sir  R.  Philli- 
HORE. — Can  you  in  any  way  bring  your  counter 
claim  under  the  head  of  wages  and  disbursements  F] 
The  counter  claim  relates  to  disbursements  made 
by  the  managing  owners  on  ship's  account  during 
the  last  voyage  only,  and  the  plaintiff's  share  of 
these  disbursements  wo  claim  to  deduct.  A  master 
cannot  equitably  claim  a  balance  in  his  favour  as 
master,  and  evade  payment  of  a  balance  against 
him  as  co-owner,  more  especially  where  part  of 
his  claim  is  for  disbursements  against  which  bis 
co-owners  seek  to  set-off  other  disbursements.  If 
this  part  of  the  answer  is  struck  out  the  court 
will,  in  effect,  compel  the  defendants  to  bring 
another  suit  for  co-partnership  accounts.  The 
plaintiff  might  in  one  suit  claim  not  only  his  wages 
and  disbursements,  but  also  his  share  of  the  ship's 
earnings,  as  co-owner ;  why  cannot  his  other  co- 
owners  set  these  last  off  in  t bis  suit  P  The  master 
could  have  no  action  at  common  law  to  recover 
wages  against  his  co-owners,  as  they  would  have 
to  be  paid  out  of  property  in  which  he  himself 
holds  a  share.  He  sues  in  this  court,  therefore, 
as  in  a  court  of  equity,  and  such  a  court  will  not 
allow  him  to  succeed  against  his  co-owners,  when 
he  himself  is  indebted  to  them.  The  19 1st  section 
is  wide  enough  to  include  such  a  set-off,  and  really 
gives  power  to  refer  all  matters  of  account  between 
the  parties. 

jB.  G,  Williams,  in  reply. — The  co-ownership 
accounts  are  necessarily  complicated,  and  should 
be  settled  in  another  suit  *,  otherwise  the  court  has 
before  it  no  claim  in  respect  of  these  accounts.  At 
the  time  of  the  passing  of  the  Merchant  Shipping 
Act  1854,  a  master  could  only  claim  in  respect  of 
his  wages,  and  not  for  disbursements  as  well ;  and 
by  The  D,  Jez  only  such  things  as  directly  related 
towages  could  be  set-off.  The  right  to  claim  for 
disbursements  arose  only  under  the  Admiralty 
Court  Act,  1861,  sect.  10,  and  the  passing  of  that 
section  does  not  give  any  right  to  set  off  claims 
other  than  might  have  been  set  off  previously. 

Sir  R.  Philumore. — This  is  an  application  to  the 
court  to  strike  out  certain  portions  of  the  answer 
in  a  suit  of  wages  and  disbursements,  instituted 
on  behalf  of  the  master  of  the  vessel,  against 
certain  owners  of  the  vessel.  The  master  is  him- 
self a  co-owner,  and  his  co*owners  set  up  a  defence 
that  *'  upon  the  balance  of  all  the  accounts  between 
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tb«  pkimfciff  as  master  and  oo-o^ner,  and  the 
defendants,  nothing  is  dae  to  the  plaintiff,  bat,  on 
the  contrary,  that  a  sum  of  money  is  dun  from  the 
plaintiff  to  the  defendants."  Now,  the  19l8t  section 
of  the  Merchant  Shipping  Act  enacts  that  "  every 
roaster  of  a  ship  shall,  so  far  as  the  csise  permits, 
hare  the  same  rights,  liens,  and  remedies  for  the 
reooTery  of  his  wages  which  by  this  act,  or  by  any 
law  or  cnstom,  any  seaman,  not  being  a  master, 
has  for  the  recovery  of  his  wages  ;  and  if  any  pro- 
ceeding in  any  coart  of  Admiralty  or  Vice- 
Adminuty,  tonching  the  claim  of  amaster  to  wages, 
any  right  of  set-off  or  connter-olaim  is  set  np,  it 
ihall  be  lawful  for  saoh  conrt  to  enter  into  and 
adjudicate  upon  all  questions,  and  to  settle  all 
acconnts  then  arising,  or  outstanding  and  nn- 
BetUed  between  the  parties  to  the  proceedings,  and 
to  direct  payment  of  any  balance  which  is  found  to 
be  dne."  1  think  it  would  be  impossible  to  deny  that 
the  language  of  this  section  is  amply  wide  enough 
10  coyer  the  set-off  pleaded  in  the  article  objected 
to— and  the  only  cjnestion  which  has  perplexed  the 
mind  of  the  court  is  whether  the  decision  in  the  case 
of  the  D.  Jex  (13  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.,  22 ;  2  Mar.  Law 
Gas.,  O.S.  263)  affords  a  precedent  which  limits 
the  construction  to  be  put  upon  the  words  of  the 
daiue,  in  the  manner  contended  for ;  that  is,  whether 
the  provisions  of  the  section  are  wholly  confined  to 
a  fet-off  of  claims  in  the  capacity  of  master  and 
owner,  or  include  a  set-off  of  claims  arising  out  of 
the  relation  of  master  and  co-owner.  In  the  case 
of  the  2).  Jex,  Dr.  Lushington,  after  referring  to  the 
section,  said,  "  Now  what  is  the  meaning  of  the 
words, '  to  settle  all  accounts  then  arising  or  out- 
standing and  unsettled  between  the  parties  to  the 
proceeding.*  It  will  be  observed  that  it  was  only  in 
case  of  a  set-off  or  connler-claim  that  this  power 
was  conferred  upon  the  conrt.  It  is  true  that  in 
this  case  'there  has  been  a  counter-claim,  but  it 
appears  to  me  that  the  intention  was  not  to  refer 
to  this  court  the  decision  of  all  questions  which 
might  exist  between  the  parties  on  matters  entirely 
foreign  to  wages  and  disbursements.  The  object 
of  Uus  section  was  to  enable  the  court  to  do  justice 
whenever  the  owners  set  np  a  counter-claim  with 
reference  to  the  ship  or  her  disbursements.  All 
these  are  matters  properly  cognizable  by  the  Ooui  t 
of  Admiralty,  but  the  exposition  set  up  by  the 
plaintiff  might  include  matters  wholly  foreign  to 
Its  jurisdiction,  and  to  the  decisions  of  which  it  is 
nnaocnstomed."  It  has  been  truly  said  that  it  would 
be  competent  to  the  court  to  entertain  in  counter- 
claims now  set  np  by  the  defendants  in  another 
Bait,  and  that  in  all  probability  the  court  would 
bold  its  hand,  and  not  pay  out  the  sum  found  due 
to  the  master  for  wages  till  after  the  decision  in 
this  second  suit.  It  is  clear  that  these  counter- 
claims relate  to  the  ship  and  her  disbursements, 
ind  are  cognizable  by  the  court  in  another,  if. 
not  in  this,  suit.  Then  the  court  has  a  strong 
inclination  in  the  interests  of  justice,  as  well  as  of 
the  parties,  not  to  lean  towards  that  construction 
of  the  section  which  would  lead  to  a  multiplicity  of 
luits.  I  an^  of  opinion  that  the  por&ions  objected 
to  in  the  answer  should  stand,  and  I  must  there- 
fore reject  the  prayer  of  the  motion.  The  costs  to 
be  costs  in  the  cause. 

Proctor  for  tbe  plaintiff,  W,  O,  Jennings,  agent 
for  Wkitley  and  Maddock,  Liverpool. 

Solicitors  for  the  defendants,  S.  and  T,  Martin. 


COVBT  OF  COMMON  PLEAS. 

Reported  by  John  Boss  and  B.  A.  Kinglaxx,  Esqn., 
fiarriaten-at-Law. 


Thursday,  July  17, 1873. 

Ebswortu  /lnd  others  V,  The  Alliance  Marine 

Insurance  Company. 

Marine  insurance—Insurahh  interest — Open  policy 
— Right  of  consignees  io  insure. 

The  plaintiffs  who  are  cotton  brokers  and  agents  in 
London  were,  in  the  course  of  their  business,  in  the 
hahit  of  receiving  consignments  of  cotton  from 
BeU  and  Go,,of  Bombay, and  other  corresponients 
abroad,  the  plaintiffs  making  advances  by 
acceptances  against  the  consignments.  The  biUs 
of  exchange  were  usually  negotiated  in  India  and 
sent  to  the  plaintiffs  with  the  bills  of  lading 
attached,  who  accepted  the  same  against  delivery 
of  the  shipping  documents.  The  plaintiffs  usually 
insured  the  cotton  thus  consigned  to  them  from 
Bombay  with  the  defendants,  by  means  of  an  open 
floating  policy  for  5000Z.  on  coU^n,  lost  orrwt  tost, 
from  Bombay  to  London,  in  ship  or  ships,  and 
the  insurances  were  expressed  to  be  mide  **  aswell 
in  their  own  names  as  for  and  in  the  name  or 
names  of  all  and  every  person  and  persons  to 
whom  the  same  doth,  may,  and  shall  appertain 
in  part  or  in  aU," 

BeU  and  Co»,  having  advised  the  plaintiff's  of  a 
shipment  of  cotton,  drew  upon  the  plaintiffs  for 
3000^,  at  six  months*  sight,  at  the  same  time  re* 
questing  the  plaintiffs  to  insure  the  cotton.  The 
bill  of  exchange  was  negociated  by  a  bank  in  India 
and  the  plaintiffs  a,ccepted  it  on  its  arrival  in 
London  against  the  delivery  of  the  shipping  docu' 
ments.  The  plaintiffs  ho/ving  two  open  policies 
then  running  with  the  defendants  declared  the 
cotton  against  them,  and  at  the  same  tim9  wrote  to 
the  London  branch  of  the  bank  offering  *'  to  hold 
the  amount  insured  at  their  dinpoail  until  pay* 
menl  of  the  acceptance  for  3000L** 

The  vessel  in  which  the  cotton  was  shipped  having 
been  lost  at  sea,  the  plaintiffs  paid  the  bill  of 
exchange  for  3000L,  obtained  possession  of  the 
biU  of  lading,  and  diemanded  the  policy  moneys 
from  the  defendants.  Payment  being  refused,  the 
plaintiffs  brought  an  action  on  the  policies, 
averring  that  ttie  plaintiffs, or  some  oroneofthem, 
were  or  was  interested  %n  the  goods  to  the  full 
amount  claimed,  and  thaJt  the  insurances  were 
made  for  the  use  and  benefit  and  on  account  of  the 
person  or  persons  so  interested. 

Held  (per  BoviU,  O.J.,  and  Denman^  J.),  that  the 
plaintiffs  had  an  equitable  interest  in  every  part 
of  the  cotton,  they  being  liable  upon  their  accept* 
ance,  and  that  the  plaintiffs  hai  such  an  interest 
in  selling  and  manning  the  consignment  as  in 
law  entitled  them  to  insure  ;  and  also  that  as  the 
plaintiffs  intended  to  cover  the  interests  of  all 
parties  interested  in  the  cotton,  they  might  recover 
the  full  amount  under  a  declaration  averring 
interest  in  themselves,  applying  the  proceeds  to 
the  extent  of  their  claims,  and  holding  the  re- 
mainder  as  trustees  for  the  other  persons  benefit 
cially  interested. 

Held  (per  Keating  and  Brett,  JJ, ),  that  the  plain- 
tiffs  having  made  advances  ongoodi  in  transitu, 
had  only  a  contract  right  in  the  cotton  to  have  the 
bill  of  lading  endorsed  to  them  on  payment  of  their 
acceptance:  and  that  they,  as  consignees,  tho'Jtgh 
they  were  int^rfsted  in  every  part,  were  not  the 
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legal  oumere,  nor  ihe  iruateea  far  the  persons 

heneficially  interested,  and  could  not  therefore  re» 

coter  more  than  their  own  beneficial  interest. 

This  was  an  action  brought  to  recover  the  amount 

due  to  the  plaintiffs  on  two  open  floating  marine 

policies  of  insurance  on  goods  for  5000L 

The  plaintiffs  were  cotton  brokers  and  agents  in 
London,  and  as  such  were  in  the  habit  of  receiving 
from  Belt  and  Go.,  of  Bombay,  consignments  o( 
cotton  for  sale.  Against  such  consignment  they 
made  advances  by  acceptances.  Having  in  May 
1870  received  from  Bell  and  Co.  advice  of  the  ship- 
ment of  250  bales  of  cotton  per  Aurora,  consigned 
to  them  on  the  joint  account  of  Bell  and  Co.  and  one 
Cursondas  Madhowdass,  the  plaintiffs,  accepted  a 
bill  at  six  months  sight  for  3000Z.,  drawn  by  Bell 
and  Co.  on  account  of  the  shipment,  and  acting  on 
instructions  from  Bell  and  Co.,  declared  the  cotton 
so  consigned  on  the  open  policies  with  the  defen- 
dants. The  plaintiffs  paid  their  acceptances  at 
maturity  and  received  the  bill  of  lading ;  this  was 
after  the  loss  of  the  cotton.  Both  ship  and  cargo 
were  totally  lost  on  11th  June  1870. 

The  plaintiffs  alleged  in  their  declaration  "  that 
the  plaintiffs  or  some  one  of  them  were  or  was 
interested  in  the  said  goods  to  the  amount  of  the 
moneys  by  them  insured  thereon,  and  that  the  said 
insurance  was  made  for  the  use  and  benefit  and  on 
account  of  the  person  or  persons  so  interested." 
The  pleas  traversed  the  allegations  that  the  plain- 
tiffs caused  them  to  be  insured  or  alleged,  and 
that  the  goods  or  any  part  of  them  were  shipped 
as  alleged,  and  also  that  the  plaintiffs  were  not 
interested  in  the  said  noods,  nor  were  the  in- 
surances made  for  the  benefit  of  such  persons  as 
alleged.  At  the  trial  before  Keating,  J.,  at  the 
sittings  at  Guildhall,  after  Hilary  Term,  1872,  a 
verdict  was  found  for  the  plaintiffs  for  the  whole 
amount  insured  subject  to  leave  reserved  to  the 
defendants  to  move  to  enter  a  verdict  for  them, 
if  the  court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  plaintiffs 
had  not  an  insurable  interest,  or  to  reduce  the 
damages  to  3000Z.  in  the  event  of  the  court  being 
of  opinion  that  the  interest  alleged  and  proved 
and  the  plaintiffs'  right  to  recover  was  limited  to 
the  amount  of  their  actual  advance.  The  court 
was  to  have  power  to  draw  inferences  of  fact. 

SirJb/in  Karslake,  Q.C.,  having  obtained  a  rule 
pursuant  to  leave  reserved. 

jff.  James,  Q.C.,  and  Watkin  Williams,  Q.O., 
showed  cause. — ^The  whole  legal  interest  was  in  the 
plaintiffs  when  they  accepted  the  draft;  that  from 
that  date  they  would  only  be  obliged  to  accoant  to 
the  consignees  for  any  surplus  that  might  remain 
after  they  had  been  paid.  Even  if  they  had  not 
the  whole  interest^  they  had  such  an  interest  in 
whole  and  every  part  of  the  goods  as  would 
give  them  an  insurable  interest  in  the  whole. 
They  might  insure  to  the  full  value  in  their  own 
names  holding  the  surplus  above  their  own  actual 
interest  as  trustees  for  the  consignors.  The  whole 
of  the  goods  must  be  treated  as  security  for  these 
advances.     They  cited : 

Bell  T.  Bromfield,  15  East,  364  ; 

Bell  v.  Analey,  16  East,  141 ; 

HiseoxT.  Burnett,  16  East,  145 ; 

Wolff  V.  Homcagtley  1 B.  &  P.  316 ; 

Pagey.  Fry,  2  B.  A  P.  240 ; 

Cohen  v.  Mannam,  5  Taunt.  101 ; 

Lucena  v.  Craufurd,  3  B.  &  P.  75  ;  2  B.  &  P.,  N.  B., 
269; 

Carruthers  v.  Sheddon,  6  Taunt.  14 ; 

Bmirhes  v.  Marshall,  2  Bing.  N.  C.  761 ; 

Htmter  v.  Leathley,  10  B.  &  C.  858 ; 


Watson  T.  Swann,  11  C.  B.,  N.  S.,  756 ; 

Waters  v.  Monarch  Insurance  Company,  5  E.  &  B.  870; 

London  and  North  Western  Railway  Company  t, 

Glyn,  1  E.  &  E.  652 ; 
Joycey.  Swann,  17  C.  B.,  N.  S.,  84 ; 
North  British  and  Mercantile  Insurance  Company  v. 

Ifo/att,  L.  Bep  7C.  P.  25; 
Stephens  v.  27i6  Australasian  Insura/nce  Company,  L. 

Bep.  8  C.  P.  18 ;  ante,  vol.  1,  p.  458 ; 
2  Dner  on  Insnr.  22,  29,  74. 

Sir  John  Ka/rslahe  and  Cohen  in  support  of  the 
rule. — The  plaintiffs  have  no  insurable  interest 
in  the  cotton.  Their  interes!}  is  only  an  expectancy 
of  profit  resting  upon  a  contingency.  If  they 
have  any  interest  at  all,  it  is  merely  to  the  extent 
of  their  actual  interest,  viz.,  3000L,  and  they  oao 
only  insure  in  their  own  names  and  on  their  own 
behalf  to  the  extent  of  that  interest.  The  plaintiffs 
were  not  in  law  nor  in  equity  trustees  of  this 
cotton,  and  hence  without  a  beneficial  interest 
equal  to  the  whole  value  of  the  goods,  they  cannot 
insure  to  the  full  value  nor  recover  the  full  value. 
The  following  cases,  in  addition  to  those  above 
given,  were  referred  to  on  behalf  of  the  defendants  : 

B/obinson  y,  Handlton,  14  East,  522 ; 

Ex  parte  Waring,  19  Vea.  345 ; 

Poivles  Y.  Hargreaves,  8  M.  D.  &  De  G.  430 ; 

Irving  v.  Richardson,  2  B.  &  Ad.  193  : 

Stockdale  y.  Dunlop,  6M.  &  W.  224 ; 

Sutherland  v.  Fratt,  11  M  A  W.  296 ;  12  M  A  W.  17 ; 

Smith  V.  VeHue,  9  C.  B.,  N.  S.,  214 : 

B(mk  of  Ireland  v.  Pary,  L.  Bep.  7  Ex.  14 ; 

Ex  parte  Smart,  L.  Bep.  8  Ch.  App  220 ; 

The  Freeman,  L.  Bep.  3  P.  C.  594 ;  ante  vol.  1,  p.  28. 

July  15. — BoviLL,  O.J. — ^I  regret  to  say  that,  after 
the  very  able  arguments  of  the  learned  counsel  on 
both  sides,  and  the  assistance  which  we  derived 
from  them,  and  after  much  consideration  on  oar 
part,  the  members  of  the  court  who  heard  the 
argument  are  equally  divided  in  opinion  as  to  the 
result.  I  will  first  deliver  judgment  on  behalf  of 
my  brother  Denman  and  myself.  The  action  was 
brought  upon  two  policies  of  insurance,  to  recover 
a  loss  upon  cotton  shipped  at  Bombay  for  Liver- 
pool by  a  vessel  called  the  Aurora,  Both  policies 
were  effected  by  the  plaintiffs  in  their  own  names, 
under  the  firm  of  Irving,  Ebsworth  and  Holmes, 
and  were  two  of  a  series  of  insurances  which  they 
had  effected  in  the  usual  course  of  their  business. 
The  plaintiffs  were  brokers  and  agents  engaged  in 
the  cotton  trade  in  London,  and  were  in  the  habit 
of  receiving  consignments  of  cotton  from  Bombay 
for  sale  on  behalf  of  the  shippers,  who  drew  bills 
upon  the  plaintiffs  against  the  consignments. 
These  bills  were  usually  negotiated  in  India,  with 
the  bills  of  lading  attached  as  security,  and  were 
then  remitted  to  this  country.  The  holders  of  the 
bills  on  their  arrival  here  presented  them  to  the 
plaintiffs  for  aoceptance,  and  the  plaintiffs  accepted 
them  against  delivery  of  the  shipping  documents ; 
their  security  being  the  goods  in  respect  of  which 
the  bills  were  drawn.  The  holders  of  the  bills  of 
lading  had  no  further  interest  in  them,  or  in  the 
goods  which  they  represented,  than  as  security  for 
payment  of  the  bills  drawn  upon  and  accepted  by 
the  plaintiffs,  subject  to  which  the  plaintiffs  had 
the  right  to  the  bills  of  lading  as  security  for  the 
amount  for  which  they  had  come  under  acceptance 
against  the  consignment ;  and  they  had  also  the 
right  to  sell  the  goods  for  their  reimbursement,  as 
well  as  to  earn  their  commission  upon  the  sales, 
and  had  generally  to  manage  the  consignment. 
The  plaintiffs  were  in  the  habit  of  effecting  in- 
surances with  the  defendants  to  cover  goods  thus 
consigned  to  them ;   and  the  policies,  including 
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those  DOW  sued  upon,  were  all  in  the  eame  form, 
erpresBiDg;  in  the  usual  way  that  they  were  made 
by  the  plaintiffs  "as  well  as  in  their  own  names  as 
for  and  in  the  name  or  names  of  all  and  every 
yenotk  or  persons  to  whom  the  same  doth,  may,  or 
shall  appertain  in  part  or  in  all,"  and  were  each 
for  50002. "  on  cotton  [or]  produce  from  Bombay  to 
London  or  Liverpool  direct  or  via  Havre  ....  by 
ship  or  ships,"  and  at  the  rate  or  'premium  per 
cent,  etafced  in  each  policy.  As  the  plaintiffs  re- 
ceived advices  of  the  shipment,  they  declared  to 
the  defendants,  and  upon  tho  policies,  the  par- 
ticnlars  and  valae  of  the  goods  and  the  names  of 
the  vessels  by  which  they  were  shipped.  The 
terms  on  which  goods  were  to  be  shipped  are 
contained  in  the  following  extract  of  a  letter  from 
the  plaintiffs  to  Messrs.  Robert  Bell  and  Co.  of 
Bombay,  dated  the  28th  Oct.  1869 : 

Our  praviooB  letters  of  credit  for  advanoes  on  cotton 
to  oar  coangnment  having  expired,  we  beg  leave  to  renew 
the  tame  as  follows :  Ton  are  by  ^e  present  authorised 
to  valae  on  us  at  nsanoe  at  the  rate  of  101.  sterling  per 
btle  of  cotton,  cost  f .  o.  b.  and  freight,  against  shipping 
docoinflnts  and  timely  insurance  orders  or  policies  oi  in- 
watmee ;  and  we  engage  to  accept  your  drafts  so  drawn 
on  presentation,  and  to  pay  the  same  at  maturity,  or 
pnTionaly,  at  our  option,  under  disooant.  The  shipments 
aot  to  exceed  200  bales  of  cotton  by  any  one  vessel,  and 
tiie  present  credit  to  be  limited  to  30th  April  next,  unless 
preriooaly  withdrawn. 

On  the  2dth  April  1870,  Messrs.  Eobert  Bell 
and  Co.,  in  Bombay,  shipped  250  bales  of  cotton 
OD  board  the  Aurora  for  Liverpool,  under  bills  of 
Itdiog  making  the  goods  deliverable  to  them  or 
order,  and  the  freight  to  be  paid  at  the  port  of 
discharge.  On  the  29th  AprD,  Messrs.  Robert 
Bell  and  Go.  wrote  to  the  plaintiffs  as  follows  : 

We  have  now  the  pleasnre  to  inform  you  that  we  have 
isdaced  ICr.  Cnrsondas  Madhowdass  (respectable  mer* 
chant  of  this  place)  to  ship  in  joint  acconnt  with  oor- 
sehret  250  ludes  new  Dho  Uera  cotton  per  ship  Aurora 
(beight  at  11.  per  ton),  and  against  this  shipment  we  have 
▼alnedupoD  yonr  good  selves  by  this  opportanit^,  through 
the  National  Bank  of  India,  p.  SOOOi.,  at  six  montns 
light  (ex.  Is.  llfd.),  to  which  we  crave  yonrkind  protec- 
tion. Sample  of  this  shipment  gfoes  forward  overland 
toTonr  address  by  this  maiL  We  hope  this  cotton  will 
amve  with  you  at  a  very  favourable  opportunity ;  and 
eoafiding  the  same  to  your  care  and  attention,  and  refer- 
iof  to  the  accompanying  letter  for  market  information 
we  remain,  Ac,  Bobebt  Bell  and  Co. 

There  was  a  further  shipment  by  Messrs.  Bobert 
Bell  and  Ca»  of  250  other  bales  of  cotton  by  the 
same  vessel ;  and  upon  the  whole  of  the  cotton 
Ifessrs.  Bell  and  Co.  had  advanced  Cursondas 
Msdhowdass  a  sum  of  6000Z.  A  bill  of  exchange 
for  3000{.  in  respect  of  the  250  bales  first 
mentioned  was  drawn  by  Eobert  Bell  and  Co., 
payable  to  their  own  order,  upon  the  plaintiffs, 
iod  payable  at  six  months  after  sight.  Tnis  bill 
of  exohange  was  indorsed  by  Bobert  Bell  and  Co., 
and  then  discounted  by  them  with  the  National 
Bank  of  India,  in  Bombay ;  and  at  the  same  time, 
fts  security  for  the  acceptance  and  due  payment 
of  the  bill,  Messrs.  Robert  Bell  and  Co.  placed  in 
the  hands  of  the  bank  the  bills  of  lading  for  the 
250  bales  of  cotton  against  which  the  bill  of  ex- 
change was  drawn.  The  following  letter  was  also 
^pied  by  Bobert  Bell  and  Co.,  and  given  to  the 
HaUonal  Bank  of  India : 

Bombay,  28th  April,  1879. 
To  the  Manager  of  the  National  Bank  of  India, 

limited. 
Sir,— Having  this  day  necrotiated  to  you  one  bill  of  ex- 
^suige  drawn  by  ns  on  Messrs.  Irving,  Ebs worth  and 
Holaies,  (tf  London,  the  particulars  of  which  are  noted 


at  foot,  and  having  at  the  same  time  as  oollateral  secori- 
ties  for  the  due  payment  of  the  said  bill  indorsed  to  you 
the  bills  of  Uding  and  handed  to  you  the  shipping  doou- 
ments  of  the  several  goods,  also  stated  at  foot— we 
hereby  authorise  yon  or  any  of  your  managers  or  agents, 
if  you  or  he  shall  think  fit,  at  our  expense  to  ins  are  the 
above  goods  from  sea  risk,  including  loss  bv  capture,  and 
also  from  loss  by  fire  on  shore,  in  case  Messrs.  Irving, 
Ebsworth  and  Holmes  (the  plaintiffs)  shall  omit  to  do  so 
immediately  after  notice  from  you  to  that  effect,  and  to 
add  the  premiums  and  expenses  of  such  insurances  to  the 
amount  chargeable  to  us  in  respect  of  the  said  bills.  We 
also  authorise  you  or  any  such  manager  or  agent,  if  you 
or  he  shall  think  fit,  to  sell  any  portion  of  the  said  goods 
which  you  or  he  may  deem  necessary,  for  payment  of 
freight  and  of  suoh  premiums  and  expenses  of  insurauoe, 
and  to  take  such  charges  for  commission  as  in  ordinary 
oases  between  a  merchant  and  his  correspondent. 
We  also  authorise  you  and  the  holders  of  the  above  biUs 
for  the  time  being  to  take,  if  you  or  they  shall  think  fit, 
conditional  acceptances  to  all  or  any  of  such  bills,  to  the 
effect  that,  on  payment  thereof  at  maturity,  the  above- 
mentioned  bills  of  lading  and  shipping  documents  shall 
be  delivered  to  the  drawees  or  acceptors  thereof ;  such 
authorisation  on  our  part  to  extend  to  cases  of  aooept- 
anoe  for  honour;  We  further  authorise  yoa  or  any  of 
your  managers  or  agents,  on  default  being  made  in 
acceptance  on  presentment  or  in  payment  at  maturity  of 
any  of  the  above  bills,  to  sell  the  said  goods  or  a  oom- 

Setent  part  thereof,  and  to  apply  the  net  proceeds  (after 
eduoting  usual  commission  and  charges),  as  far  as  they 
will  gOf  in  or  towards  payment  of  such  bills,  with  re- 
exchange  and  charges,  and  to  retain  the  surplus  balance, 
if  any,  and  place  the  same  against  any  other  of  oar  bills 
which  may  at  the  Idme  be  in  your  hands ;  and,  subject 
thereto,  we  request  you  to  acoouat  for  such  surplus,  if 
any,  to  the  proper  parties.  We  farther  authorise  you  or 
the  holders  of  the  said  bills,  for  the  time  being,  at  any 
time  before  their  maturity,  to  accept  payment  from  the 
drawees  or  acceptors  thereof,  if  required  so  to  do,  and  on 
payment  to  deliver  the  said  bill  of  lading  and  shipping 
documents  to  such  drawees  or  acceptors ;  and  we  request 
that  yoa  or  the  holders  of  the  said  bills  will  allow,  if  re- 
quired, in  that  event,  discount  thereon  for  the  time  such 
bills  may  have  to  run,  at  the  Bank  of  England  minimum 
rate  of  the  day,  if  taken  up  in  London,  or  if  in  », 

at  the  current  rate  of  discount  of  the  day  on  government 
acceptances  in  ■,  but  not  to  exceed  the  rate  of 

five  per  cent,  per  annum. 

(Signed)  Bobkst  Bbll  and  Co. 

Bills  and  documents  above  referred  to : 


Partioulars  of  Bills. 

*    PartioiUars  of 
Goods. 

Date. 

Amomit. 

Drawee. 

BiUof 
Lading. 

Name  of 
Ship. 

Ap.28. 
1870. 

3,0001, 

.Messrs.  I.,B., 
and  Holmes. 

250  bales 

cotton. 

B.  B.  &  Co. 

Aurora. 

Mesers.  Bobert  Bell  and  Co.  at  tho  same  time 
also  handed  to  the  National  Bank  an  order  for 
insurauoe  addressed  to  the  plaintiffsi  in  the  follow 
ing  terms : 

Bombay,  28th  Apnl  1870. 
Messrs.  Irving,  Ebsworth,  and  Holmes,  London. 

Dear  Sirs, — We  have  to  request  you  will  effect  English 
insurance  on  250  bales  of  cotton  shipped  by  us  per  J.  urora 
for  Liverpool,  to  the  extent  of  20.r  per  bale,  and  will 
thank  yon  to  deliver  the  policy  to  the  National  Bank  of 
India,  London,  with  their  lien  duly  secured  thereon,  to  be 
held  by  them  until  payment  oi  our  draft  on  you  for 
90001.,  dated  23th  April  1870.  We  beg  to  add  that, 
should  you  omit  to  effect  insurance,  the  bank  will  be  at 
liberty  to  insure  the  shipment  for  their  own  protection, 
and  recover  the  cost  from  you  before  giving  up  the  bill 
of  lading. 

(Signed)  BoBBBT  Bbll  and  Co. 

The  letter  of  hypotheoation  was  countersigned 
by  Garsondas  Madhowdass,  who  was  interested 
with  Bell  and  Go.  in  the  adventure;  and  he  also 
indorsed  the  bill  of  exohange,  and  wrote  and  gave 
to  the  National  Bank  a  letter  addressed  to  the 
plaintiffs  (but  which  was  not  shown  to  them  until 
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after  payment  of  their  aoceptanoe),  in  the  follow- 
ing terms: 

.     ;  Bombay,  29fch  April  1870. 
MeRsrs.  Irying.  Ebsworih,  and  Holmes. 

Gentlemen,— I  beg  to  advise  you  that  I  bave  shipped 
to  your  oare,  through  Messrs.  Bobert  Bell  and  Co.  of  this 
place,  the  undermentioned  cotton ;  and  I  enclose  inroioe 
thereof,  amoonting  to  B.  38,  981,  6.  Against  the  same  I 
have  drawn  npon  you  as  at  foot,  with  the  endorsement 
of  the  above-mentioned  firm,  and  I  beg  your  kind  pro- 
tection of  my  draft.  I  shall  also  feel  obliged  by  yonr 
effecting  insurance  to  the  extent  of  18Z.  p.  B.  (eighteen 
pounds  per  bale).  On  arrival  of  the  slupment,  please 
■ell  it  to  the  best  advantage,  remitting  to  me  any  balance 
that  may  be  due  hereafter.  Should,  however,  the  net 
proceeds  fall  short  of  the  amount  of  your  acceptance, 
together  with  any  charges  that  may  have  been  incurred 
by  you,  I  hereby  authorise  you  to  draw  npon  me  at 
usance  for  the  difference,  and  I  agree  to  honour  any 
such  draft  or  drafts  that  may  be  passed  upon  me,  and 
also  to  accept  as  correct  all  accounts  tnat  may  be 
rendered. 

(Signed)  Cubsondas  Madhowdass. 

Then  followed  partionlars  of  the  shtpraect.  de- 
scribing by  marks  the  250  bales  new  Dho  IJera, 
per  Aurora,  and  bill  dated  28th  April  1870,  for 
8000Z.,  adding — "  The  cotton  sample  sent  to  you 
represents  fair  average  quality  of  the  250  bales." 
No  bill  of  exchange,  however,  was  drawn  by  Our- 
sondas  Madhowdass  in  respect  of  the  250  bales  of 
cotton  now  in  question.  The  National  Bank  of 
India  remitted  the  bill  of  exchange  for  3000L  and 
the  other  documents  which  had  been  given  to 
them  by  Bobert  Bell  and  Go.  to  the  chief  manager 
of  their  bank  in  London.  The  bill  of  exchange 
was  presented  to  the  plaintiffs  for  acceptance  on 
the  2lst  May,  and  they  gave  a  conditional  accept- 
ance, as  contemplated  by  the  letter  of  hypotheca- 
tion, in  the  following  terms :  "  Accepted,  21st  May 
1870,  against  delivery  of  shipping  documents  for 
250  bales  cotton  per  Aurora,  Irving,  Ebsworth 
and  Holmes."  The  order  for  insurance  from 
Messrs.  Bobert  Bell  and  Go.  was  also  shown  to  the 
plaintiffs  by  the  National  Bank;  and  it  was 
arranged  between  them  that  the  250  bales  of  cot- 
ton per  Aurora  should  be  declared  by  the  plaintiffs 
upon  their  own  policies  with  the  defendants' 
company,  which  were  then  running.  At  this  time 
the  plaintiffs  had  effected  two  open  policien  with 
the  defendants  for  5000^.,  one  of  which  was  dated 
the  23rd  Nov.  1869,  and  the  other  the  17th  Deo. 
1869 ;  and  as  there  remained  a  balance  of  846^.  not 
declared  for  npon  tiie  November  policy,  the  plain- 
tiffs declared  that  amount  upon  the  policy,  and 
a  declaration,  following  other  similar  declara- 
tions, was  made  on  the  policy,  under  the  general 
heading  of  *'  The  interest  attaching  to  the  within 
policy  is  hereby  declared  to  be  shipped  and 
valued  as  under,"  as  follows,  viz.:  "23/5/70.  per 
.^nrora  to  Liverpool  direct.  [Marks]  250  bales 
of  cotton,  valuea  at  5000Z.,  attaching  to  this  policy 
846Z."  A  similar  declaration  of  interest  was 
endorsed  upon  the  December  policy,  stating  it  to  be 
"  Per  Aurora,  balance  from  preceding  oolicy  on  250 
bales  cotton,  valued  at  50()02.,  4154?."  These  are 
the  policies  upon  which  the  plaintiffs  are  now 
suing  in  this  action.  The  plaintiffs  then  sent  the 
following  letter  to  the  National  Bank  of  India : 

London,  27tb  May,  1870. 
To  the  chief  manager  of  tbe  National  Bank  of  India, 

Limited,  London. 
Sir, — We  beg  to  inform  you  that  we  have  declared  on 
onr  open  marine  policies  for  50001.  dated  23rd  Nov.  1869, 
50001.  dated  17th  Dec.  1869,  effected  with  the  Alliance 
Insurance  Company,  the  following  shipments  from 
Bombay  to  livei^ool,  as  per  epeoifioation  at  foot ;  and 


we  hereby  undertake  and  guarantee  to  hold  the  amount 
insured  at  yonr  disposal  until  payment  of  onr  aooeptanoe 
for  30001.  due  24th  Nov. 

(Signed)  laviNO,  Ebswobth,  and  Holmes. 

Goods,  250  bales  ootton,  B.  B.  &  Co. ;  Ship  Aurora; 
amount  declared,  50001. 

The  Aurora  left  Bombay  on  the  voysge  in  ques- 
tion, and  was  lost  at  sea  on  the  11th  June  1870, 
and  there  was  a  total  loss  of  the  cotton.     On  the 
24th  Nov.  following,  the  plaintiffs  paid  their  accept- 
ance at  maturity,  and  received  from  the  National 
Bank  the  bill  of  lading,  which  until  that  day  had 
remained  with  the  bank  as  security  for  payment 
of  the  acceptance.     The   declaration   contained 
averments  (which  were  traversed)  that  the  plain- 
tiffs, or  one  of  them,  were  or  was  interested  in  the 
goods  to  the  amount  of  all  the  moneys  by  them 
insured  thereon,  and  that  the  insurances  were 
made  for  the  use  and  benefit  and  on  account  of  the 
person  or  persons  so  interested ;  and  the  qaestion 
discussed  upon  the  argument  depended  upon  the 
issues  raised.    There  was  also  a  denial  of  the  plain- 
tiffs having  caused  themselves  to  bo  insured.    It 
was  agreed  on  the  argument  that  the  court  should 
be  at  liberty  to  draw  such  inferences  of  fact  as  a 
jury  should  have  drawn ;  and  power  was  reserved 
to  the  court  to  amend  the  pleadings,  if  necessary. 
Upon  the  facts  proved  at  the  trial,  it  appears  to  ua 
that  the  shipment  in  question  was  one  of  that 
description  which  was  intended  to  be  covered  by, 
and  which  the  plaintiffs  were  at  liberty  to  declare 
upon,  their  floating  policies.     From  the  nature  of 
the  transactions  in  which  they  were  engaged,  their 
object  in  keeping  on  foot  a  succession  of  open 
policies  must  have  been  to  cover  shipments  which 
might  from  time  to  time  be  consigned  to  them ; 
and  both  they  and  the  underwriters  must,  we 
think,  be  taken  to  have  contemplated  that  the 
transactions   would  be  conducted  in  the  usual 
course  of  business,  which  is,  that,   when 'goods 
are  so  consigned,  bills  of   exchange  would    be 
drawn  noon  the  plaintiffs  by  the  shippers,  whioh 
would  or  might  be  negotiated  with  third  parties 
with  the  bills  of  lading  attached  as  security.     Be- 
fore the  bill  of  exchange  in  this  case  was  accepted 
the  bill  of  lading  and  the  goods  which  it  repre- 
sented would  be  a  security  to  the  holders  of  the 
bill  of  exchange,  and  the  plaintiffs  would  have  no 
present   interest  in  them ;   but  as   soon  as  the 
plaintiffs  accepted  the  bill,  they  became  bound  to 
pay  it  upon  the  shipping  documents  being  delivered 
to  them  :  Smith  v.  Vertue  (9  0.  B.,  N.  S.,  214) ;  and, 
in  the  ordinary  course  of  business,  when  the  bill 
arrived  at  maturity,  upon  the  plaintiffs  paying  the 
amount,  the  bill  of  lading  would  be  handed  to 
them.    It  was  also  contemplated  as  appears  by 
the  concluding  part  of  Messrs.  Bell  and  Co.'s  letter 
to  the  National  Bank,  of  the  28th  April  1S70,  that 
the  plaintiffs  might  desire  to  take  up  the  bill  of 
lading  and  pay  the  amount  of  their  aoceptanoe  be- 
fore maturity,  and  this  would  be  in  accordance 
with  the  usual  course  of  business,  in  order  to  en- 
able the  plaintifft),  as  consignees  for  the  shippers, 
to  take  advantage  of  a  favourable  market  and  to 
make  immediate  sales  of  the  cotton. 

The  bill  of  exchange  being  drawn  by  the  ship- 
pers, and  accepted  by  the  plaintiffs  against  the 
consignment,  that  consignment  immediately 
became  an  equitable  security  to  the  plaintiffs  for 
the  amount  of  their  acceptance ;  and  they  would 
have  been  entitled  in  equity  to  have  the  cotton 
appropriated  for  their  reimbursement — Ex  parU 
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Bather  (3  Mont.  D.  &  D.  174) ;  Ex  parte  Mackey 
(2  Mont.  D.  &  D.  136) ;  and  see  also  the  recent 
case  before  the  Lords  Jastices  of  Ex  parte  Smart, 
Be  Bi<:hard$on  (L.  Rep.  8  Ch.  220;  28  L.  T. 
Bep.  N.  L.  146);  and  The  Bank  of  Ireland  v. 
Perry  (L.  Rep.  7  Ex.  14;  25  L.  T.  Rep.  N.  S. 
840).  The  plaintiffs  would  farther  be  entitled 
to  their  commission  on  the  sale  of  the  goods, 
tDd  also  to  bo  reimbarsed  the  cost  of  the  in- 
suraiice,  and  their  other  expenses  in  respect  of 
the  consignment ;  and  it  was  their  basiness  to  sell, 
manage,  and  dispose  of  the  cotton  as  consignees. 
The  eqnitable  mterest  of  the  plaintiffs,  after 
ooming  nnder  acceptance  against  the  shipment, 
was  not  in  any  particular  portion  of  the  cotton,  bat 
in  the  whole  and  everjr  part  of  it :  and  no  portion 
of  it  conld  have  been  withdrawn  withoat  diminish- 
iog  their  seonrity.  They  had  also  the  power  to 
sell  and  dispose  of  every  portion  of  it,  and  to 
receive  the  purchase-money.  Under  these  cir- 
camstances,  were  they  entitled  to  insure  in  their 
own  names  the  whole  of  the  cotton,  and  to  its 
fall  value,  or  were  they  entitled  to  insure  the 
ooUon  only  to  the  extent  of  their  personal  lia- 
bility nnder  their  acceptance  P 

It  is  clear  that  the  mortgagee  of  goods  by  assign- 
ment would  be  entitled  to  insure  the  whole  of  the 
Koods  in  his  own  name,  and  to  their  fall  value, 
ud,  in  case  of  a  loss,  woald  be  entitled  to  recover 
in  his  own  name  the  foil  amount  of  the  insurance, 
tod  would  be  a  trustee  for  the  mortgagor  as  to  any 
rarplos  bevond  the  amount  of  his  own  debt.    The 
plaintiffs,  having  an  interest  in  every  part  of  the 
cotton,  would,  as  it  appears  to  us,  stand  in  the 
aame  position  in  equity  as  a  strict  mortgagee  in  a 
ooart  of  law,  and  would  be  clearly  entitled  to 
insure  themselves  against  the  loss  of  the  cotton, 
aa  affecting  not  only  their  security  for  reimburse- 
ment of  the  amount  of  their  acceptance,  but  also 
their  commission  on  the  sale ;  but  it  also  appears 
to  ns  that,  having  an  equitable  security  upon  the 
whole  of  the  goods  and  every  part  of  them,  and  the 
doty  of  selling  and  managing  the  consignment, 
they  might,  t/i<  was  ao  intended,  insure  in  their  own 
names,  not  only  their  own  individual  interest  in 
the  cotton,  but  also  the  interest  of  the  other 
parties  interested,  viz.,  the  shippers  (Messrs.  Bell 
and  Co.)  and  the  National  Bank  of  India.    Frimd 
facte,  an  insurance  by  a  mortgagee,  whether  legal 
or  equitable,  would  cover  only  his  own  particular 
interest  in  the  goods ;  but  if  the  insurance  was, 
aa  between  him  and  the  underwriters,  intended  to 
oo?er  the  interest  of  all  parties  and  the  whole 
value  of  the  goods,  there  would  be  no  objection  to 
a  legal  mortgagee  so  insuring  in  his  own  name  to 
coverall  the  interests  and  the  entire  value  of  the 
goods ;  and  we  think  there  is  equally  no  objection 
to  an  equitable  mortgagee,  or  a  person  who  stands 
in  a  similar  position,  insuring  in  like  manner.    An 
insurable  interest  is  clearly  not  confined  to  a  strict 
legal  right  of  property.    It  then  becomes  a  ques- 
tion of  fact  what  was  the  interest  intended  to  be 
covered  by  the  policy.    If  it  was  only  the  indi- 
vidual interest  of  the  mortgagee,  he  could  recover 
only  the  amount  of  that  interest;  but  if  the  in- 
anraoce  was  intended  to  cover  the  interest  of  the 
mortgagor  also,  then  he  would  be  entitled  to  re- 
cover in  his  own  name  for  both  interests :  (See 
Irving  v.  Eiehardeon,  2  B.  &  A.  193).    In  that 
case  the  assured,  though  a  mortgagee  of  the  ship, 
had  under  the  Registry  Acts  no  legal  ownership, 
boi  only  an  equitable  interest  in  it;  and  jet  it 
Vol.  II.,  N.  S. 


was  considered  that  he  might  insure  and  recove 
in  his  own  name  the  whole  amount,  if  the  in- 
snrance  was  intended  to  cover  the  mortgagor's 
interest  as  well  as  his  own ;  and  that  whether  it 
was  so  intended  or  not,  was  the  proper  question  to 
be  left  to  the  jury  in  such  a  case :  (See  also  the 
observations  of  Parke,  B.,  in  Sutherland  v.  P ratty 
12  Mee  &,  W.  17).    Upon  the  facts  of  the  present 
case,  and  having  power  to  draw  inferences,  we 
can  entertain  no  doubt  that  the  insurances  effected 
by  the  plaintiffs  were  intended  to  cover  the  whole 
interest  of  all  the  parties  interested  in  the  con- 
signments. They  seem  to  us  to  have  been  effected 
for  that  express  purpose,  and  to  have  been  so 
treated  by  all  parties,  and  we  think  that  they 
must  be  considered  in  that  light.    It  is,  we  believe, 
the  common  practice  of  consignees  and  under- 
writers to  have  floating  policies  of  this  description, 
with  a  view  of  covering  the  interest  of  all  parties 
in  the  goods ;  and  it  seems  to  us  that  as  each 
shipment  was  declared  the  policies  would  enure 
for  the  benefit  of  the  different  parties  who  were 
interested  in  the  goods  so  declared.    In  this  case 
the  cotton  was  declared  by  the  plaintiffs  under  their 
floating  policies  after  orders  to  insure  from  Bell 
and  Co.,  and  with  the  assent  of  the  National  Bank 
of  India ;  and,  upon  the  declarations  being  made, 
these  policies  would  as  to  this  shipment  enure, 
not  only  for  the  benefit  of  the  plaintiffs  them- 
selves, who  were  interested  in  the  safety  of  the 
whole  of  the  goods,  to  cover  their  own  liabilities 
and  claims,  but  also  for  the  benefit  of  the  National 
Bank  of  India  to  secure  to  them  the  amount  of  the 
acceptance,  as  well  as  for  the  shippers,  as  the  per- 
sons entitled  to  the  surplus  proceeds  of  the  goods 
when  aold  by  the  plaintiffs.    There  was  also  the 
very  possible  contingency  that  the  goods  when  sold 
mighc  not*  from  various  causes  realise  the  amount 
for  which  the  plaintiffs  had  come  nnder  acceptance. 
Although  the  insurances  would,  in  our  opinion, 
as  the^  were  intended  to  do,  cover  the  whole  value  of 
the  shipment,  and  all  the  different  intei-ests  in  the 
goods,  yet  from    the  nature  of   these  floating 
policies,  and  their  being  effected  in  anticipation  of 
futnre  transactions  of  the  plaintiffs  with  varioos 
persons  who  were  unknown  at  the  dates  when  the 
policies  were  effected,  they  were  necessarily  effected 
by  the  plaintiffs  in  their  own  names ;  and  it  could 
not  be  said  that  as  contracts  they  were  made  by 
the  plaintiffs  by  order  or  for  account  or  on  behalf 
of  persons  who  were  then   unknown,  but  who 
might  at  some  future  time  consign  goods  to  the 
plaintiffs.    The  consequence  of  this  is,  as  it  seems 
to  us,  that  no  action  could  be  maintained  upon  the 
policies  in  question  by  or  in  the  names  of  any 
persons  except  the  plaintiffs;  and,  in  this  par- 
ticular case,  if  it  had  been  averred  that  Messrs. 
Bell  and  Co.  were  interested  in  the  cotton,  and 
that   the  insurances  respectively  were  made  for 
their  use  and  benefit  and  on  their  account,  we 
think  that  such  an  allegation  would  not  have  been 
maintained  ( WatBon'v, Suoann,  11,  C.  B.,  N.  S.,  756). 
Neither  could  it  have  been  properly  alleged  that 
the  plaintiffs   and  Messrs.    Bell  and  Co.,  either 
with  or  without  the  National  Bank  of  Indja,  were 
jointly   interested  in    the   cotton,  and   that  the 
policies  were  effected  on  their  account ;  for  no  such 
joint  interest  existed,  and  the  policies  at  the  time 
they  were  made  were  not  effected  on  their  behalf ; 
and  the  only  proper  conclusion  in  law  from  the 
facts,  as  it  appears  to  us,  is  that  the  plaintiffs, 
having  effected  the  policies  in  their  own  names  to 
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cover  fatore  consignments,  snch  as  the  cotton  in  | 
this  case,  not  only  may,  bat  most,  sae  npon  the 
policies  in  their  own  names,  bat  we  think  that  the 
averments  in  this  declaration  that  the  insarances 
were  made  for  their  nse  and  benefit  and  on  their 
acconnt,  and  that  they  were  the  parties  interested, 
were  the  proper,  and,  indeed,  the  only  correct 
mode  of  framing  the  declaration.  It  is  qaite  trae 
that  Messrs.  Bell  and  Go.  had  an  interest  in  the 
cotton,  and  were,  in  fact,  the  general  owners  of  it, 
snbject  to  the  rights  which  they  had  created  on 
the  part  of  the  National  Bank  of  India  and  the 
plaintiffs;  bat,  as  between  the  underwriters  and 
the  plaintiffs,  the  former  mast,  we  think,  be  taken 
to  have  agreed  that  the  plaintiffs  might  declare 
goods  consigned  to  them  nnder  circamstances  like 
the  present,  npon  the  floating  policies  effected  by 
them,  and  that  they  might  recover  npon  them  the 
fall  value  in  their  own  names.  There  is  no  donbt 
that  in  a  declaration,  the  averments  of  interest, 
and  as  to  the  person  on  whose  behalf  the  insur- 
ance is  effected,  must  be  correctly  made,  and  that 
a  variance  in  that  respect  would  be  fatal,  though 
the  interest  is  now  allowed  to  be  alleged  alter- 
natively in  various  persons.  It  is  also  not  suffi- 
cient to  aver  the  interest  to  be  in  another  person, 
without  also  alleging  that  the  insurance  was  made 
on  his  behalf.  These  averments  likewise  affect 
the  evidence  and  right  of  recovery  at  law,  though 
where  a  plaintiff  sues  as  trustee  for  another,  a 
recovery  might  be  had  in  equity  from  the  cestui  qui 
truatt  and  relief  obtained  as  against  him.  It  is 
quite  true  that,  after  the  floating  policies  had  been 
opened,  and  when  the  shipment  was  made,  there 
was  an  order  by  Messrs.  Bell  and  Co.  to  the 
plaintiffs  to  insure,  and  that  by  agreement  with 
the  National  Bank  of  India  the  declarations  of 
interest  by  the    plaintiffs  under  these  floating 

Eolicies  were  to  be  treated  as  covering  this  cotton ; 
ut  that  would  not  entitle  either  Bell  and  Go.  or 
the  bank  to  sue  upon  the  policies  in  their  own 
names,  or  maintain  an  allegation  that  the  policies 
were  made  on  their  behalf.  The  law  with  respect 
to  the  insurable  interest  which  a  consignee  may 
include  in  a  policy  and  recover  in  his  own  name,  is, 
we  think,  correctly  stated  in  the  third  edition  of 
Arnould  on  Insurance,  at  p.  72,  in  the  following 
terms :  *'  As  a  general  principle,  then,  there  can 
be  no  doubt  that  consignees  of  the  goods,  being  in 
advance  to  the  consignors,  or  under  acceptances 
for  them,  may  insure  in  their  own  names  and  on 
their  own  account  to  the  fall  value  of  the  goods, 
and  apply  the  proceeds  of  the  policies  to  their  own 
benefit  up  to  the  extent  of  their  claims  in  respect 
of  such  advances  and  the  acceptances,  holding  the 
residue  in  trust  for  the  consignors."  The  practice 
of  the  mercantile  community,  as  well  as  of  under- 
writers, has  also,  we  believe,  been  entirely  in  ac- 
cordance with  this  view  of  the  law ;  and  there  is 
the  manifest  convenience  in  it,  that  it  saves  a  mul- 
tiplicity of  insurances  upon  the  same  subject- 
matter,  and  avoids  the  necessity  for  any  nice  dis- 
tinctions as  to  the  precise  nature  of  the  various 
interests  of  the  several  parties  which  are  intended 
to  be  covered  by  the  particular  insurance.  This 
more  especially  applies  to  the  case  of  floating 
policies  effected  by  consignees  to  cover  goods  of  all 
persons  who  may  thereafter  consign  goods  to 
them,  and  to  similar  floating  policies  which 
wharfingers,  warehousemen,  factors  and  others  are 
in  the  habit  of  effecting  to  cover  the  owners' 
interests  as  well  as  their  own ;  and  it  seems  to  us  ^ 


that  it  would  lead  to  great  practical  inconvenienoe 
if  a  different  rule  were  now  to  be  laid  down. 
Many  of  the  passages  which  were  cited  for  the 
defendants  from  text- writers  had  reference  only  to 
what  a  person  might  insure  on  his  own  account ; 
and  a  great  part  of  the  argument  for  the  defen- 
dants rested  on  the  assumption  that  there  was,  in 
fact,  an  insurance  in  this  case  of  the  separstA 
interests  of  Bell  and  Co.,  and  that  these  policies 
were  made  by  the  plaintiffs  as  the  agents  of  Bell 
and  Co.  and  on  their  behalf;  but  which  assump- 
tion, for  the  reasons  before  stated,  we  consider  to 
be  not  well  founded,  The  case  of  Boheriaon  ▼. 
Hamilton  (14  East,  522)  is  an  important  decision 
to  show  that,  where  a  person  having  a  limited  per- 
sonal interest  in  the  safety  of  every  portion  of  the 
subject-matter  of  insurance  insures  not  only  that 
particular  interest  but  the  whole  of  the  subject* 
matter  to  its  full  value  for  the  benefit  of  the  other 
parbies  who  are  interested  in  it  as  well  as  of  him- 
self, he  will  be  considered  entitled  to  recover  the 
full  amount  in  his  own  name  upon  an  averment  of 
interest  in  himself,  and  will  be  considered  a  trus- 
tee for  the  other  parties  interested.  In  that  case 
the  plaintiffs  were  owners  of  the  l^se,  which,  with 
another  ship  called  the  Atlantic,  belonging  to 
Fisher  and  Co.,  and  their  cargoes,  had  been  cap- 
tured as  Spanish  prize.  The  plaintiffs  and  the 
respective  owners  of  the  other  ship  and  of  the 
cargoes  employed  one  Cowan  as  their  agent  in 
Spain  to  obtain  restitution  or  compromise  the 
claims  of  the  captors,  and  to  send  the  property 
back  to  England.  He  affected  an  arrangement  by 
giving  up  part  of  each  cargo,  and  upon  the  terms 
that  the  two  ships  and  the  rest  of  the  cargoes 
should  be  restored  for  the  common  benefit  of  the 
original  owners  of  both  ships  and  cargoes  in  the 
lump ;  and  he  drew  a  bill  upon  the  plaintiffs  (which 
was  accepted  and  paid  by  them)  for  the  general 
expenses  of  effecting  the  arrangement,  and  for  the 
outfit  of  the  vessels  on  their  return  homewards. 
The  agent  stated  in  a  letter  to  the  plaintiffs  "  The 
whole  property  restored  is  to  form  a  mass,  and  the 
reparation  made  agreeably  to  the  respective  valaes 
that  may  be  affixed  to  both  ships  and  cargoes. 
The  Atlantic  1  shall  consign  to  you,  in  order  to 
simplify  the  concern ;  and  you  can  arrange 
witn  the  owners.  The  above  information  will 
guide  you  with  respect  to  insurance,"  The  plain- 
tiffs then  effected  an  insurance  upon  the  Atlantic^ 
and  that  vessel  was  again  captured  by  the  French. 
The  plaintiffs  thereupon  sued  in  their  own  names 
to  recover  for  a  total  loss  of  that  vessel.  It  was 
held  that  the  plaintiffs,  though  not  the  owners  of 
the  Atlantic,  had  an  insurable  interest  in  her  and 
to  the  full  amount  of  the  insurances.  In  the  coarse 
of  the  argument,  when  the  case  of  Lucena  v.  Orau^ 
furd  (3  Bos.  &  P.  75)  was  cited,  Lord  Ellenborongh 
said  (14  East,  526),  '*  Independent  of  that  case,  can 
there  be  any  doubt  but  that  the  plaintiffs  had  an 
insurable  interest  P  The  ships  and  cargoes  wore 
all  thrown  into  hotchpot ;  and  the  plaintiffs  had 
an  interest  in  the  conjoint  property,  and  had  ex- 
pended their  own  money  upon  it,  and  were  further 
authorised  to  make  the  insurance,  by  Cowan,  of 
Corrunna,  who  had  fall  powers  of  attorney  from  all 
the  original  owners  of  the  property."  And,  upon 
its  being  argued  that  the  ship  insured  never  was 
in  the  possession  of  the  plaintiffs,  and  therefore 
that  they  could  have  no  lien  on  it  (and  which  argu- 
ment was  also  pressed  upon  us  in  this  case).  Lord 
Ellenboroagh  said  (14  East  530),  "Thisisnoques- 
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tioo  strictly  of  fieo.  Cowan  was  in  possession  of  the 
whole,  and  Cowan  continued  to  be  the  plaintiff's 
igent  for  this  purpose  after  the  Atlantic  and  the 
Bion  were  thrown  into  hotchpot  for  the  benefit  of 
ill  concerned.  The  whole  then  became  a  new  pro- 
poiy,  and  a  new  interest  was  constituted  in  the 
former  several  owners  conjointly,  so  that  the  pro- 
prietors of  the  ship  Boss  thereby  came  to  have  an 
interest  in  the  Atlantic,  Upon  the  arrangement 
made  witii  the  captors,  Cowan  received  restitution 
of  the  whole  property  in  the  lump, and  itis  said,  for 
the  common  benefit  of  the  original  owners  of  both 
ships  and  cargoes ;  and  then  Cowan  being  such 
agent  of  Uie  <X)njoint  interest,  as  well  as  agent  for 
the  plaintiffs,  consigned  the  Atlantic  to  them,  and 
drew  bills  upon  them  for  the  general  expenses  of 
the  whole  concern,  which  they  accepted  and  paid. 
If  this  does  not  give  them  an  insurable  interest,  it 
is  difficult  to  say  what  will."  And,  in  giving 
judgment.  Lord  Ellenborongh  says  (14  East,  532) : 
"  The  plaintifEs,  having  an  insurable  interest  in  the 
mho]e  mass  of  the  property  restored,  may  recover 
pp(m  this  policy  as  trustees  for  those  who  are 
interested  in  themselves  in  the  whole,  though 
they  may  be  afterwards  called  upon  to  divide  it 
unoDgst  the  several  claimants  in  the  proportions 
doe  to  each,  and  a  recovery  in  this  action  will  not 
exclude  any  of  the  parties  from  unravelling  the 
aooQont  in  equity."  And  again  (14  East,  534) : 
"The  assured,  therefore,  upon  this  policy,  are  en- 
titled to  recover  from  the  underwriters  if  they  had 
an  insurable  interest  in  the  ship.  The  question 
then  is,  who  had  such  an  interest  P  I  answer  the 
original  proprietors  of  both  ships  and  cargoes, 
wboee  interest  had  been  united  in  hotchpot  through 
the  medium  of  their  common  agent,  Cowan.  Cowan 
himself  had  an  interest  in  the  whole,  and  the 
plaintiffs  had  also  an  interest  in  respect  of  the  bills 
which  they  had  accepted  and  paid  for  Cowan  on 
scooont  of  this  conjoint  property.  The  whole  was 
thrown  into  hotchpot  when  it  was  delivered  up  to 
Cowan  by  the  first  captors;  and  therefore  the 
plamtilb,  who  were  the  original  owners  of  the  ship 
Bou,  became  interested  in  the  whole.  They  were 
tlso  interested  in  it  as  the  consignees  and  repre- 
sentaOves  of  Gowa/n,  who  had  expended  money 
npon  the  whole  in  hotchpot,  and  lor  whom  they 
had  accepted  and  paid  bills  on  that  account.  It 
cannot  therefore  be  said  that  the  plaintiffs  had  not 
an  insurable  interest  in  the  subject  matter."  It 
was  held  that  the  plaintiffs  might  insure  and 
reoover  for  a  total  loss  on  the  policy  on  the 
AtianiiCf  of  which  they  were  not  the  owners, 
thongh  they  might  be  responsible  over  to  the 
owner  of  that  vessel  or  his  representatives  for  a 
proportion  of  the  money  when  recovered.  That 
case  seems  to  us  a  very  |;ood  authority  in  favour 
of  the  plaintiffs  in  this  action. 

A  similar  principle  has  been  adopted  and 
Mted  upon  in  the  case  of  fire  policies,  where 
pcnons  having  a  very  limited  personal  in- 
terest, such  as  a  warehouseman,  in  one  case, 
having  only  a  lien  for  his  oharffes,  and  not 
being  himself  an  insurer  bv  law,  and  a  carrier  in 
the  other,  had  effected  ana  kept  on  foot  floating 
policaee  for  the  purpose  of  oovering,  and  which 
were  considered  to  oover,  not  only  their  own  indi- 
vidual infierests,  but  also  the  interests  of  the 
owners  of  the  goods,  and  these  persons  were  held 
to  have  insmwle  interests  as  against  the  insurers, 
to  the  full  value  of  the  goods,  and  to  have  a  right 
to  reeof  er  the  whole  amount  of  the  insurances  in 


their  own  names,  thongh  they  would  be  trustees 
as  to  any  surplus  beyond  their  own  individual 
claims  for  the  other  parties  interested :  (see  Waters 
V.  The  Monarch  Insurance  Company,  5  E.  &  B. 
870,  and  The  London  and  North-  Western  Railway 
Company  v.  Qlyn,  1  E.  &  E.  652.)  It  is  true  that 
those  were  cases  of  fire  insurance,  and  upon 
policies  which  expressly  covered  "  goods  in  trust ; " 
but  if  the  policies  in  this  case  were  intended  to 
cover  the  interests  of  all  parties  in  the  goods,  as 
wo  think  they  were,  then  they  must  be  treated  as 
if  they  had  contained  express  words  to  include  all 
such  interests ;  and  in  that  view  the  cases  above 
cited  would  be  quite  analogous  to  the  present, 
for  the  purpose  of  considering  the  other  question, 
viz.,  whether  the  persons  insuring  had  an  in- 
surable interest  in  and  were  entitled  to  recover 
the  whole  value  of  the  goods  in  their  own  names. 
It  is  upon  the  latter  point,  viz.,  as  to  the  na- 
ture and  extent  of  the  insurable  interest  and  the 
right  to  recover  the  full  amount,  that  these  cases 
seem  to  us  to  have  an  important  bearing  upon  the 
prepent  question* 

In  the  case  of  the  warehouseman  (who  is 
not  an  insurer)  {Waters  v.  Ths  Monarch  Life 
Assurance  Company,  Lord  Campbell,  after  de- 
ciding that  upon  the  proper  construction  of  the 
policy  the  interest  of  the  general  owners  of  the 
goods  was  intended  to  be  covered,  proceeds  as 
follows  (5  E.  Sd  B.  881) :  *'  And  I  think  that  a 
person  intrusted  with  goods  can  insure  them 
without  orders  from  the  owner,  and  even  without 
informing  him  that  there  was  soch  a  policy.  It 
would  be  most  inconvenient  in  business  if  a  whar- 
finger could  not  at  his  own  cost  keep  up  a  floating 
policy  for  the  benefit  of  all  who  might  become  his 
customers. 

The  last  point  that  arises,  is  to  what  extent 
does  the  policy  protect  those  goods?  The  de- 
fendants say  that  it  was  onl^  the  plaintiffs'  per- 
sonal interest.  But  the  policies  are  in  terms  con- 
tracts to  make  good  '  all  such  damage  and  loss  as 
may  happen  by  fire  to  the  property  hereinbefore 
mention^.'  This  is  a  valid  contract ;  and,  as  the 
property  is  wholly  destroyed,  the  value  of  the 
whole  must  be  made  good,  not  merely  the  parti- 
cular interest  of  the  plaintiffs.  They  will  be 
entitled  to  apply  so  much  to  cover  their  own 
interest,  and  will  be  trustees  for  the  owners  as  to 
the  rest."  Crompton,  J.,  also  says  (5  E.  &  B.  882), 
"The  parties  meant  to  insure  those  goods  with 
which  the  plaintiffs  were  intrusted,  and  in  every 
part  of  which  they  had  an  interest,  both  in  respect 
of  their  lien  and  in  respect  of  their  responsibility 
to  the  bailors.  What  the  surplus  after  satisfying 
their  own  claim  might  be,  could  only  bo  ascer- 
tained after  the  loss,  when  the  amount  of  their 
lien  at  that  time  was  determined ;    but  they  were 

fersons  interested  in  every  particle  of  the  goods." 
n  The  London  and  North  Western  Railway 
Company  v.  Qlyn,  where  the  plaintiffs  were 
carriers,  Wightman,  J.,  says  (1 E.  &  E.  660),  "The 
question  in  this  case  is  whether  the  plaintiffs  are 
entitled  under  this  policy  to  recover  more  than  their 
own  particular  interest  in  the  goods  which  they,  as 
carriers  had  in  the  warehouse  when  it  was  burnt.  I 
think  thac  they  are,  and  that  they  ought  to  recover 
the  full  value  of  the  goods.  They  must,  in  my 
opinion,  be  considered  as  having  insured  the  goods 
which  they  held  in  trust  as  carriers,  for  the  benefit 
of  the  owners,  for  whom  they  will  hold  the  amoant 
recovered  as  trustees,  after  ded  acting  what  i<3  due 
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in  respect  of  their  own  charges  upon  the  firoods. 
And  again  (1  E.  &  E.  661),  *<  It  is  true  that  this 
insurance  is  in  the  nature  of  a  volantarj  trast  un- 
dertaken by  the  plaintiffs  without  the  knowledge 
of  the  cestuii  ^ue  trust,  the  owners  of  the  goods ; 
bat  it  is  a  trusr.  clearly  binding  on  the  plaintiffs  in 
equity,  who  will  hold  the  amount  which  they  now 
recover,  in  the  first  place,  for  the  satisfaction  of 
their  own  claims,  and  in  the  next,  as  to  the  residue, 
in  trust  for  the  owners.  If  a  different  construction 
was  put  on  such  a  policy  as  this,  it  would  be 
necessary,  as  my  brother  Grompton  has  observed, 
that  several  policies  should  be  effected  on  the 
same  goods,  and  thus  insurance  companies  would 
obtain  several  premiums  instead  of  ooe  in  respect 
of  what  to  them  is  the  same  risk."  Grompton,  J., 
at  p.  663,  also  states  that,  in  his  opinion,  the  plain- 
tiffs intended  to  insure,  first  their  own  interest  (if 
any)  in  the  goods,  and  secondly,  the  interest  of 
their  cestuia  que  trust,  the  owners  of  the  goods,  and 
the  case  of  Waters  v.  Monarch  Assurance  Com- 
pany has.  established  that  persons  who  are  the 
bailees  of  goods,  have  an  insurable  interest  in  them 
as  against  the  assurers  to  their  full  value,  although 
the  assured  may  be  trustees  for  third  persons  of 
part  of  the  amount  recovered  on  the  policy. 

In  the  great  case  of  the  Dutch  commissioners, 
Lucenay,  Craufurd  (3  B.&  P.375),the  ultimate  deci- 
sion of  the  House  of  Lords  awarding  ^venire  de  novo, 
rested  upon  the  ground  that  general  damages  had 
been  assessed  in  one  aggregate  sum  for  all  the 
vessels,  whereas  one  of  them  having  been  lost 
after  the  declaration  of  hostilities,  and  thus  become 
vested  in  the  Grown,  could  not  in  any  sense  be  consi- 
dered within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  commissioners. 
Bnt,  at  the  same  time,  the  House  of  Lords  ex- 
pressed a  clear  opinion,  adopting  the  views  of 
Ghambre,  J.,  and  Lawrence,  J.,  that  the  commis- 
sioners had  f^t  an  insurable  interest.  This  was, 
however,  on  the  ground  that  their  authority  was 
derived  entirely  from  an  Act  of  Parliament  and  a 
commission,  which  gave  them  no  power  or  right 
of  interference  or  control  over  any  of  the  ships  or 
property  until  after  they  were  detained  or  brought 
into  the  ports  of  this  kingdom ;  that  up  to  that 
time  the  control  and  power  over  the  vessels  rested 
entirely  with  the  Grown ;  that  the  vessels  might 
never  have  come  under  the  power  of  the  commis- 
sioners ;  that  they  had  nothing  more  than  a  mere 
expectation  or  hope  and  possibility  that  the  vessels 
might  came  under  their  control ;  and  that  they 
therefore  had  no  insurable  interest  to  support  the 
policies  which  had  been  affected  whilst  the  vessels 
remained  abroad,  and  before  they  had  been  brought 
to  this  country.  It  was  contended  for  the  com- 
missionerSf  the  plaintifi*8,  in  that  case,  that  they 
had  authority  to  sell,  manage,  and  dispose  of  the 
vessels,  and  were  therefore  in  a  position  similar  to 
that  of  ordinary  consignees,  and  entitled  equaJly  as 
such  consignees  to  insure  and  recover  the  full 
amount  of  the  insurances  in  their  own  names, 
under  an  averment  of  interest  in  themselves.  It 
seems  to  us  to  have  been  considered  by  all  the 
judges,  as  well  as  by  the  House  of  Lords,  to  be 
clear  law  that  ordinary  consignees  having  a  bene- 
ficial interest  in  the  whole  subject-matter,  might 
recover  the  full  sum  insured,  under  an  averment 
of  interest  in  themselves ;  and  that  if  the  oommis- 
sioners  could  be  considered  as  such  consignees, 
they  were  entitled  to  recover.  After  the  three 
argoments  in  the  Exchequer  Ghamber  (3  Bos.  & 
P.  75),  and  the  argument  in  the  House  of  Lords, 


it  was  said  by  themajority  of  the  judges(2N.B.292) 
that  no  one  ever  questioned  that  an  ordiciary 
consignee  having  a  beneficial  interest  might 
insure  for  the  benefit  of  the  owner  of  the 
goods,  though  a  naked  consignee,  as  he  was 
termed,  beinn:  a  mere  agent  of  the  consignor,  ooald 
not  do  so.  But,  as  different  views  have  been  taken 
of  the  effect  of  the  observations  of  the  learned 
Judges  and  of  Lord  Eldon  (who,  as  Ghief  Justice 
of  the  Gommon  Pleas,  had  heard  the  three  ari^o- 
ments  in  the  Exchequer  Ghamber)  upon  the  sub- 
ject of  insurable  interest  of  consignees  generally, 
it  may  be  useful  to  refer  to  those  observations 
more  in  detail.  They  are  as  follows,  namely,  in 
the  judgment  of  the  majority  of  the  seven  Jodf^es 
in  the  Exchequer  Ghamber  (3  Bos.  &  P.  95) :  "  In- 
dependent, however,  of  these  observations,  it  is  not 
necessary  that  an  insurer  should  have  a  beneficial 
interest  in  the  property  insured ;  it  is  sufficient  if 
he  be  clothed  with  the  character  of  a  trustee,  an 
agent,  or  a  consignee;  and  if  these  oommis- 
sinners  can  be  considered  in  either  of  these 
capacities,  they  have  an  insurable  interest. 
According  to  the  terms  of  the  statute  (35  Geo.  3. 
c.  80),  it  seems  as  if  they  may  be  considered  in 
either  of  these  capacities.  They  may  be  con- 
sidered as  trustees  for  the  Grown,  or  for  the 
persons  who  shall  be  ultimately  entitled  to  the 
property;  as  general  agents  for  the  purpose  of 
disposing  of  the  property  on  its  arrival  in 
England,  or  as  statutable  consignees."  Again 
(3  Bos.  &,  P.  97) :  *'  Suppose  a  merchant  upon  his 
marriage  to  covenant  with  trustees  in  his  marriage- 
settlement,  that  certain  ships  then  upon  the  sea 
should  when  they  came  to  England  be  vested  in 
them  for  the  purposes  of  the  settlement,  are  we 
to  be  told  that  the  trustees  might  not  insure, 
because  the  settler  did  not  in  terms  convey  and 
assign  over  the  ships  immediately  P  A  coart  of 
equity  would  consider  the  interests  in  the  trustees 
exactly  the  same  as  if  the  ships  had  been  imme- 
diately  conveyed.  It  is  objected,  however,  that 
the  Dutch  commissioners  did  not  resemble  con- 
signees, because  they  were  directed  to  sell  and 
dispose  of  the  property  intrusted  to  them  accord- 
ing to  the  directions  which  they  should  receive 
from  Government.  But  many  consignees  receive 
goods  with  orders  to  attend  to  the  directions  of  the 
consiffuor  as  to  their  disposal ;  and  yet  they  are 
not  the  less  able  to  insure.  So,  every  trustee 
is  subject  to  the  directions  either  of  the  cestui  que 
trust  or  of  the  Gourt  of  Ghancery."  In  the  judg- 
ment of  Ghambre,  J.,  whose  views  were  ultimately 
adopted  by  the  House  of  Lords,  he  says  (3  Bros.  & 
P.  104) :  *'  I  am  not  disposed  to  question  the 
authorities  in  general :  on  the  contrary,  there 
appears  to  me  to  have  been  great  propriety  in 
establishing  the  contract  of  insurance  wherever 
the  interest  declared  upon  was  in  the  common 
understanding  of  mankind  a  real  interest  in  or 
arising  out  of  the  thing  insured,  or  so  conneoted 
with  it  as  to  depend  on  the  safety  of  the  thing 
insured  and  the  risk  insured  against,  without  much 
regard  to  technical  distinctions  respecting  pro- 
perty, still,  however,  excluding  mere  speculation  or 
expectations,  and  interests  created  no  otherwise 
than  by  gaming.  What  the  parties  themselves 
may  do,  they  may  also  do  by  their  trustees,  cofi' 
signees,  or  agents,  provided  the  act  done  by  an  aoent 
comes  within  the  scope  of  the  authority  given  him 
by  his  principal,  either  expressly  or  impliedly  from 
I  the  nature  of  his  employment."    In  the  House  cf 
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Lords,  in  the  opinions  of  the  seven  Judges,  and 
io  which  Thompson,   B.,   ooncarred,  the  follov^ 
log  passage  occnrs  (2  N.  B.  289,  290) :  '*  It    is 
with   reference   to    these     premises,    they    (bho 
pkiotifb)   aver    that   they    as    snoh    commis- 
aioners  were  interested,  and  that  the  iosarancc 
wts  made  for  their  nse  and  benefit  as  commis- 
noners.    The  natnre  of  their  connection   with 
(he  property  insured  appears  from  the  previous 
port  of  the  deolaration.    They  claimed  no  benefi- 
dai  interest  in  it ;  they  were  merely  consignees, 
•gents  or  tmsteee  for  others ;  and,  to  make  the 
wbole  deolaration  consistent,  the  averment  must 
be  taken  to  import,   what  the  words  will  fairly 
idmit,  that  the  insurance  was  made  for  the  benefit 
of  thoee  for  whose  benefit  the  plaintiffs  were  aatho- 
rised  by  the  Act  of  Parliament  and  commission 
to  manage  the  property  aa  consignees,  that  is,  in 
the  present  instance,  for  the  King.     A  consignee 
without  any  beneficial  interest  in  himself  is  agent 
for  the  consignor,  and  may  insure  for  his  benefit ; 
and,  if  such  a  consignee  were  to  state  in  his  declara- 
tion the  circa mstances  of  the  consignment  of  goods 
to  him  to  manage,  sell,  and  dispose  of  for  certain 
persons  abroad,  might  he  not  aver  the  interest  in 
himself  as  such  consignee  ?  and  would  not  such  an 
averment,  ^  coupled    with    the  disclosure  of  his 
having  no  interest  but  for  the  consignors'  nse,  be 
eqcdvalent  to  an  averment  of  interest  in  his  con- 
signors P  "  Again  (2  N.  B.  291,  292) :   "  Though  a 
consignee  be  usually  appointed  by  bill  of  lading,  it 
is  not  necessary  to  invest    a  person  with   that 
character.      Mr.  Justice    Buller,  in  the  case  of 
Wolff  Y,  HomcasOe  (I  B.  &  P.  316),  defines  a  oon- 
sioTiee  to  be  a  person   residing  at  the  port  of 
delivery,  to  whom  the  goods  are  to  be  delivered 
on  their  arrival.     A  consignee,  as  distinguished 
from  a  vendee,  is  the  mere  agent  of  the  consignor ; 
and  such  a  consignee  may  be  appointed  by  any 
direction,  verbal  or    written,    to  the  captain,  to 
deliver  the  goods  to  such  particular  person,  or  by 
a  letter  to  the  person  himself  requesting  him  to 
take  (Are  of  the  goods  upon  their  arrival.    Where, 
then,  is  the  difference  between  such  a  consignee 
and   these   commissioners  P       The    ships    were 
directed,  by  the  person  who  had  the  possession 
and  power  to  direct  the  voyage,  to  Grreat  Britain  ; 
and  the  commissioners  were  appointed  to  receive 
the  ships  and  cargoes,  and  to  manage  and  dispose 
of  them  upon  their  arrival.     What  is  the  effect  of 
the  moet  solemn    appointment  of   a   consignee 
different  from  this  P     What  greater  interest  or 
closer  connection  with  the  ship  does  he  acquire  P 
If,  then,  there  be  no  difference,  no  one  ever  ques' 
turned  that  a  consignee  or  agent  of  the  description 
spoken  of  might  malce  <m  insurance  for  the  benefit  of 
^  oumer  a/nd  person  entitled,  and  for  whom  he  as 
consianee  is  authorised  to  act"  ....    "At  the 
time  both  of  the  insurance  and  the  loss,  their  (the 
commissioners')  title,  like  that  of  a  consignee,  was 
iodioate ;  occupancy  was  necessary  to  perfect  it. 
It  is  true  that  their  interest  was  revocable.    But 
•0  is  that  of  a  consignee."     Again  (2  N.  B.  294) : 
"And  if  it  were  now  to  be  decided  that  the  interest 
of  these  commissioners  was  not  insurable,  it  would 
venderunintelligible  that  doctrine  upon  which  mer- 
chants and  underwriters  have  acted  for  years,  and 
paid  and  received  many  thousand  pounds."    Mr. 
JoBtioe  Chambre,  who  thought  that  the  oommis- 
■ioners  had  no  insurable  interest,  says  (2  K.  B. 
296) :  **  The  dutiea  of  their  office  were  confined  to 
Botch  property  that  was  actually  in  the  kingdom. 


and  provisionally  detained  there  under  the  King's 
authority.  No  matter  who  brings  it  in.  They 
have  nothing  to  do  as  commissioners  with  consign- 
ments from  abroad;  nor  was  any  consignment 
in  fact  made  to  them.  They  have  been  called 
statutable  consignees.  If  that  phrase  means  any- 
thing, it  must  mean  that  the  statute  had  consigned 
these  particular  ships  to  the  commissioners;  but, 
look  at  the  statute,  and  we  fiod  nothing  moro 
than  that  it  authorises  a  commission  under  which 
whatever  property  of  a  certain  description  arrives, 
it  will  if  they  continue  commissioners  fall  within 
their  care  and  management  officially,  to  prevent 
its  perishing.  But  the  Act  had  in  no  respect 
attached  upon  this  property :  it  had  only  created 
a  capacity  in  the  plaintiffs  in  certain  events  to 
receive  these  or  any  other  Dutch  ships  or  merchan- 
dises." Again  he  says  (2  N.  B.  299) :  "  A  con- 
signment is  a  species  of  mercantile  conveyance 
operating  upon  the  particular  effects  consigned, 
which,  though  it  may  be  defeasible,  may  operate 
in  the  meantime,  and  enable  the  consignee  by  his 
acts  to  bind  the  consignor."  In  the  opinion  of 
Lawrence,  J.,  who  also  thought  that  the  commis- 
sioners had  not  an  insurable  interest,  and  whose 
opinion  was  also  adopted  by  the  House  of  Lords, 
there  are  the  following  passages  (2  N.  B.  304) : 
"  Conceiving  for  these  reasons  that  the  contract  of 
marine  assurance  is  not  from  its  nature  confined 
t<o  protect  the  interest  arising  from  the  ownership 
of  the  subject  exposed  to  risk  insured  against,  1 
shall  proceed  to  consider,"  &c.  *'  Had  they  (the 
commissioners)  been  authorised  generally  to  take 
care  of  ships  detained  by  his  Majesty's  orders, 
by  the  act  of  detainer  the  ships  would  have 
become  objects  of  their  concern,  and  from  thence 
a  duty  might  possibly  have  been  inferred  to 
take  all  proper  steps  to  prevent  any  damage 
from  their  loss,  and  an  averment  that  the  defen- 
dants in  error  insured  as  such  commissioners 
might  have  borne  the  meaning  which  has  been 
contended  for.  Bat  that  cannot  be  understood  in 
this  case :  for  the  averment  in  effect  refers  their 
interest  to  the  Act  of  Parliament  and  their  com- 
mission, the  terms  of  which  respect  only  the  case 
of  ships  and  goods  detained  and  brought  into  the 
ports  of  this  kingdom ;  and  I  know  not  how  to 
conceive  an  interest  dependent  on  a  thing  with 
which  thing  the  persoTis  supposed  to  be  interested 
have  nothing  to  do.  The  defendants  in  error  have 
been  considered  as  trustees  or  consignees,  who,  it 
is  said,  have  an  insurable  interest.  But  I  do  not 
think  they  can  be  considered  as  trustees  or  as 
consignees  having  such  interest  as  will  support 
this  averment.  A  trustee  who  has  an  in- 
surable interest  must,  as  I  conceive,  have  some 
existing  right  to  the  thing  insured  for  the  benefit 
of  ano&ner;  but  the  commissioners  in.  this  case 
had  not  any  such  right,  and  therefore  cannot, 
according  to  my  notions  of  a  trustee,  be  considered 
as  such.  Nor  can  they  be  considered  as  con- 
signees in  whom  any  interest  or  right  is  vested  by 
bill  of  lading  or  other  instrument  or  consignment 
by  which  the  property  of  the  subject-matter  of  the 
consignment  prima  facie  will  pass.  If  they  be 
consignees,  they  were  naked  consignees  for  the 
purpose  of  doing  some  act  respecting  the  goods 
consigned,  and  rather  agents  than  consignees, 
according  to  the  common  understanding  of  that 
word ;  and,  taking  them  to  be  naked  consignees 
who  have  not  the  legal  property  of  the  subject- 
matter  of  the  insurance,  and  who  are  not  bene- 
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fioiallj  interested  in  it,  they  on^ht,  I  oonoeive,  to 
have  averred  the  interest  to  be  in  those  on  whose 
acooant  the  insnrance .  was  made,  whether  they 
were  defined  persons  or  unoertain  persons,  and 
not  in  themselves  as  commissioners ;  for,  taking 
the  meaning  of  the  word  interest  to  be  what  I  have 
stated  it  to  be,  it  is  obvious  that  a  naked  con- 
signee who  means  that  the  insurance  should  be 
applied  to  the  protection  of  the  things  in- 
sured and  the  indemnification  of  him  who 
suffers  by  losing  the  value  of  those  things,  his 
object  being  not  to  secure  himself  from  some 
damage  consequential  to  the  loss  as  his  commis- 
sion, but  that  others  interested  as  proprietors 
should  be  indemnified, — it  is  obvious,  I  say,  that 
such  consignee  can  himself  suffer  no  prejudice  by 
the  total  or  partial  destruction  of  a  thing  which 
forms  no  part  of  his  property.  In  the  safety 
of  such  thing  such  naked  consignee  can  in 
this  view  have  no  interest.  The  persons  pre- 
indiced  by  the  loss  of  property  are  his  con- 
signors, or  those  for  whose  benefit  the  property 
is  to  be  disposed  of,  and  in  them  only  in  such  case 
and  in  such  light  is  there  an^  interest "  (2  N.  B. 
306,  307).  Lord  Eldon,  in  giving  judgment  in  the 
House  of  Lords,  says  (2  N.  E.  3^)  .*  **  With  respect 
to  the  case  of  a  trustee,  I  can  see  nothing  in  this 
case  which  resembles  it.  A  trustee  has  a  legal 
interest  in  the  thing,  and  may  therefore  insure. 
So,  a  conngnee  has  the  power  of  eelling  ;  and  the 
same  may  be  said  of  an  agent  I  cannot  agree  to 
the  doctrine  said  to  be  established  in  the  courts 
below,  that  an  agent  may  insure  in  respect  of  his 
lien  upon  a  subsequent  performance  of  his  con- 
tract, nor  can  I  advise  your  Lordships  to  proceed, 
without  much  more  discussion,  upon  authority  of 
that  kind.  There  are  different  sorts  of  consignees : 
some  ha/ve  a  power  to  selU  manage,  and  dispose 
of  the  proper^,  subject  only  to  the  riqhis  of  the  con* 
eignor.  Others  have  a  mere  naked  right  to  take 
possession,  I  wiU  not  say  thai  the  latter  may  not 
insure,  if  they  state  the  interest  to  be  in  their  prin- 
dpalJ"  Lord  EUenborough  and  Lord  Erskine 
concurred  entirely  in  the  views  of  Lord  Eldon. 

In  the  previous  case  of  Graufurd  v.  Hunter  (8  T. 
Itep.  13),  in  the  Court  of  Kind's  Bench,  where 
precisely  the  same  points  arose,  it  was  considered 
that  the  commissioners  were  in  the  nature  of  con- 
signees, and  had  therefore  a  right  to  insure  and 
recover  the  whole  sum  insured  in  their  own  names ; 
and  it  appears  to  us  that  the  correct  opinion  to 
be  collected  from  the  observations  of  all  the 
learned  judges  and  also  of  the  peers  who  took 
part  in  the  judgment  in  the  House  of  Lords  in 
Jjucena  v.  Oraufurd  (ubi  sup.)  is,  that  an  ordinary 
consignee,  who  has  made  advances  or  come  under 
acceptance,  and  has  a  beneficial  interest  in  the 
subject-matter,  is  entitled  to  insure  to  the  full  value 
and  recover  the  whole  sum  insured,  and  to  aver  the 
interest  to  be  in  himself.  In  Oarruthers  v.  Sheddon 
(6  Taunt  14),  the  plaintiffs  by  order  from  Dowrick 
and  Way  had  effected  an  insurance  upon  coffee 
in  which  Dowrick  and  Wa^  were  interested  to  the 
extent  of  seven-sixteenths  jointly  with  three  other 
persons.  The  policy  professed  to  be  made  by  the 
plaintiffs  as  agents  and  by  order  of  and  for  account 
of  Dowrick  and  Way.  The  adventure  was  managed 
by  Dowrick  and  Way,  who  made  advances  and 
paid  what  was  required.  Gibbs,  0.  J.,  held  at  the 
trial  that,  as  Dowrick  and  Way  were  the  managers 
of  the  adventure,  if  the  policy  was  intended  to 
cover  the  interests  of  the  three  other  persons  (of 


which  the  jury  were  to  judge),  the  plaintiffs  might, 
as  the  agents  of  Dowrick  and  Way,  recover  the 
whole  amount  insured ;  and  he  also  thought  "  that 
Dowrick  and  Way,  as  consignees  of  the  cargo,  had 
an  insurable  interest  in  the  whole  amount,  for 
that  a  consignee  may  insure  as  well  as  a  principal ;" 
and  the  court  confirmed  his  ruling.  We  are  un- 
able to  discover  any  intimation  of  opinion  by  the 
court  in  that  case,  or  to  see  any  inference  that 
can  properly  be  drawn  from  it,  to  the  effect  that  a 
consignee  who  makes  advances  can  insure  and 
recover  only  to  the  extent  of  his  own  lien ;  and 
the  language  of  Gibbs,  C.  J.,  which  was  adopted  by 
the  court,  seems  to  us  to  be  exactly  contrary  to 
that  view.  In  Oodin  v.  The  London  Aeeuranee 
Company  (1  Burr.  489),  the  only  question  was 
whether,  where  two  persons  having  different 
interests  had  eacl^  insured  by  a  separate  policy, 
this  was  to  be  considered  as  a  double  insoranoe, 
BO  that  the  amount  insured  was  to  be  apportioned 
between  the  two  sets  of  underwriters ;  and,  thoQj^h 
some  observations  were  made  as  to  persons  beiDg: 
entitled  to  insure  for  a  lien,  the  case  does  not 
appear  to  us  in  any  way  to  affect  the  main  question 
in  this  case.  In  Wolff  v.  Homoastle  (1  B.  &  P. 
316),  the  plaintiffs  had,  without  orders  in  the  6rst 
instance  (though  their  act  was  adopted  after- 
wards), effected  the  insurance  for  their  correM- 
pondent,  Lund,  for  whom  they  were  under  ad- 
vances, and  for  whom  they  were  acting  in  respeot 
of  the  shipment  in  question  after  it  had  been  re* 
fused  by  the  original  consignee.  They  hod  also 
accepted  for  300Z.  against  the  shipment.  The  de- 
claration contained  two  counts,  the  first  averring 
the  interest  in  Lund,  and  the  second  averring  it  in 
themselves.  Objections  were  taken  as  to  tbe  first 
count,  that  it  could  not  be  supported  under  the 
statute  of  28  Geo.  3,  c.  56,  for  want  of  a  previous 
order  to  insure  from  Lund,  the  principal ;  and,  as 
to  the  second  count,  that  the  plaintiffs  had  not  an 
insurable  interest,  and  that  they  made  the  in- 
surance on  account  of  Lund,  and  not  of  themselTes. 
The  court  supported  the  verdict  for  the  plainti£b 
on  the  first  count  for  the  full  amount,  upon  the 
facts,  on  the  ground  of  ratification  by  Lund ;  hot 
they  also  held  that  the  second  count  was  supported  ; 
for  that  the  plaintiffs  had  a  clear  right  to*  insure 
to  the  amount  of  SOOl,  for  which  tne^  were  in- 
terested in  the  goods.  The  court  considered  that, 
upon  the  consignment  being  refused  by  the  original 
consignee,  the  plaintiffs  became  consignees  for 
Lund;  and  BuUer  J.,  said,  in  the  course  of  his 
judgment  (1  B.  &  P.  323),  that  **a  debt  which 
arises  in  consequence  of  the  article  insured,  and 
which  would  have  given  a  lien  on  it,  does  give  an 
insurable  interest ; "  and  that  "  the  case  is  not  at 
all  altered  by  the  goods  not  having  arrived."  The 
plaintiffs  in  that  case  recovered  the  full  amount  o£ 
the  insurance ;  and  it  does  not  seem  to  us  that 
because  the  court  thou^hc  it  clear  that  the  plain- 
tiffs had  no  insurable  mterest  to  the  amount  of 
their  acceptances  sufficient  to  support  the  second 
count  against  the  only  objection  that  was  taken  to 
it,  and  gave  judgmeiit  for  the  plaintiffs  for  the 
whole  amount  insured,  that  therefore  it  is  to 
be  inferred  that  the  court  thought  the  plain- 
tiffs had  no  insurable  interest  beyond  the  amount 
of  their  acceptances;  and  more  especially  as  that 
point  was  never  raised  upon  the  argument. 

The  subject  appears  to  have  been  much  oon* 
sidered  in  America;  and  in  the  year  1836,  a 
case  came  before  the  Supreme  Court  of  New 
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York,  of  Ds  Forest  y.  The  Fulton  Insurance 
CcvMony  (1  Hall,  84).  In  that  case  a  commisBion 
merwant  had  efiPeoted  insarannes  ai^inst  fire  upon 
goods  in  his  own  warehonses,  *'as  well  the  property 
« the  assured  as  held  hy  him  in  trust  or  od  oom- 
mission,"  and  a  fire  had  destroyed  goods  belong- 
ing to  his  oonsignors  as  well  as  his  own  goods ; 
tad  it  was  held  that  the  plaintiff  had  an  insurable 
interest  in  the  goods  held  on  commission  for  his 
oonsignors  to  their  fall  Talue,  and  might  recover 
(he  whole  amount  nnder  an  averment  of  interest 
in  himself,  though  he  would  be  aooountable  as  a 
trustee  to  his  consignors  for  any  sums  beyond  his 
own  individual  claims.  Very  elaborate  judgments 
were  delivered  by  the  learned  Judges  in  that  case, 
which  are  well  worthy  of  perusal ;  and  the  general 
principles  applicable  to  insurable  interests  ns  re- 
guds  marine  insurances,  as  well  as  terrpne  policies 
t^aioet  fire,  are  fully  and  very  ably  discussed. 
Mr.  Doer,  in  his  Law  of  Marine  Insurance,  vol.  2, 
pp.  J 08, 109,  refers  to  this  case  in  the  following 
terms—"  It  must,  however,  be  admitted  that  it  has 
been  held  by  a  court  of  high  authority  that  a  con- 
signee, as  such,  has  in  all  cases  an  insurable  in- 
terest co-extensive  with  the  value  of  the  property, 
and  consequently  that,  when  he  has  effected  a 
policy  in  his  own  name,  he  is  entitled  to  recover 
Uie  entire  loss  that  is  claimed,  on  an  averment  in 
himBelf  of  a  sole  and  exclusive  interest ;  and  this 
without  any  evidence  of  an  authority  express  or 
implied,  or  of  any  previous  advances,  or  of  any 
rabseqoent  adoption  of  the  contract.  It  is  true 
that  this  decision  was  made  in  relation  to  a  policy 
against  fire ;  but  the  reasoning  of  the  Judges  was 
iast  as  applicable  to  a  marine  insurance,  and  has 
been  so  considered  by  an  eminent  jurist  (Mr.  Jus- 
tice Story),  who  seems  to  have  given  to  their  doc- 
trine the  sanction  of  his  approval.  I  am,  however, 
oonstrained  to  express  the  conviction  that  the 
decision  thus  interpreted  is  not  sustained 
by  prior  authorities.  My  researches  have  not 
enabled  me  to  discover  a  single  case  in 
the  English  reports  in  which  a  consignee,  on 
an  averment  of  a  sole  interest  in  himself,  has  been 
permitted  to  recover  beyond  the  amount  of  his 
own  advances ;  but,  on  the  contrary,  there  are 
several  dedsions  from  which  the  opposite  doctrine 
viz.,  that  in  such  a  case  his  right  to  recover  is 
limited  to  his  own  beneficial  interest,  seems  a 
plain  and  necessary  deduction."  At  the  date  when 
this  was  publishcMl — in  1846— the  English  cases 
upon  fire  policies  had  not  been  decided.  This 
decision  of  the  Superior  Court  of  New  York  is 
afterwards  elaborately  controverted  by  Mr.  Duer 
in  a  long  note  at  p.  161  of  the  same  volume.  With 
his  views,  however,  we  are  entirely  unable  to 
concur.  A  great  portion  of  his  reasoning  is 
founded  upon  the  assumption  which  he  makes  at 
p.  167  with  reference  to  Lucena  v.  Oraufurd  (3 
B.  A  P.  75),  that  "  it  is  not  to  be  denied  that  the 
assured  in  this  case  (that  is,  in  Lv^ena  v.  Craufurd) 
were  consignees."  It  seems  to  us,  however,  that 
this  assumption,  and  the  argument  of  Mr.  Duer 
which  rests  upon  it,  are  not  well  founded.  It  is 
quite  true  that  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  in 
Urtrnfurd  v.  Hunter,  and  the  whole  of  the 
Judges  except  Chambre,  J.,  in  the  Exchequer 
Chamber,  in  Lucena  v.  Craufurd,  and  all  the 
judges  except  Chambre,  J.,  and  Lawrence,  J.,  in 
the  same  case  in  the  House  of  Lords  (2  K.  E.  269), 
considered  that  the  oommissioners  were  in  the 
position  of  ordinary   consignees  of  the  Dutch 


vessels  and  goods,  and  as  such  entitled  to  insure 
them  on  their  own  account.  But  the  two  dissen* 
tient  judges  whose  views  ultimately  prevailed,  and 
the  peers  who  decided  the  cade  in  the  House  of 
Lords  (though  upon  a  point  which  applied  to  one 
only  of  the  vessels),  expressly  repudiated  that 
view  of  the  position  of  the  oommissioners  under 
the  Act  of  Parliament,  and  considered  that  they 
had  no  right,  interest  or  power  of  interference  or 
control  in  or  over  the  property  in  any  wa^  until 
its  actual  arrival  in  this  country ;  and  that,  if  they 
were  consignees  in  any  sense,  it  could  only  be  as 
mere  agents,  or,  as  it  was  termed,  naked  oon- 
aignees,  having  no  beneficial  interest  whatever 
in  the  property,  and  having  merely  a  right  to 
take  possession  of  it  and  act  as  agents  for 
the  owners  after  its  arrival  in  this  country.  We 
think,  therefore,  that  it  not  only  can  be,  but  after 
the  decision  of  the  House  of  Lords  must  be  denied 
that  the  oommissioners  were  consignees ;  and,  if 
so,  a  great  portion  of  Mr.  Duer's  argument  as  to 
the  insurable  interests  of  consignees,  which  is 
founded  on  this  assumption,  necessarily  fails.  We 
also  think  that  the  other  conclusions  which  Mr. 
Duer  has  drawn  from  those  English  oases  which 
he  cites,  and  which  have  been  already  noticed,  are 
not  warranted  by  those  decisions,  and  that  he  has 
failed  to  establish  that  the  decision  of  the  Supreme 
Court  of  New  York  in  De  Forest  v.  Ths  FuUon  In* 
surance  Company,  which  proceeded  in  a  great  degree 
upon  the  doctrines  of  Lucena  v.  Craufurd,  was  not 
well  founded.  Mr.  Justice  Story,  in  his  Law  of 
Agency,  s.  Ill,  refers  to  this  subject  in  the  follow- 
ing terms :  '*  The  question  has  often  been  discussed, 
whether  factors  or  consignees  for  sale  have  an 
implied  authority  to  insure  for  their  principal ;  for 
there  cannot  be  a  doubt  that  they  may  insure  upon 
their  own  account  to  the  extent  of  their  own 
interest.  The  general  doctrine  now  established  is, 
that  they  may  insure  both  for  themselves  and  for 
their  principal.  But  they  are  not  positively  bound 
to  insure,  unless  they  have  received  orders  to 
insure,  or  promised  to  insure,  or  the  usage  of 
trade,  or  the  habit  of  dealing  between  them  and 
their  principals,  raises  an  implied  obligation  to 
insure.  They  may  insure  in  their  own  names  or 
in  the  name  and  for  the  benefit  of  their  principal ; 
and,  if  they  insure  in  their  own  name  only,  they 
may  in  case  of  loss  recover  the  whole  amount  of  the 
value  of  the  property  insured  from  the  undei'writers, 
and  the  surplus  beyond  their  own  interest  will 
he  a  resuLtvag  trust  for  the  benefit  of  their  principals. 
Whether,  if  they  are  mere  naked  consignees  to 
take  possession  of  the  goods  only,  without  a  power 
to  sell,  they  have  a  right  to  insure  for  themselves 
or  for  their  principalis  perhaps  more  questionable; 
but  the  point  has  not  as  yet  beco!7!e  the  subject  of 
a  direct  adjudication."  And  in  a  note  to  this  pas- 
sage, after  referring  to  the  authorities,  Mr.  Justice 
Story  says ;  '*  The  whole  subject  underwent  much 
examination  in  the  case  of  Lucena  v.  Craufurd ; 
but  the  most  ample  and  satisfactory  discussion  of  it 
is  to  be  found  in  the  very  elaborate  opinions  deli- 
vered by  Mr.  Chief  Justice  Jones  and  Mr.  Justice 
Oakeley  in  the  superior  Court  of  Now  York,  in 
De  Forest  v.  The  Fulton  Inswrance  Company,**  The 
case  of  De  Forest  v.  The  Fulton  Insurance  Company 
is  cited  by  Mr.  Phillips,  4th  edit,  p.  176,  s.  811, 
without  dissent  or  comment,  though  in  some  other 
passages  he  seems  rather  to  adopt  the  view  that  a 
consignee's  insurable  interest  is  limited  to  his  own 
1  Hen.    In  Parsons  on  InQ^rance,  edit,  1868|  at  p* 
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50,  it  is  said,  *'  bafc  if  the  goods  are  insured  by  a 
CoDsignee,  or  a  wareboaseman  who  describes  them  as 
goods  in  tmst,  be  can  recover,  no'^  only  to  the  ex- 
tent of  his  lien  for  charges,  commissioD,  &c.,  bat 
also  to  the  full  value  of  the  goods,  aod  the  balance 
will  be  held  in  trust  for  the  owner  of  the  goods." 
And  at  p.  201,  "  A  commission  merchant  may  in- 
sure for  the  full  value  of  the  goods  consigned  io 
him,  and  may  recover,  not  only  what  will  indem- 
nify bin?  for  the  loss  of  bis  commissions,  but  the 
yafue ;  so  much  of  that  value  as  is  not  needed  to 
indemnify  him  being  recovered  by  htm  for  the 
benefit  of  the  owners  of  the  goods,  provided  he  in- 
tends to  insure  for  them,  and  the  terms  of  the 
insurance  are  wide  enoagb  to  cover  their  interest, 
and  he  has  their  previous  authority  to  insure 
or  their  subsequent  ratification  of  his  act/' 

Upon  the  whole,  it  appears  to  us  that  the 
weight  of  authority  in  America,  as  well  as  in 
this  country,  is  against  the  views  of  Mr.  Duer ; 
and,  with  all  respect  for  so  learned  a  writer, 
we  cannot  subscribe  to  his  opinions  upon  the  sub- 
ject. We  adhere  to  the  law  as  stated  by  Mr. 
Arnould  and  by  the  Superior  Court  of  New  York, 
and  by  Mr.  Justice  Story  and  Mr.  Parsons,  which 
we  consider  to  be  in  accordance  with  the  decisions 
of  the  courts  and  the  opinions  of  the  great  majority 
of  the  judjp^es  in  this  country,  which  have  been 
already  refeiTed  to.  We  believe  it  also  to  have 
been  adopted  in  practice  by  merchants,  agents, 
and  underwriters,  for  a  long  series  of  years,  with- 
out inconvenience  or  objection ;  and  we  are  of 
opinion  that  the  plaintiffs  had  an  insurable  interest 
to  the  full  value  of  the  cotton,  and  that  the  whole 
interest  of  all  pai'ties  was  covered  by  and  recover- 
able by  the  plaintiffs  in  their  own  names,  under 
the  policies  m  this  case.  The  efiect  of  the  plain- 
tiffs' insuring  and  recovering  in  their  own  names 
would  be  to  place  them  in  the  position  of  trustees 
for  the  other  parties  interested,  as  to  any  surplus 
beyond  the  amount  of  their  own  claim ;  and  they, 
having  received  orders  from  Bell  and  Co.  to  insure, 
and  having  arranged  with  the  National  Bank  of 
India  to  make  their  open  policies  available  by  de- 
claring the  whole  value  of  the  cotton  under  them, 
did  by  so  doing  constitute  themselves,  in  oor 
opinion,  trustees  for  the  other  parties  interested. 
The  plaintifis  effected  these  policies  in  their  own 
ndfnes.  It  appears  to  us  that,  with  the  concurrence 
of  the  underwriters,  they  effected  them  on  their 
own  behalf,  and  not  as  agents,  they  having  then  no 
persons  as  principals,  and  to  cover  goods  to  he  there- 
after consigned  by  various  persons  to  them,  and  in 
every  portion  of  which  they  would  have  an  interest. 
The  insurances  were,  we  think,  intended  to  cover 
the  whole  value  of  the  goods  to  be  declared,  and  the 
interests  of  the  consignors  wi  well  as  cf  the  plaintiffs 
themselves,  and,  when  the  declarations  were  made, 
did  in  fact  cover  the  interests  of  both.  No  other 
person  except  the  plaintiffs  could,  in  our  opinion, 
sue  upon  these  policies ;  nor  could  it  be  correctly 
alleged  in  the  declaration  that  they  were  made  on 
behalf  of  any  persons  other  than  the  plaintiffs 
themselves ;  and,  under  these  circumstances,  and 
for  the  reasons  before  stated,  we  are  of  opinion 
that  the  allegations  in  this  declaration  were 
supported  by  the  facts,  and  that  the  plain- 
tiffs are  entitled  to  recover  the  whole  amount  of 
the  insurances  in  their  own  names  in  this  action. 

I  will  now  proceed  to  read  the  judgment  of 
my  brother  Brett,  who  is  unavoidably  absent, 
-being  upon  the  circuit. 


Brett,  J. — ^This  action  is  brought  on  two  policiefi 
of  insurance.    By  the  first,  dated  the  23rd  Nov. 

1869,  Messrs.  Irving,  Ebsworth  and  Holmes,  the 
plaintiffs,  as  well  in  their  own  names  as  for  and  in 
the  name  or  names  of  all  and  every  person  or 
persons  to  whom  the  8am3  doth,  may  or  shall 
appertain  in  part  or  in  all,  did  cause  themselves 
and  every  of  them  to  be  assured  to  the  extent  of 
5000L  on  cotton,  lost  or  not  lost,  from  Bombay  to 
London  or  Liverpool  direct,  or  via  Havre,  in  ship 
or  ships,  to  follow  policy  of  the  4th  Sept.  1869. 
By  the  second,  dated  the  17th  Deo.  1869,  the 
plaintiffs  in  the  same  terms  as  before  caused  them- 
selves to  be  insured  to  the  extent  of  5000Z.  on 
cotton,  lost  or  not  lost,  from  Bombay  to  London 
or  Liverpool  direct,  or  via  Havre,  in  ship  or  ships, 
to  follow  former  policy.  On  23rd  May  1870,  846/. 
on  the  first  policy  was  appropriated  to  250  bales  of 
cotton  per  Aurora;    and  on  the  same  23rd  May 

1870,  4154Z.  on  the  seoond  policy  was  appropriafced 
to  the  same  250  bales  of  cotton  per  Aurora,  The 
declaration  stated  the  interest  in  the  cotton  as 
follows :  That  the  plaintiffs  or  some  or  one  of  them 
were  or  was  interested  in  the  said  goods  to  the 
amount  of  all  the  moneys  by  them  insured  thereon, 
and  the  said  insurance  was  made  for  the  use  and 
benefit  and  on  account  of  the  person  or  persons  so 
interested.  There  were  pleas  traversing  the  alle- 
gations that  the  plaintiffs  caused  themselves  to  be 
insured  as  alleged,  and  that  the  goods  or  any  part 

•  were  shipped  as  alleged,  and  a  plea  alleging  that 
the  plaintiffs  were  not,  nor  were  any,  nor  was 
either  of  them  interested  in  the  said  goods,  nor 
was  the  said  insurance  made  for  the  benefit  of  the 
persons  or  person  so  interested  as  in  the  said 
counts  alleged.  It  was  proved  at  the  trial  before 
my  brother  Keating,  at  Guildhall,  that  Messrs.  Bell 
and  Co.  of  Bombay,  were  correspondents  of  the  plain- 
tiffs, merchants  in  London,  and  that,  on  th9 
28th  Oct.  1869,  the  plaintiffs  in  London  wrote 
and  sent  to  Bell  and  Co.  in  Bombay  a  letter  of 
credit,  in  the  following  terms — **  Oar  previous 
letters  of  credit  for  advances  on  cotton  to  our  con- 
signment having  expired,  we  beg  leave  to  renew 
the  same  as  follows,  You  are  by  the  present  autho- 
rized to  value  on  us  at  usance  at  the  rate  of  lOi. 
sterling  per  bale  of  ootton,  cost  f .  o.  b.  and  freight, 
against  shipping  documents  and  timely  insurance 
orders  or  policies  of  insurance ;  and  we  engage  to 
accept  the  drafts  so  drawn  on  presentation,  and  to 
pay  the  same  at  maturity,  &c.  The  shipments  not 
to  exceed  200  bales  cotton  by  anv  one  vessel,  and 
the  present  credit  to  be  limited  to  30th  April  next, 
unless  previously  withdrawn."  On  the  23rd  Nov. 
1669,  the  plaintiffs  effected  with  the  defendants 
the  first,  and  on  the  17th  Dec.  1869,  the  second 
fioating  policy  sued  on.  Tho  plaintiffs  on  the  23rd 
Nov.  1869,  declared  on  the  first  policy  cotton  per 
Ann  Milicent,  and  on  the  13th  Sept.  1869,  other 
ootton  per  Glutha,  and  so  on.  It  is  to  be  taken 
that,  in  April  1870,  Bell  and  Co.  and  Cursondas 
Madbowdass,  of  Bombay,  agreed  to  consign  ootton 
to  Liverpool  on  joint  account,  and  that  250  bales 
were  shipped  by  Bell  and  Co.  on  such  joint  ac- 
count on  board  the  Aurora.  The  bill  of  lading, 
dated  the  28th  April  1870,  was  as  follows— 
"  Shipped.  Ac,  by  Robert  Bell  and  Co.,  of  Bom- 
bay, &c.,  250  bales  of  cotton,  Ac.,  to  be  delivered, 
&o.,  unto  order  or  their  assigns,  he  or  they  paying 
freight  as  per  margin,"  &o.  On  the  same  28th 
April  1870,  Bell  and  Co.  drew  on  tho  plaintiffs  a 
bill  of  exchange  in  the  following  form — "  Bombay, 
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28fch  April  1870.  Six  months  after  sight,  <&c., 
pay  to  the  order  of  ourselves  the  sum  of  3000^. 
sterling,  yalne  reoeived,  which  place  to  accoant  of 
shipment  of  250  bales  cotton  per  Aurora."  This 
bill  was  endorsed  in  blank  by  Bell  and  Co.,  and 
then  speoiallj  to  the  National  Bank  of  India  or 
order  by  Onrsondas  Madhowdass.  Bell  and  Co.  on 
the  same  day  entered  into  a  transaction  with  the 
National  Bank  of  India,  in  Bombay,  which  is  de- 
scribed in  the  following  letter  written  and  handed 
by  them  to  the  bank.  (See  this  letter  set  ont,  ante, 
p.  127.)  On  the  29th  April  1870,  Bell  and  Co. 
wrote  direct  to  the  plaintiffs — "  We  have  the  plea- 
sore  to  inform  yon  that  wehave  induced  Oursondaa 
Madhowdass,  cf  Bombay ,  to  $hip  on  joint  account 
viih  ourselves  250  bales  cotton  per  Aurora,  and 
against  this  shipment  we  have  valued  upon  your 
giood  selves  by  this  opportunity,  through  the 
National  Bank  of  India,  tor  30001.  at  six  months, 
to  which  we  crave  your  kind  protection.  Sample 
of  this  shipment  we  forward  overland  to  your 
address  by  this  mail.  We  hope  this  cotton  will 
arrire  with  you  at  a  favourable  opportunity,  and, 
oooBding  the  same  to  your  care  and  attention,  we 
arp,"  Ac.  On  the  29Dh  April  1870,  Cursondas 
Madhowdass  wrote  to  the  plaintiffs,  and  sent  their 
letter  open  to  the  bank — "  I  beg  to  advise  yon  that 
I  hate  shipped  to  your  care  through  Messrs.  Bell 
and  Co.,  of  this  place,  the  undermentioned  cotton, 
and  I  enclose  invoice  thereof.  Against  the  same 
I  ha?e  drawn  upon  you  as  at  foot,  with  the  en- 
dorsement of  the  above-mentioned  firm ;  and  I  beg 
jour  kind  attention  to  my  draft.  I  should  also 
feel  obliged  by  your  effecting  insurance,  and  on 
arrival  of  the  uhipment  please  sell  it  to  best  advan- 
tage, remitting  to  me  my  balance,  &o.  Should, 
however,  the  net  proceeds  fall  short  of  the  amount 
of  your  acceptance,  together  with  any  charges, 
&C.,  I  hereby  authorize  you  to  draw  upon  me,''  &c. 
The  bill  of  exchange  or  draft  before  mentioned  for 
30002.,  endorsed  by  Bell  and  Co.,  and  Cursondas 
Madhowdass,  being  discounted  by  the  National 
Bank  of  India,  was  forwarded  by  them  to  their 
agents  in  England,  together  with  the  bill  of  lading 
and  shipping  documents.  The  draft  was  presented 
to  and  accepted  by  the  plaintiffs  on  the  2l8t  May 
1870,  in  the  following  form—"  Accepted  21st  May 
1870,  against  delivery  of  shipping  documents  for 
250  bales  cotton  per  Aurora,"  On  the  23rd  May, 
the  plaintiffs  declared  on  the  open  policy  of  the 
23rd  Nov.  1869,  S461,  on  the  250  bales  cotton  per 
Aurora,  valued  at  5000Z.,  and  on  the  same  day,  on  the 
open  policy  of  the  17th  Deo.  1869, 41541.,  to  makeup 
50002.,  on  the  saine  250  bales  per  Aurora,  valued 
at  50002.  On  the  27th  May  1870,  the  plaintiffs 
wrote  to  the  National  Bank  of  India,  in  London,  as 
follows : — 

We  begf  to  inform  jou  that  we  have  declared  on  oar  open 
Biriiie  polioies  for  5000i.  dated  23rd  Nov.  1869,  and 
50001.  dated  17th  Dec.  1869,  effected  with  the  Alliance 
Intarance  Company  (the  defendjuitB),  the  followiog  ahip- 
BMits  from  Bombay  to  Liverpool ;  and  we  hereby  under- 
tUe  and  guarantee  to  hold  the  amount  inanred  at  yoor 
dupotal  until  payment  of  ear  acceptance  for  30001.,  due 
54ih  Not. 

Ptoticnlars — ^250  bales  cotton  per  Aurora ;  amount  de- 
«liwd,  50001. 

The  ship  and  cargo  were  lost  by  the  fraudulent 
Kuttling  of  the  ship  on  the  17th  June  1870.  The 
plaintiffs  met  their  aoceptanoe  when  due,  i.e.,  on 
^  24th  Nov.  1870,  and  then  received  from  the 
National  Bank  of  India  the  bill  of  lading  endorsed 
tod  the  shipping  documents.    The  plaintiffs  gave 


evidence  at  the  trial  as  follows : — "  The  insurance 
was  effected  for  Bell  and  Co.  and  ourselves." 
A  verdict  was  found  for  the  plaintiffs  for  50002., 
with  leave  to  reduce  the  amount  to  30002.  Sir 
John  Karslake  obtained  a  rule  calling  upon  the 
plaintiffs  to  show  cause  why  the  verdict  should  not 
be  entered  for  the  defendants  on  the  third  plea,  on 
the  ground  that  the  plaintiffs  had  not  proved  that 
which  was  therein  traversed;  or  to  reduce  the 
damages. 

Before  enteiing    on    an    examination    of   the 
different  propositions  of  law    which  have  been 
discussed  as  applicable  to   the  relative  positions 
of  the  plaintiffs,  the   defendants,  and  the  other 
parties  mentioned  in  the  case,  it  is  necessary  to  de- 
termine accurately  what  that  relation  was.    The 
first  transaction  in  evidence  is  the  letter  of  credit 
from  the  plaintiffs  to  Bell  and  Co.,  dated  the  28th 
Oct.  1869,  authorising  Bell  and  Co.,  within  certain 
limits  and  on  certain  conditions,  to  draw  on  the 
plaintiffs.  The  next  transactions — and  which  were 
before  any  act  done  by  Bell  and  Co.  having  refer- 
ence to  the  plaintiffs — were,  the  taking  out  by  the 
plaintiffs  of  the  floating  policies  now  sued  upon, 
and  the  declarations  on  them  of  cargoes  shipped  on 
consignment  to  the  plaintiffs  by  other  correspond- 
ents than  Bell  and  Co.  or  Cursondas  Madhowdass. 
These  policies  were  therefore  clearly  not  taken  out 
solely  to  cover  any  goods  which  might  be  consigned 
by  Bell  and  Co.   They  were  taken  out  before  there 
was  any  binding  contract  between  the  plaintiffs  and 
Bell  aud  Co.  as  to  future  shipments.    The^  were 
taken  out  when  the  name  of  Cursondas  Madhow- 
dass was  unknown  in  business  to  the  plaintiffs. 
They  were  taken  out  with  a  view  to  cover  either 
any  interest  which  the  plaintiffs  might  afterwards 
have  in  consignment  from  any  correspondents  of 
theirs,  or  sucti  interests  and  also  the  interests  of 
any  as    yet   unascertained  correspondents    who 
might  consign  to  them.    The  shipment  of  the 
cotton  on  board  the  Aurora  is  to  be  taken  to  have 
been  made  on  the  28th  April  1870.    It  was  not 
within  the  terms  of  the  letter  of  credit ;   it  ex- 
ceeded the  limits,  and  was  not  according  to  the 
conditions ;  it  was  not  on  behalf  of  Bell  and  Co. 
only,  but  on  behalf  of  Bell  and  Co.  and  Cursondas 
Madhowdass  jointly.      It>  was  a  shipment  which 
the  plaintiffs  were  not  bound  to  recognise.     Until 
they  did  recognise  it  they  had  no  interest  in  it. 
Bell  and  Co.,  however,  drew  in  respect  of  it  on  the 
plaintiffs.    The  next  transaction  was  between  Bell 
and  Co.  and  Cursondas  Madhowdass  on  the  one 
part,  and  the  National  Bank  of  India  on  the  other, 
which  took  place  also  on  the  28th  April    1870. 
The  bank  discounted  the  draft  for  30002.  drawn  by 
Boll  and  Co.  on  the  plaintiffs,  and  took  as  security 
an  indorsement  of  the  bill  of  lading  of  the  cotton 
with  a  power  of  sale  if  the  draft  should  not  be 
accepted  and  paid.     Such  an  indorsement  passed 
the  legal  property  in  the  cotton  to  the  bank,  sub- 
ject to  a  trust  in  favour  of  Bell  and  Co.  and  Cur- 
sondas Madhowdass  jointly.      Boll  and  Co.  and 
Cursondas  Madhowdass  then  both  addressed  the 
plaintiffs,  requesting  them  to  accept  and  honour 
the  draft  and  insure  the  cotton,  and  authorising 
the  plaintiffs,  on  payment  of  their  acceptance,  to 
obtflun  the  bill  of  lading  and  to  sell  the  cotton, 
in    order,    first,    to    reimburse    the    plaintifi's 
advance,   and   then,   subject    to  commission,  to 
hold    and   pay    over   the    surplus    for    and    to 
Bell    and    Co.     and     Curbondas     Madhowdass 
jointly.      On  the  21st  May  1870,  the  plaintiffs 
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aooepted  the  draft  for  30001.,  and  thereby  recog- 
nised   the    shipment    and    accepted   the    terms 
proposed  to  them.    Then  for  the  first  time  was 
established  a  relation  of  the  plaintiffs  to  the  cotton 
in  question.    Then  arose  a  contract  between  them 
on  the  one  part,  and  Bell  and  Co.  and  Carsondas 
Madhowdasfl  on  the  other,  by  which  they  under- 
took  to  pay  their  acceptance  and  to  receive  and  to 
sell  the  cotton,  aud  to  hold  and  pay   over  any 
surplus  proceeds,  and  by  which  they  acquired  a 
right  to  have  the  bill  of  lading  eventually  indorsed 
to  them,  and  to  have  the  cotton  placed  in  their 
hands  for  sale  to  cover  their  advances.    This  con- 
tract and  position  of  affairs  did  not  pass  the  legal 
property  in  the  cotton  to  the  plaintiffs,  for  that 
was  still  in  the  National  Bank  of  India.    It  did 
not  give  a  present  right  of  possession  of  the  bill  of 
lading,  or  even  a  right  of  possession  of  the  cotton 
on  arrival.  It  gave  a  present  interest  in  the  cotton 
to  the  plaintiffs,  that  is  to  say,  a  right  by  an  exist- 
ing contract  to  have  the  bill  of  lading  indorsed  to 
them  on  the  payment  of  their  acceptance,  so  as  to 
enable  them  to  sell  the  cotton  to  pay  themselves 
20001.  and  their  expenses,  and  to  earn  their  com- 
mission, and  to  hold  the  surplus   proceeds  as 
agents  for  Bell  and  Co.  and  Cnrsondlas  Madhow- 
dasB.    The  right  in  equity  would,  I  apprehend,  be 
to  have  a  decree  for  a  specific  performance  of  such 
contract.      But,  until  the  acceptance  should  bo 
met,  I  should  apprehend  that  the  plaintiffs  could 
not  be  held  to  be  either  legal  or  equitable  owners 
of  the  cotton.      Nor  were  the  plaintiffs  trustees 
for  Bell  and  Co.  cf  the  cotton.    Speaking  of  the 
relation  of  the  Dutch  commissioners  to  the  ships 
of  which  they  would  have  had  the  disposal  if  they 
should  have  arrived.  Lord  Eldon  says,  in  Lucena 
Craufwrd  (3  B.  A  P.   76)—"  With  respect  to  the 
case  of  a  trustee,  I  can  see  nothing  in  this  case 
which  resembles  it.   A  trustee  has  a  legal  interest 
in  the  thing,  and  may,"    he    adds,    "therefore 
ininre."    It  was  after  entering  into  this  relation 
with  Bell  and  Co.  and  Cursondas  Madhowdass,  and 
having  acquired  this  interest  in  the  cotton,  that  the 
plaintiffs,  on  the  23rd  May  1870,  declared  5000Z., 
m  respect  of  the  cotton  on  the  policies.    And, 
whatever  may  have  been  the  terms  used  by  the 
witnesses  in  giving  evidenoe,  it  must,  I  think,  be 
taken  with  regard  to  the  declarations  then  made, 
that  it  was  stated  "  that  the  plaintiffs  insured  for 
Bell  and  Co.  and  themselves."    In  reality  they 
inten  ded  then  to  declare  for,  and  so  to  insure  their 
own  interest  of  3000Z.,  and  the  interest  of  their 
correspondents  in  the  anticipated  or  valued  sur- 
plus of  2000L    It  was  whilst  the  transactions  thus 
stood  that  the  ship  was  lost.    The  plaintiffs  then 
had  the  interest  above  described ;  they  were  not 
legal  owners  nor  equitable  owners,  nor  trustees, 
but  contractors,  having  by  contract  certain  rights 
to  deal  with  the  cotton  in  a  certain  way,  on  the 
happening  at  a  future  time  of  acertainoontingencj. 
Afterwards,  on  the  24th  Nov.  1870,  the  plaintiffs 
paid  their  acceptance  of  3000Z.,  and  received  the 
bill  of  lading  indorsed  by  the  bank.    But  the  cot- 
ton was  already  lost,  and  no  property  therefore 
passed  by  such  indorsement 

Upon  these  facts  it  was  contended,  on  behalf  of 
the  plaintiffs,  that  they  had  the  whole  legal  interest 
in  the  ^oods  when  they  accepted  the  draft,  and  that 
all  their  obligation  to  Bell  and  Co.  from  that  time 
was  to  account  as  trustees  for  the  surplus  pro- 
ceeds of  sale ;  and,  if  not,  that  they  still  had  an  in- 
terest in  the  goods  which  gave  them  an  insurable 


interest  in  the  whole,  so  that  they  might  insure  the 
whole  to  their  full  value  in  their  own  name,  hold- 
ing the  surplus  (if  any)  above  their  own  actual  or 
beneficial  interest  as  trustees  for  Bell  and  Co.  and 
Cursondas  Madhowdass,  one  or  both.  It  was 
contended,  on  behalf  of  the  defendants,  that  the 
plaintiffs  had  no  insurable  interest  at  all;  that 
they  had  only  an  expectancy  of  profit  resting  on 
a  contingency;  that,  if  they  had  an  insurable 
interest,  it  was  to  the  extent  only  of  their  own 
beneficial  interest,  viz.,  3000L,  that  they  conld 
not  insure  in  their  own  names  and  on  their 
own  behalf  more  than  such  interest ;  that  the  only 
persons  who,  without  having  a  beneficial  interest 
equal  to  their  own  value,  can  insure  in  their 
own  names  to  the  full  value,  holding  a  surplus  as 
trustees,  are  those  who  are  in  law  owners  and  in 
equity  trustees  of  the  property  insured,  and  that 
the  plaintiffs  were  not  such  legal  owners,  and  con- 
sequently not  such  trustees.  It  was  further 
argued  that,  if  in  consideration  of  law  the  plaintiffs 
could  be  said  to  have  insured  for  themselves  and 
Bell  and  Co.,  they  failed  on  the  pleadings,  because 
they  had  invited  and  accepted  an  issue  that  they 
alone  were  interested  and  they  alone  had  insured. 
In  answer  to  this  last  objection,  it  was  urged  on 
behalf  of  the  plaintiffs  that  the  plea  was  severable ; 
that,  as  to  the  allegation  that  the  insurance  was 
mode  on  their  behalf  alone,  it  was  true ;  and  tnat 
there  was  no  allegation  that  they  aJone  were 
interested,  but  that  the  allegation  amounted  only 
to  an  assertion  that  they  had  an  interest,  which 
was  true. 

The  first  point  thus  raised  is,  whether  the 
plaintiffs  had  any  insurable  interest.  I  think 
they  had ;  because  they  had  an  existing  contract 
with  regard  to  the  cotton,  by  virtue  of  ^hich  they 
had  an  expectancy  of  benefit  and  advantage  arising 
out  of,  or  depending  on,  the  safe  arrival  of  the 
cotton. 

The  next  question  is,  what  was  the  amount 
of  the  plaintiffs'  insurable  interest  P  If  they  had 
any,  it  would  seem  to  be  at  least  to  the  extent  of 
30002.,  their  advance,  and  their  expenses  and  ex- 
pected commission.  The  main  question  is.  whether 
they  could  insure  for  more  than  that  in  their  own 
name,  and  recover  for  more  on  a  declaration  alleg- 
ing the  interest  to  be  in  themselves.  Their  rela- 
tion to  the  cotton  was  described  in  argument,  and 
I  think  fairly  described,  to  be  that  of  consignees 
for  sale  of  goods  not  yet  arrived,  who  have  made 
advances  on  the  goods,  but  have  only  a  contract 
right  with  regard  to  the  goods,  without  being  legal 
owners  of  them.  They  have  the  interest  described 
in  every  part  of  the  goods,  but  are  not  legal  owners 
of  any  part. 

The  ruling  principle  of  insurance,  which  is  that 
it  should  afford  only  an  indemnity  to  any 
assured  for  his  loss,  would  seem  to  limit  the 
right  of  the  plaintifi*s  under  such  circumstances 
to  the  recovery  of  their  own  beneficial  interest 
only.  If  in  an  action  at  law  the  assured  oan 
recover  on  the  contract  of  insurance  more  than 
his  own  beneficial  interest,  he  recovers,  accord- 
ing to  law,  more  than  an  indemnity.  It  would 
seem  to  be  no  answer  in  a  court  of  law  to  say 
that  he  holds  a  surplus  of  what  he  has  recovered 
as  trustee  for  some  one  else.  The  law  has  no 
means  of  enforcing  the  payment  over  by  him,  on 
the  mere  ground  of  his  being  a  trustee.  This  view, 
it  is  true,  should  prevent  a  legal  owner,  but 
trustee,  of  the  property  insured  from  being  able 
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to  iosiire  and  recover  in  his  own  name :  yet  it 
leems  to  be  stated  on  high  authority  that  a  legal 
owner,  being  trnstee,  may  insure  and  recover  in 
his  own  name»  holding  the  proceeds  in  trust  for 
his  cestui  que  trust.  This  must  be  on  the  ground 
that  the  law  will  not  dispute  the  legal  interest 
which  is  the  legal  result  of  the  legal  ownership ; 
tboogh  in  insurance  contracts  it  willalso  recoguise 
in  equitable  interest  as  entitling  the  owner  of  it 
to  enter  into  or  take  advantage  of  the  legal  con- 
tract  of  insurance. 

In  Lueena  v.  Graufurd,  Lawrence,  J.,  says — 
"The  defendants  in  error  have  been  considered 
ss  trustees  or  consignees,  who,  it  is  said,  have 
insurable  interest.  A  trustee  who  has  an  in- 
Bonible  interest  must  as  I  conceive,  have 
some  existing  right  to  the  thing  insured,  for  the 
benefit  of  another."  Having  regard  to  what 
follows,  and  to  the  statement  of  Lord  Eldon  in 
the  same  case,  the  phrase  "  existing  right "  as  here 
used,  means  an  existing  legcd  right.  **  But,"  con- 
tinues the  learned  judge,  '*  the  commissioners  in 
this  case  had  not  any  such  right,  and  therefore 
cannot,  according  to  my  notions  of  a  trustee,  be 
considered  as  such.  Nor  can  they  be  considered 
as  consignees  in  whom  any  interest  or  right  is 
vested  by  bill  of  lading  or  other  instrument  of 
consignment  hy  which  the  property  of  the  subject* 
matter  of  the  consignmmt  prima  fade  will 
pass.  If  they  be  consignees,  they  were  naked 
consignees  for  the  purpose  of  doing  some  act 
respecting  the  ^oods  consigned,  and  rather 
agents  than  consignees  according  to  the  com- 
mon understanding  of  that  word;  and,  taking 
them  to  be  naked  consignees  who  have  not  the  legal 
property  of  (he  svhjecUmaHer  of  the  insurance^  and 
who  are  not  beneficially  interested  in  it,  they 
ooght,  I  conoeive,  to  have  averred  the  interest  to 
he  in  those  on  whose  account  the  insurance  was 
made."  The  real  effect  of  the  decision  of  the 
Honse  of  Lords  in  this  case  is  well  discussed  by 
Doer,  voh  2,  p.  161  et  seq.,  in  n.  2  to  sect.  10. 
The  proposition  to  be  discussed,  ho  says,  and  for 
the  maintenance  of  which  the  case  has  been  cited, 
is,  "that  a  consignee  clothed  with  the  power  of 
lale  has  io  all  cases  an  insurable  interest  to  the 
fall  f alue  of  the  goods  consigned  to  him,  and  may 
cover  them  on  the  voyage  of  importation  by  a 
policy  effected  in  his  own  name  and  on  his  own 
account.  The  truth  of  this  proposition,  and  the 
justness  of  its  deduction  from  the  authorities  relied 
00, are  the  questions  I  propose  to  examine:  but 
I  shall  first  endeavour  to  show  that  the  opposite 
doctrine,  viz.,  that  the  right  of  a  consignee  to 
recover  on  an  averment  of  interest  in  himself  is 
Umiied  to  his  own  advances,  constituting  a  lien  on 
the  goods  insured  (which  necessarily  implies  that 
be  hasno  insurable  interest  beyond  those  advances), 
is  established,  not  by  ambiguous  dicta,  but  by 
positive  decisions."  The  learned  author  then 
minutely,  and  I  think  accurately,  discusses  the 
case  of  Ltucena  v.  Graufurd,  and  sums  up  thus  : — 
''The  result  is  that  the  final  decision  in  Lueena  v. 
Cravfwrd  seems  definitely  to  have  settled  the 
law,  that  a  consignee,  where  he  means  to  cover, 
not  a  beneficial  interest  of  his  own,  but  the  entire 
property  of  the  consignor,  must  so  frame  the 
policy  as  by  its  terms  to  embrace  that  interest ; 
sod,  to  enable  him  to  recover  a  loss,  must  aver  that 
iiUerest  in  the  dedarcUUm,  and  on  the  trial,  not 
only  prove  its  existence,  but  his  own. authority  to 
make  the  insurance,  or  the  adoption  of  his  con- 


tract."   In  Wolff  V.  Horncastte  (1  Bos.  &  P.  316), 
the  plaintiff,  who  was  held  by  the  court  to  have 
become  before  the  loss  the  consiffnee  of  the  goods, 
and  to  have  advanced  800Z.  on  the  security  of  the 
goods,  was  further  held  to  be  entitled  to  recover 
on  the  second  count  of  the  declaration,  in  which  he 
averred  the  interest  to  be  in  himself.    But  Buller, 
J.,  says  expressljr :  "  I  hold  that  the  plaintiffs  had 
a  clear  right  to  insure  to  the  amotmt  of  8002.  for 
which  they  were  interested  in  the  goods.    In  Gar* 
ruthers  v.  Sheddon  (6  Taunt.  14)  the  plaintiffs  were 
held  entitled  to  recover  the  full  value  of  the  cargo, 
upon  a  count  alleging  the  count  to  be  in  Dow- 
rick  and  Way.    The  cargo  was  shipped  under  an 
agreement  by  which  it  was  stated  tnat  Dowrick 
and  Way  and  two  others  had  airreed  to  become 
partners  in  an  adventure  of  sending  goods  which 
Dowrick  and  Way  had  on  their  own  separate  and 
personal  credit  actually  and  really  purchased,  Ac, 
The  jury  found  for  the  plaintiffs,  and  that  the  policy 
was  mtended  to  cover  all  the  partners  in  the  adven- 
ture.   The  objection  taken  in  argument  was,  not 
that  the  interest  ought  to  have  been  declared  to  be 
in  all,  but  that  Dowrick  and  Way  could  not  insure 
more  than  their  own  interest  as  partners.    The 
court  did  not  hold  that  Dowrick  and  Way  might 
insure  to  the  whole  value  merely  on  the  ground  of 
their  being  consignees ;  if  that  ground  had  been 
sufficient   the  whole  argument  was  futile:   the 
court  held  in  terms,  "that  Dowrick  and  Way 
might  protect  all  their  species  of  interest  under  one 
policy.*'    Duer,  vol.  2,  p.  162,  holds  that  *'  the  sole 
ground  of  the  decision  was  that  the   advances 
which  they  had  made  as  consignees,  added  to  their 
individual  interest  as  partners,  were  equivalent  to 
the  entire  value  of  the  property  insured."    It  does 
not  appear  in  the  case  whether  Dowrick  and  Co. 
were  indorsees  and  holders  of  the  bill  of  Is  ding. 
It  may  be  inferred  from  the  nature  of  the  transac* 
tion  and  their  position,  that  they  were ;  and,  if  so, 
they  were  legal  owners  as  well  as  consignees. 
Speaking  of  this  case,  and  of  Wojff  v.  HomcasUe, 
Mr.  Phillips,  vol.  1,  sect  423,  says — '*  So  a  eon« 
signee  or  other  party  entitled  to  a  lien  upon  pro- 
perty on  account  of  advances  or  otherwise  may 
cover  his  own  interest  by  insurance  on  it  in  his  own 
name  generally."    In  Godwin  v.  The  London  Assu* 
ranee  Company  (1  Bur.  489)  it  was  held  that  the 
English  factor,  to  whom  the  bill  of  lading  was 
not  indorsed,  might  insure  to  the  full  value  of  the 
goods ;  but  ou  the  ground  that  his  advances  wei  e 
to  the  extent  of  the  full  value  and  more.    "  Such 
factor,"  says  Amould,  Vol.  1,  p.  247,  abstracting 
this  case,  *'  had  an  insurable  interest  to  the  extent 
of  his  general  balance,  and  might  recover,  averring 
the  interest  to  be  in  himself."    In  Robertson  v. 
Hamilton  (14  East,  522),  it  is  difficult  to  extricate 
the  exact  grounds  of  the  decision.    The  interest 
was  in  two  counts  alleged  to  be  in  the  plaintiffs ; 
in  the  third  count,  in  Fisber,  Kidd  and  Co.,  the 
registered  owners  of  the  ship.    The  plaintiffs  were 
consignees  of  the  ship,  and  had  made  advances 
the  amount  of  which   is  not  disclosed  in  the 
case.    It  was  held  that  the  plaintiffs  might  recover 
the  full  vfJue  of  the  ship  "  as  trustees,"  it  is  said, 
"for  those    interested  with    themselves  in  the 
whole."    If  the  plaintiffs  were  entitled  to  recover 
as  agents  for  Fisher,  Kidd  and  Co.,  they  recovered 
as  for  the  legal  registered  owners.    If  they  re- 
covered on  the  counts  alleging  their  own  interest, 
it  •  may  be  that  their  advances,  prima  jfocis,  and 
until  the  accounts  were  settled  in  equity,  were 
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eqoal  to  the  whole  value.     Lord  Ellenborough 
Bays — "  The  plaintiffs  had  an  insurable  interest  as 
upon  a  hotchpot  right."    That,  I  confess,  I  do  not 
understand.    In  Irving  v.  Bichardaon  (2  B.  &  Ad. 
193),  the  question  was  whether  the  assured  had 
insured  in  fact,  that  is  to  say,  had  intended  to  in- 
sure more  than  his  own  interest  as  mortgagee. 
If  he  intended  to  insure  only  that,  he  could  keep 
only  as  much  as  his  interest  amounted  to.    If  he 
had  intended  to  insure  both  bis  own  interest  and 
that  of  the  mortgagor,  I  collect  from  the  judgment 
of  Littledale  J.,  that,  in  an  action  on  the  policy,  he 
must  under  the  new  EegistryActs  have  alleged 
interest  both  in    himself    and    the    mortgagor. 
**  Before  the  late  B,egistryAct  (6  Geo.  4  c.  110  s. 
45),"     he    sayp,     "the    mortgagee    of   a    ship 
was    in    point    of    law   the    owner,  and   might 
insure  to  the  full  extent  of  the  ship^s  Talue  to 
the    mortgagor    as    well    as    to  himself.    But 
by  the  statute  the   interests  of  mortgagor  and 
mortgagee  are  more  distinctly  severed  than  they 
formerly  were."    That  says,  in  effect,  that,  when 
the  mortgagee  was  legal  owner,  he  could  insure  to 
the  full  value  of  the  ship,  though  not  beneficially 
interested  to  that  extent;   but  now  he  was  not 
legal  owner,  and  could  therefore  insure  and  recover 
in  his  own  name  only  to  the  extent  of  his  bene- 
ficial interest.   In  Sutlierland  v.  Pratt  (12  M.  &  W. 
17),  it  is  obvious  that  the  bill  of  lading,  indorsed 
generally  to  bearer,  was  delivered  to  the  plaintiff, 
80  that  he  was  the  legal  owner  of  tho  goods.    In 
Crowley  v.  Cohen  (3  B.  &  Ad.  478),  the  plain- 
tiffs who  were  carriers  and  not  the  legal  owners, 
were  allowed  to  insure  and  recover  the  full  value 
in  their  own  name ;  but  it  was  on  the  ground  that 
they  were  carriers,  and  were  themselves  liable  for 
the  full  value.    Speaking  of  this  case,  it  is  said  in 
1  Phillips  on  Insurance,  §  424,  p.  234,  "This  is  in 
effect  a  re*inBurance,  as  the  carriers  may  be  con- 
sidered to  be  insurers."    In  1  Arnold  on  Insur- 
ance, 4th  edit.  p.  70,  the  cases  of  factors,  con- 
signees and  agents  are  treated  of— "There  are 
different  sorts  of  consignees ;  some  have  a  power  to 
sell,  manage   acd   dispose  of  the  property,  &o. ; 
others  have  a  mere  naked  right  to  take  possession ; 
others,  again,  though  not  instructed  to  sell,  are 
yet  interested  in  the  property,  as  having  a  lien  or 
claim  upon  it  for  their  advances."     As  to  mere 
naked  consignees,  i.e.,  those  only  entitled  to  take 
possession,    they    have,    he    says,    no    insurable 
interest — "  they  have  no  legal  property ;  they  are 
not  beneficially  interested."    But,  "with  regard 
to  consignees  who  have  a  lien  or  claim  on  the 
property  in  respect  of  advances,  or  commission - 
agents  to  whom  it  is  intrusted  for  the  purpose  of 
sale,  or  indorsees  of  the  bill  of  lading  to  whom  a 
general  balance  is  due,  there  is  no  doubt  they 
may  effect  an  insurance  on  the  property  in  their 
own  names  and  on  their  own  account  to  its  whole 
value,   and   recover    thereon,   averring    interest 
in  themselves,  et  all  events  to  the  amount  of 
their  lien,  claim  or  balance."     It   is    true   that 
he  afterwards   says,    "As   a  general    principle, 
there  can  be  no  doubt  that  consignees  of  goods, 
beinsT  in  advance  to  the  consignors  or  under  ac- 
ceptances   for  them,   may   insure  in  their  own 
name  and  on  their  own  account  to  the  full  value  of 
the  goods,  and  apply  the  proceeds  of  the  policies 
to  their  own  benefit,  up  to  the  extent  of  their 
claiiUB  in  respect  of  such  advances  and  acceptances, 
holding  the  residue  in  trust  for  the  consignors." 
For  this  proposition  he  quotes  Carruthers  v.  Shed- 


don  (6  Taunt.  14),  with  which  I  have  already  dealt, 
and  the  American  case  of  De  Forest  v.  The  Fulton 
Insurance  Company,    The  terms  of  the  policy, 
which  was  a  fire  policy,  are  set  out  in  1  Phillips  on 
Insurance,  §  311,  p.  177,  and  they  were  '*  on  goods 
as  well  the  property  of  the  assured  as  held  by 
them  in  trust  or  on  commission."    It  seems  to  me 
that  this  is  no  authority  for  Mr.  Arnould*s  propo- 
sition as  to  consignees  of  goods  on  board  ship  who 
insure  by  a  marine  policy  in  the  ordinary  terms. 
Aud  for  the  same  reason  the  English  cases  on  fire 
policies  are  no  authority.    The  proposition  may  be 
correct  if  it  be  applied  to  consignees  under  advance 
or  acceptance,  who  are  holders  of  bills  of  lading, 
and  thereby  legal  owners  of  the  goods  mentioned 
therein.    In  1   Phillips  on  Insurance  (c.   3,  s.  7, 
sub-sect.  309,  p.  174),  the  law  is  thus  stated :  "  A 
consignee,  factor,  or  agent,  having  a  lien  on  goods 
to  the  amount  of  his  advances,  acceptances,  and 
liabilities,  stands  in  this  respect  (ue.,  as  to  his 
insurable  interest)  precisely  in  the  situation  of  a 
mortgagee.    A  debt  is  due  to  him  from  his  prin- 
cipal for  which  he  holds  tho  property  as  collateral 
security,  and  the  property  is  at  tho  risk  of  the 
principal,  as  the  debt  would  still  subsist  though 
the  property  should  be  lost ;  and  the  excess  over 
the  proceeds  of  the  goods  would  be  still  due  to 
him  in  case  of  the  proceeds  being  insufficient  to 
satisfy  his  claim.    He  has,  therefore,  an  insurable 
interest  in  the  goods  to  the  amount  of  his  lien." 
And  in  sect.  204 :  "  It  is  a  familiar  doctrine  that  a 
party  having  a  lien  on  a  vessel  or  cargo  under  a 
contract  for  advances  may  be  rightly  considered  as 
the  special  owner  of  them  to  the  extent  of  those 
advances,  and,  as  such,  may  protect  himself  by  in- 
surance ;  and  that  a  creditor  to  whom  goods  are 
assigned  as  collateral  security,  has  an  insurable 
interest  in  them  not  exceeding  the  amount  of  his 
debt.**    To  the  elaborate  note  ot  Duer,  n.  2,  on  sect. 
10,  I  have  already  referred.    In  vol.  2,  p.  109,  he 
says  :  **  My  researches  have  not  enabled  me  to  dis- 
cover a  single  case  in  the  English  reports  in  whicti 
a  consignee,  on  an  averment  of  a  sole  interest 
iu  himself,  has  been  permitted  to  recover  beyond 
Hie  amount  of  his  own  advances** 

It  seems  to  me  to  follow  from  these  autho- 
rities, and  from  principle,  that  a  consignee,  as 
such,  has    no    insurable    interest    at    all.     '*  To 
assert    the    universal    right  of  a  consignee  to 
insure    the    entire    property  on    the  voyage  of 
importation,  is  to  assert  that  a  valid   insurance 
may  be  made  by  a  person  who  has  no  title  or 
interest,  legal    or  equitable,  and    no    authority 
express  or  implied" — 2   Duer,  p.  111.    If  it  is 
necessary  to  bring  in  some  advance,  or  some  con- 
tract giving  an  interest,  in  order  to  give  the  con- 
signee a  right  to  insure,  it  seems  to  me  to  follow 
necessarily,  i.e.,  logically,  that  the  insurable  in- 
terest is  limited  to  the  amount  of  the  advance,  or 
to  the  amount  of  the  interest  under  the  contract. 
It  cannot  be  that  a  consignee  without  personal 
interest  cannot  insure  at  all,  and  that  a  consignee  in 
advance  to  the  extent  of  lOOl.  can  insure  to  10,000L, 
and  recover  such  an  amount  upon  an  averment 
that  it  is  the  interest  be  has.    He  has  no  such  in- 
terest. It  seems  to  me  therefore,  both  upon  principle 
and  authority,  that  the  plaintiffs  in  this  case,  being 
only  consignees  to  sell,  under  advance,  and  with  a 
contract  right  to  earn  commission,  but  not  being 
the  legal  owners  of  the  cotton,  could  only  pro- 
perly insure,  so  as  to  recover  in  their  own  name, 
the   dOOOl.  for   which  they  were  liable  on  their 
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aooeptanoe,  and  way  commisBioii  the j  would  have 
earned  bj  selling.  It  was  urged  that  if  that  be  the 
law,  the  plaintiffs  ooald  not  recover  at  all,  beoaase 
they  intended  to  insure,  not  only  their  own  interest, 
hot  also  the  interest  of  t^heir  correspondents.  But 
Daer,  toI.  2,  p,  45,  points  out  that,  in  Wolff  v,  Horn- 
ea«/fe  "the  judgment  of  the  court  is  an  express 
decision  that,  where  a  policy  is  effected  on  behalf 
of  the  consignor,  the  consignee  is  at  liberty  to 
apply  it  to  his  own  use  to  the  extent  of  his  own  in- 
surable interest,  and  that  his  claim  is  not  answered 
by  showing  that,  when  he  effected  the  insurance, 
he  expected  that  it  was  to  apply  exclusively  to  the 
interest  of  the  consignor.*'  Moreover,  it  may  be 
doobted  whether  the  policy  in  this  case  could  cover 
an  interest  of  BeU  and  Go.  or  Cursondas  Madhow- 
dass.  At  the  time  it  was  effected,  the  plaintiffs 
had  no  authority,  express  or  implied,  to  insure  on 
riieir  behalf.  It  may  be,  though  I  think  it  unneces- 
sary to  determine  the  point,  that  Watson  v.  Swann 
(11  C.B.,  N.S.,  756)  is  an  authority  for  saying  that 
a  policy  cannot  cover  the  interests  of  persons  who, 
at  the  time  of  effecting  it,  aie  wholly  unconnected 
with  and  unknown  to  the  person  effecting  the  in- 
surance. If  the  policy  did  not  and  could  not 
cover  the  interest  of  Bell  and  Co.  or  Cursondas 
Madhowdass,  the  declaration  on  the  policy,  though 
made  with  intent  to  cover  those  interests,  has  no 
effect— i^^^^ns  v.  The  Australasian  Insurance 
Oompany  {ante,  vol.  1,  p.  458;  27  L.  T.  Bep. 
N.  8.  685;  L.  Rep.  9  0.  P.  18;  42  L.  J.,  N.  S., 
12,  C.  P.) 

As  I  have  come  to  the  conclusion  that  the  plain- 
tiffs can  recover  to  the  extent  of  their  own  in- 
terest, and  to  that  extent  only,  it  seems  to  me 
nnneoessary  to  determine  the  controverted  ques- 
tion arising  upon  the  third  plea  by  way  of  traverse. 
I  doubt  whether  the  distinction  affirmed  by  Mr. 
Dner  between  the  allegation  of  interest  and  the 
allegation  with  respect  to  the  party  for  whom  the 
contract  of  insurance  waa  made,  is  sound.  It  may 
be  true  to  say  that  Bell  v.  Ansley  (16  East,  141)  and 
Cohen  v.  Hannam  (5  Taunt.  101)  do  not  necessarily 
oferrule  Fage  v.  Fry  (2  B.  &  P.  240).  But  most 
certainly  in  Cohen  v.  Hannam  Lord  Mansfield  in- 
tended to  overrule  it ;  and  the  reasons  in  favour  of 
confining  the  allegations  of  interest  are,  it  seems  to 
me,  precisely  the  same  as  the  reasons  for  con- 
fining the  allegation  as  to  the  person  on  whose 
account  the  policy  was  made.  It  is  equally  objec- 
tionable to  have  a  person  interested  on  the  jury,  as 
to  have  a  person  who  is  a  party  to  the  contract. 
It  is  equally  just  that  the  defendant  should  have 
tbo  opportunity  of  interrogating  a  party  interested 
as  a  party  to  the  action.  The  present  case  is  a 
remarkable  instance.  It  was  of  the  utmost  im- 
portance to  the  defendants,  if  their  suspicions 
were  well  founded,  to  have  the  opportunity  of  in- 
terrogating Bell  and  Cursondas  Madhowdass. 

I  am  of  opinion  that  the  rule  should  be  made 
absolute  to  reduce  the  damages. 

BoviLL,  C.  J.— My  brother  Keating,  who  is  also 
absent  upon  the  circuit,  concurs  in  the  judgment 
of  my  brother  Brett,  which  J  have  just  read.  The 
court  being  equally  divided  in  opinion,  the  rule  to 
enter  the  verdict  for  the  defendants  or  to  reduce 
the  damages  will  be  discharged,  and  the  defen- 
dants will  be  at  liberty  to  appeal  to  a  court  of 
error.  Uule  discharged, 

Attorceya  for  plaintiffs,  Farher  and  Clarke, 

Attorneys  for  defendants,  Walton,  Buhb,  and 
WaUon, 


COUBT  or  ADMIBAIiTT. 

Reported  by  J.  P.  Aspivall,  Esq.*  Barriater<«t-Law« 


Friday,  Nov,  14, 1873. 

The  PfliLOTAXK. 

Salvage — Ttrmination  of  service — Place  of  safety — 

Uight  to  reward. 
Where  a  steam  tug  is  engaged  to  render  assistance 
to  a  ship  aground  in  the  night  time,  a/nd  succeeds 
in  getting  her  off,  and  takes  her  to  a  safe  anchor' 
age  for  the  night,  and  lies  alongside  of  her  till 
morning,  the  salvage  service  does  not  end  on  the 
ship  being  anchorea,  but  the  steam  tug  is  entitled 
to  reward  for  the  time  she  lies  alongside  the  ship 
ready  to  render  further  assistance  if  required. 
This  was  an  appeal  from  a  decree  of  the  judge  of 
the  City  of  London  Court  (Mr.  Commissioner 
Kerr,  in  a  cause  of  salvage  instituted  on  behalf  of 
the  owners,  master,  and  crew  of  the  steam  tug 
Falmerston,  against  the  ship  Fhilotame,      On  the 
night  of  the  16th  April  1873,  the  Fhilotaxe  got 
on  to  the  Shoebury  sand,  at  the  entrance  to  the 
river  Thames.    The   Falmersfon   came   up  and 
offered  her  services,  and  was  engaged  to   render 
assistance  and  tow  her  up  to  London,  but  no  price 
was  agreed  upon,  as  the  master  of  the  tug  declined 
to  name  any  sum,  leaving  the  amount  to  be  settled 
thereafter.    The  Falmerston  made  fast  to  the  ship 
at  about  11.30  p.m.,  but  did  not  succeed  in  getting 
her  off  until  2.30  a.m.  on  the  17th  April.  In  geHing 
her  off  the  tug  had  to  resort  to  clicking ;  that  is, 
getting  her  hawser  slack,  and  going  ahead  full 
speed,  so  as  to  give  the  ship  a  jerk.     When  the 
ship  got  off  the  sand,  she  was  taken  to  an  anchor- 
age off  the  Chapman  band,  and  there  she  lay  at 
anchor  until  9  a.m.  of  the  same  day.    The  tug  lay 
alongside  of  her  until  that  time,  and  then  towed 
her  up  to  London. 

The  value  of  the  ship  and  cargo  was  agreed  at 
20002.  The  value  of  the  tug  was  about  50002.,  and 
the  plaintiffs  claimed  602.  for  damage  and  demur- 
rage caused  by  the  service.  The  defendants  ten- 
dered 1102.  and  costs,  which  the  plaintiffs  refused 
to  accept. 

At  the  hearing  in  the  City  of  London  Court,  no 
separate  claim  was  made  for  the  towage  from  the 
Chapman  to  London,  but  the  question  of  when  the 
ship  was  brought  to  a  place  of  safety,  and  when 
the  service  ended,  was  discussed,  and  the  learned 
commissioner  found,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  that  she 
was  anchored  in  a  place  of  safety  off  the  Chap- 
man ;  that  the  weather  was  perfectly  fine,  and  that 
nothing  was  wrong  with  the  vessel ;  that  the  sal- 
vage service  ended  there ;  that  the  payment  into 
court  was  sufficient ;  and  he  allowed  the  plaintiff 
his  costs  up  to  the  time  of  tender,  and  the  defen- 
dant his  costs  after  the  tender. 

From  this  decree  the  plaintiffs  appealed  to  the 
High  Court  of  Admiralty. 

The  Admiralty  Advocate  (Dr.  Deane,  Q.C.)  and 
FT.  Q.  F.  FhiUimore,  for  the  appellants. — The  re- 
ward in  insufficient  on  two  grounds :  First,  because 
it  does  not  include  reward  for  the  time  during 
which  the  tug  lay  alongside  the  ship  at  the  Chap- 
man, nor  for  the  towage  up  to  London,  which  was 
all  part  of  one  service,  and  ought  not  to  be  divided. 
Moreover,  the  ship  might  have  been  injured  by 
grounding,  and  the  attondance  of  the  tug  was 
necessary ;  the  Chapman  could  not  be  considered 
a  place  of  safety ;  secondly,  the  award  does  not 
take  into  consideration  the  amount  of  damage  and 
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demnrraf^^e,  as  that  would  leaye  only  50Z.  for  sal- 
Tage,  which  b  iiiBaffioient. 

iutt,  Q.G.,  and  Oharle$  Hall,  for  the  respondent. 
— The  result  proved  that  the  Chapman  was  a  place 
of  Bafety»  and  the  service,  therefore,  ended  there. 
The  reward  was  sufficient.  Towage  was  not 
claimed  below,  and  cannot  be  claimed  now. 

Sir  B.  Phillimore. — This  is  an  appeal  from  a 
decree  of  the  learned  commissioner  of  the  City  of 
London  Court.  There  can  be  no  doubt  that  a 
salvage  service  was  rendered,  and  the  only  cjues- 
tion  is,  whether  the  amount  awarded  is  sufficient. 
The  PhUoiaxe  was  a  full  rigged  ship  of  370  tons, 
and  having  got  on  the  sand  clearly  required  steam 
assistance  to  get  her  off.  The  weather  no  doubt 
was  fine,  but  was  liable  to  change,  and  no  vessel 
would  be  safe  if  left  to  lie  on  that  sand.  The  tug 
was  of  considerable  value  and  power,  and  did  her 
work  well,  and  the  evidence  has  established  that 
she  was  damaged  by  clicking,  which  operation  was 
necessary  to  get  the  ship  off  the  sand,  and  suc- 
ceeded in  its  object.  The  tug  took  the  ship  to  a 
berth  near  the  Chapman  Sand.  It  was  contended 
by  the  defendants  that  the  service  ended  as  soon  as 
the  ship  was  anchored  off  the  Chapman,  and  so  it 
was  found  by  the  learned  commissioner.  No  doubt 
the  towage  from  the  Chapman  to  London,  for 
which  no  claim  seems  to  have  been  made  in  the 
court  below,  was  rightly  exdaded  in  the  award ; 
butic  appears  that  the  tug  lay  by  the  ship  all  ni^ht, 
and  that  bolh  were  in  no  very  safe  position,  lymg 
in  the  neighbourhood  of  the  Chapman.  If  the  ship 
had  been  injured  whilst  aground,  as  she  well  might 
have  been,  or  as  her  master  might  reasonably  have 
supposed  she  was,  the  tue*s  services  would  have 
been  of  great  importance  during  the  night,  in  case 
bad  weather  came  on.  This  was  no  doubt  the 
reason  why  the  tug,  at  the  request,  or  at  least 
with  the  consent,  of  the  master  of  the  PhUotaxe, 
lay  b^  the  latter  all  night.  Hence,  in  the  absence 
of  evidence  to  the  contrary,  I  must  hold  that  the 
service  continued  whilst  the  tag  lay  by  the  ship 
daring  the  night,  and  this  I  am  justified  in  doing 
upon  the  construction  of  the  cases  heretofore  de- 
cided in  this  court.  That  being  the  case  I  am  of 
opinion  that  the  amount  of  the  tender  was  not 
sufficient.  The  damage  and  demurrage,  even  if 
the^  do  not  amount  to  the  sum  claimed  by  the 
plaintiffs,  reduce  the  reward  given  below  to 
that  to  which  the  nature  and  extent  of  the  ser- 
vice entitled  the  plaintiffs.  I  shall  increase  the 
amount  tendered  to  1702.,  but  it  must  be  under- 
stood that  I  intend  this  sum  to  include,  as  I  consider 
I  have  a  right  to  include,  the  lOl.  claimed  for  tow- 
age service  from  the  Chapman  to  London.  I  shall 
allow  the  appellants  their  costs. 

Solicitors  for  the  appellants  Lowlesa,  NeUon,  and 
Jonea. 

Solicitor  for  the  respondent,  Thomas  Oooper. 


Tuesday,  Nov.  18, 1873. 
The  Nelue. 

BaJvage^EngaqemefU  to  render  aseistance — SignaU 
of  dUtreis — Uncompleted  service — Bight  to  re* 
toord. 

Where  a  steamship  hus  been  engaged  to  render 
cusietance  to  another  in  distress  by  towing  her 
to  a  place  of  safety,  and  after  several  hours' 
towing,  the  ships  are  parted  by  no  fault  of  the 
ealvor,  and  the  conduct  of  the  ship  in  distress 


leads  the  salvor  to  the  honest  heUefthat  hie  services 

are  no  longer  required,  and  thereupon  the  loiter 

proceeds  to  his  own  destination,  he  is  not  thereby 

deprived  of  his  right  to  salvage  reward^  but  upon 

the  other  vessel  arriving  safe  in  port  by  her  own 

exertions,  may  proceed  against  her  in  request  of 

the  services  aJotuaUy  rendered. 

This  was  a  cause  of  salvage  instituted  on  behalf  of 

the  owners  of  the  Russian  ship  Lazareff,  against 

the  English  ship  Nellie,  cargo  and  freight,  and 

against  the  owner  of  the  ^e22»d  intervening.  Before 

the  arrest  of  the  ship  the  cargo  had  been  sold  out 

of  the  jurisdiction,  and  could  not  be  proceeded 

against. 

The  Nellie  was  a  screw  steamer  of  548  tons 
register,  and  95  horse  power  nominal,  manned  by 
a  screw  of  twenty-one  hands,  and  at  the  time  of  the 
services  was  bound  on  a  vovage  from  Kustendje 
to  Falmouth,  with  a  cargo  of  grain :  the  value  of 
ship  and  freight  was  13,378L  The  Laaareff  was  a 
screw  steamer  belonging  to  the  port  of  Odessa,  of 
1650  tons  gross,  and  1300  tons  nett  register,  and 
had  a  crew  of  forty-nine  hands;  she  was  bound 
from  Odessa  to  Antwerp  with  a  cargo  of  grain ; 
the  value  of  the  ship  was  50,000Z.,  of  her  cargo 
25,000^  On  the  4th  Feb.  1873,  at  about  9  a.m., 
the  Nellie  was  in  the  Bay  of  Biscay,  about  50  miles 
from  Ushant  and  120  miles  from  the  Lizard.  She 
had  lost  her  foremast,  and  her  starboard  boiler 
was  lAaking,  so  that  the  fires  under  it  had  to  be 
eztinguishM,  and  she  coald  only  use  her  port 
boiler.  She  was  under  sail  and  steam,  bat  was 
making  slow  progress,  and  as  the  weather  was  bad 
her  master  signalled  for  assistance.  The  signal 
used  was  that  of  Maryatt's  Code,  signifying  "  in 
distress  and  want  assistanco."  In  reply  to  this 
signal  the  Lazareff  came  up ;  both  vessels  lay  to 
and  were  made  fast  with  two  hawsers.  The  Lazcureff 
then  commenced  to  tow  the  NeUie  towards  Fal- 
mouth, at  the  request  of  the  master  of  the  NeUie, 
About  half  an  hour  after  the  Nellie  signalled  to  be 
towed  to  Plymouth,  and  the  course  was  accordingly 
changed.  Shortly  after  one  of  the  tow  lines  broke, 
and  then  two  others  were  made  fast,  and  the  two 
vessels  went  ahead  till  about  9.30  p.m.,  when  all 
three  tow  lines  parted.  The  Lazareff  went  ahead 
slow,  getting  in  the  tow  lines ;  tiie  Ndlie 
meanwhile  passing  her.  The  Lazareff  burnt 
blue  lights,  which  were  answered  by  the  NMie 
by  other  blue  lights.  The  Lazareff  followed 
the  Nellie  until  3  a.m.  on  tue  mominj^  of 
the  5th  Feb.,  and  then  went  up  to  her.  The 
NeUie  had  then  ceased  to  bum  blue  lights  for  some 
time,  and  when  the  Lazareff  got  up,  the  NeUie 
shut  otit  her  side  light,  which  had  been  visible,  and 
went  ahead,  and  did  not  ask  for  further  assistance. 
Meanwhile  the  hawsers  had  been  got  on  board  the 
Lazareff,  and  one  had  the  appearance  of  having 
been  cut  in  two.  The  master  of  the  Lazareff 
thereupon  judging  that  his  services  were  no  longer 
required,  altered  bos  course  and  proceeded  on  his 
voyage  to  Antwerp.  The  Nellie  proceeded  to 
Falmouth,  where  she  arrived  iu  safety  at  about 
10  a.m.  on  the  5th  Feb. 

The  Lazareff  had  towed  the  NeUie  for  about 
twelve  hours,  and  had  remained  already  to  render 
further  assistance  for  six  hours  more.  In  respect 
of  these  services  her  owners,  master,  and  crew 
claimed  salvage  reward.  In  answer  to  t^s  claim, 
the  defendants  set  up  that  the  master  of  the 
ixizar^jf  agreed  to  tow  the  NeUie  to  Falmouth,  bub 
had  failed  to  complete  his  engagement,  and  that  he 
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did  not  do  his  utmost  to  complete  it ;  and  they 
•abmitted  that  there  was  no  salVage  service. 

BvU,  Q.C.  (PhiUimore  with  him),  for  the  plaio- 
tiffs. — Where  a  ship,  ia  answer  to  signals  of  dis- 
tress, renders  salvage  service,  which  she  fails  to 
complete  through  no  fault  of  her  own,  she  is 
entitled  to  reward.  There  is  no  faalt  to  be  attri- 
boted  to  the  plaintiffs  here.  The  acts  of  the 
defendants  caused  the  Lazareff  to  continue  on  her 
yajtm^  and  hence  we  are  entitled  to  reward. 
The  UndaunUd,  LoBh,  90;  2  L.  T.  Rep.  N.  8.  520. 

Olarkson  ( Webster  with  him),  for  the  defendanUi. 
—There  is  no  distinction  in  an  agreement  of  this 
kind,  whether  made  on  sea  or  land.  Where  a  man 
undertakes  to  perform  a  service,  he  must  perform 
it  all  or  can  have  no  claim.  The  cases  only  decide 
that  where  a  salvage  is  completed  hj  third  per- 
Bons,  those  who  rendered  the  tirst  services,  but  did 
DOi  complete,  are  entitled  to  share.  There  was  no 
completion  of  the  service  here  at  all.  The  ship  was 
left  in  the  Channel,  the  engagement  being  to  tow 
to  Falmouth.  Even  if  there  was  no  express  agree* 
ment  as  to  place,  an  agreement  to  tow  to  a  place 
of  eafety  will  be  implied  by  salvage  law.  Hence 
the  contract  has  not  been  performed,  unless  the 
plaintiffs  were  exonerated  from  the  performance 
by  those  on  board  the  Nellie,  and  no  such  exonera- 
tion took  effect,  because  the  Nellie  continued  to 
barn  blue  lights.  [Sir  B.  Phillimobe.— You  ad- 
mit that  the  Russian  bond  fide  believed  that  her 
eervioes  were  not  wanted.  She  has  rendered  ser- 
vice for  eighteen  hours ;  is  she  to  have  no  reward  P 1 
Without  completion  of  the  service  there  can  be  no 
claim  to  payment.  fSir  B.  Philumore. — What 
shows  the  agreement  P]  The  evidence  establishes 
an  agreement  to  tow  to  Plymouth ;  and  even  if  he 
henafide  believed  that  we  no  longer  required  his 
advices,  but  was  mistaken,  he  must  suffer  for  his 
mistake,  and  cannot  recover.  It  lies  upon  the 
plaintiff  to  show  exoneration. 

W,  F.  Q.  PkiUimore,  in  reply. 

Sir  B.  Phillimore  (after  stating  the  facts).— It 
baa  been  argued  by  the  defendants  that  there  was 
a  bargain  made  by  the  master  of  the  Lazareff  to 
^tkie  the  Nellie  to  J?ly mouth,  or  at  least  to  a  place 
of  safety.  I  cannot,  however,  think  that  this  is  a 
conclusion  which  the  premises  warrant.  It  cannot 
be  said  that  there  was  any  absolute  contract  at  all 
to  tow  to  any  particular  place.  There  can  be  no 
doabt  that  Falmouth  was  the  Nellie* e  destination, 
bat  it  was  at  no  time  agreed  that  she  should  be 
taken  there ;  in  fact,  the  only  understanding  be- 
tween the  parties  was,  that  assistance  should  be 
given.  Although  it  is  trne  that  in  these  cases 
there  is  usually  a  tacit  contract  that  the  ship  shall 
be  taken  to  a  place  of  safety,  and  that  contract 
must  in  the  first  instance  have  existed  in  this  case, 
there  was  on  the  other  hand  no  express  contract 
to  do  anything. 

The  facts  are  undisputed,  in  so  far  as  they 
show  that  the  Lazareff  went  to  the  ^eZ^te  in 
answers  to  signals  of  distress,  and  duly  per- 
Ibnned  the  services  required  of  her  up  to  a 
certain  pmnt,  when  she  left  the  NeUiet  supposing 
her  services  to  be  no  longer  required.  It  is  ad- 
mitted that  no  moral  blame  attaches  to  the  Bussian 
Bhip  for  leaving  the  Nellie,  and  that  in  so  doing 
ber  master  acted  as  be  thought  was  for  the 
best,  believing  that  his  services  were  dispensed 
with.  It  was  argued,  however,  that  the  master  of 
the  Latareff  was  mistaken  in  supposing  that  the 
Ndlie  no  longer  required  his  services,  and  that  the 


consequence  of  this  mistake  being  that  the  service 
was  not  completed,  the  Lazareff  loses  her  right  to 
reward,  although  there  had  been  in  the  first  in- 
stance an  actual  request  to  render  assistance.  Now, 
in  the  case  of  The  Undaunted  (Lush,  90 :  2  L.  T. 
Bep.  N.  S.  520),  my  learned  predecessor  said  i-^ 
"  there  is  a  broad  distinction  between  salvors  who 
volunteer  to  go  out  and  salvors  who  are  employed 
by  a  ship  in  distress.  Salvors  who  volunteer  go  out 
at  their  own  risk  for  the  chance  of  earning  reward ; 
and  if  they  labour  unsuccessfully,  they  are  entitled 
to  nothing ;  the  effectual  performance  of  salvage 
service  is  that  which  gives  them  a  title  to  salvage 
remuneration.    But  if  men  are  engaged  by  a  ship 
in  distress,  whether  generally  or  particularly,  they 
are  to  be  paid  according  to  their   efforts   made, 
even  though  the  labour  or  service  may  not  prove 
beneficial.    Take  the  case  of  a  vessel  at  anchor  in  a 
gale  of  wind,  hailing  a  steamer  to  lie  by  and  be  ready 
to  take  her  in  tow,  if  required ;  the  steamer  does  so ; 
the  ship  rides  outthe  gale  safely  without  assistance. 
I  should,  undoubtedly,  hold  in  such  a  case  that  the 
steamer   was   entitled   to  salvage  reward;    the 
quantum  to  bo  determined  b^  the  risk  encountered 
by  both  vessels,   the  value  of  the  property  at 
hazard,  and  the  other  circumstances  of  the  case. 
The  engagement  to  render  assistance  to  a  vessel 
in  distress,  and  the  performance  of  that  engage- 
ment, so  far  as  necessary,  or  so  far  as  possible, 
establish  a  title  to  salvage  reward." 

Now  it  was  no  fault  of  her  own  that  the 
Lazareff  went  away  after  the  breaking  of  the 
hawsers.  She  stood  by  the  Nellie  for  some 
time,  burning  blue  lights,  and  I  do  not  con- 
sider that  the  statement  of  the  plaintiffs  is 
at  all  exaggerated,  where  it  shows  that  efforts 
were  made  to  render  further  assistance.  It  has 
been  proved  that  theNeUie  got  ahead  of  theLazareff, 
and  although  lights  were  burnt,  did  not  wait  for 
the  latter  to  come  up.  ^Moreover,  when  the  Lazareff 
did  come  up,  the  NeUie  altered  her  course,  and 
stood  away  for  Falmouth,  which  may  have  deceived 
the  Lazareff.  I  consider  that  the  master  of  the 
Lazareff  arrived  upon  the  facts  at  the  honest  con- 
clusion, after  the  lights  ceased  burning,  that  he 
was  no  longer  wanted,  and  thereapon  went  on  to 
his  destination. 

I  cannot  then  agree  with  the  contention 
that  upon  these  facts  there  is  no  salvage  due. 
There  was  a  manifest  engagement  to  render 
assistance,  and  assistance  was  rendered,  for 
which  the  plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  be  paid.  The 
case  comes  within  the  sensible  remarks  of  Dr. 
Lushingtcn,  in  the  case  I  have  cited.  There  was 
no  mala fidee  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs;  their 
services  were  actually  beneficial,  and  they  are 
therefore  entitled  to  remuneration.  I  shall  award 
3002.,  with  costs. 

Proctor  for  the  plaintiffs,  H,  O.  Stokes. 

Solicitor  for  the  defendants,  T.  Cooper. 


Nov.  18  and  19, 1873,  and  B.  4  Ad.  and  Eo.  157. 

The  Bio  Lima. 

Taxation  of  costs — Ship  under  arrest  of  High  Court 
and  County  Court — Possession  fees. 

Where  a  ship,  already  under  the  arrest  of  the  High 
Court  of  Admiralty,  is  arrested  in  an  admiraity 
cause  instituted  in  a  County  Court,  the  plaintiffs 
knowing  of  the  previous  arresU  and  that  cause  is 
afterwards  transferred  to  the  High  Court,  the  poa* 
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seanon  fees  charged  hy  the  high  bailiff  in  reaped  I 

of  the  County  Court  arrest  will  not  he  allowed  hy 

the  High  Court  upon  taxation  of  plaintiff  ^e  coeia. 

This  was  an  objection  to  the  registrar's  taxation  of 

costs  in  a  canse  of  necessaries,  institated  against 

the  ship  Rio  Lima, 

The    cause   was   originally   instituted    in    the 
County    Court    of   Northumberland,   under    the 
County  Courts  Admiralty  Jurisdiction  Act  18(58, 
sect.  3.  and  a  warrant  o!  arrest  was  issued  out  of 
that  court.    Previous  to  the   institution   of  this 
cause,  two  other  causes,  one  of  mortgage  and  the 
other  of   possession,    had  been   instituted  in  the 
High  Court  of  Admiralty,  and  in  these  two  causes 
the  ship  was  arrested  by  the  deputy  of  the  marshal 
of  the  High  Court,  on  the  10th  March  1873.    On 
the  same  day,  but  at  a  later  hour,  the  ship  was 
also  arrested   by  the  high  bailiff  of  the  County 
Court  in  the  cause  of  necessaries.    At  the  time  of 
this  arrest,  the  warrant  of  the  High  Court  was 
afiBxed  to  the  mast  of  the  ship,  and  the  marshal's 
deputy  gave  notice  to  the  man  in  possession,  on 
behalf  of  the  high  bailiff,  that  the  ship  was  already 
under  the  arrest  of  the  High  Court.    The  high 
bailiff,  however,  remained  in  possession  until  the 
22nd  April  1873.    On  the  2l8t  April  1873,  an  ap- 
plication was  made  by  the  plaintiffs  to  the  High 
Court  to  transfer  the  cause  of  necessariet;  from  the 
County  Court  to  the  High  Court,  and  in  support 
of  the  application  an  affidavit,  made  by  the  plain- 
tiff's solicitor,  was  filed,  stating  that  at  the  time 
of  the  institution  of  the  suit  other  suits  had  already 
been  instituted  in  the  High  Court,  and  that  the 
High  Court  had  in  those  suits  arrested  the  ship. 
On  this  application,  the  cause  of  necessaries  was 
transfened  to  the  High  Court,  and  according  to 
the  practice  of  the  Hi^h  Court,  was  again  there 
instituted  bjprcecijte.    On  the  22ud  April  the  ship 
was  released  by  the  high  bailiff  of   the   County 
Court,  and  the  plaintiffs  filed  in  the  registry  of  the 
High  Court  a  eaveat  against  the  release  of  the 
ship,  which  continued  under  arrest  in  ^  the  other 
suits  above  mentioned.     Appearances  were  duly 
entered  in  this  suit  for  certain  owners  of  the  ship. 
On  the  29th  April  the  plaintiffs  applied  to  the 
court  to  order  the  arrest  of  the  ship  in  the  cause  of 
necessaries;  but  this  the  judge  refused   to  do, 
holding  that  a  caveat  was  sufficient  so  long  as  the 
arrests  in  the  other  suits  held  good;  (see  The 
Bio  Limcb,  28  L    T.   Rep.   N.  S.   775;  ante,  p. 
34.)    On  the  3rd   May  the  plaintiffs   withdrew 
the  caveat  against  the  release,  the  cause  on  neces- 
sarieB  having  been  settled  for  an  agreed  sum  and 
taxed  costs.    The  plaintiffs'   costs   were  accord- 
ingly taxed  by  the  registrar,  and  in  the  bill  of 
costs,  among  the  outport  charges,  there  appeared 
an  item,  **  Paid  high  bailiff's  bill  for  arrest,  pos- 
session, and  maintenance,   161.   Ida.  6d.**    This 
charge  covered  the  period  from  the  arrest  of  the 
ship  on  the  10th  March  to  the  release  on  the  22 cd 
ApriL    This  was  disallowed  by  the  registrar,  on 
the   ground   that    at   the  time  the  warrant  was 
served  the  ship  was  already  under  the  arrest  of 
and  in  possession  of  the  High  Court,  and  that,  it 
being  the  practice  of  the  marshal  only  to  charge 
one  set  of  possession  fees,  some  arrangement  pro- 
ducing the  same  result  ought  to  have  been  made. 
The  defendants  had  in  the  first  instance  ob- 
jected to  the  double  possession,  and  the  following 
letter   was   written   to  the    high   bailiff  of  the 
Northumberland  County  Court  by  the  defendants' 
Bolicitoi : — 


6,  Copihall.oonrt,  London,  E.C. 

March  20, 1873. 
Rio  Lima. 

Sir, — I  am  informed  by  the  marabal  of  the  Court 
of  admiralty  that  a  person  has  been  pnt  on  board  this 
steamer  at  the  instanoe  of  a  snitor  in  yoar  County  Court. 
The  vessel  is  under  arrest  in  three  suits  instituted  in  the 
Admiralty  Court,  and  the  expense  incurred  in  keeping 
the  man  above  referred  to  on  board  will  not  be  allowed 
as  an  item  in  the  account  sales  upon  the  sale  of  this 
vessel .  I  will  undertake  that  before  the  vessel  is^  re- 
leased  due  notice  shall  be  given  to  you,  so  that  if  it  is 
considered  advisable  so  to  do,  possession  may  be  taken 
by  the  plaintiffs  in  your  court ;  but  if,  notwithstanding 
this,  the  man  is  continued  on  board,  the  additional  ex- 
pense occasioned  by  his  remaining  there  will  have  to  be 
borne  by  those  who  instruct  him. — Tours  truly. 

To  the  High  Bailiff.  Bowland  MiIiLKB. 

The  plaintiffs'  solicitors  replied  as  follows  :^ 

Newcasileon-Tyne,  March 21,  1873. 
Rio  Lima. 

Dear  Sir, — Tour  letter  to  the  high  bailiff  of  the  County 
Court  of  Newcastle  has  been  handed  to  us,  as  the  plain- 
tiffs' solicitors  in  the  County  Court.  We  find  there  are 
five  arrestments  against  the  ship  and  cargo,  of  which 
ours  is  only  the  third,  and  under  such  oircumstanoefl  we 
cannot  accede  to  your  request  and  withdraw  possession. 
—Tours  truly,  Inolsdew  &  DAoasTT. 

Bowland  Miller,  Esq. 

To  this  taxation  the  plaintiffs  objected,  and 
gave  notice  of  motion  to  review. 

Phillimore,  for  the  plaintiffs,  in  support  of  the 
motion. — The  County  Court  was  bound  to  arrest 
And  to  hold.  Having  no  knowledge  that  there 
were  suits  already  instituted  in  the  High  Court, 
the  plaintiffs  were  bound  to  institute  in  the  County 
Court,  on  account  of  the  amount  of  our  claim.  We 
were  entitled  to  institute  a  cause  in  rem,,  under  the 
County  Courts  Admiralty  Jurisdiction  Act  1869 
(32  &  33  Vict.  c.  51),  and  without  doing  so  we  had 
no  means  of  preserving  our  lien  for  necessaries. 
The  object  of  the  arrest  is  for  the  purpose  of  keep- 
ing the  property  within  the  junsdiction  of  the 
court :  (see  Williams  and  Bruce  Admiralty  Prac- 
tice, supp.,  p.  26,  rule  15.)  This  shows  that  the 
arrest  must  be  continued.  The  arrest  is  not  for 
the  purpose  of  ousting  the  marshal,  but  in  order 
to  hold  concurrently.  If  the  marshal  found  the 
sheriff  in  possession  of  a  ship,  he  would  not  with- 
draw, but  would  also  enter  into  possession.  Where 
there  are  several  claims  against  a  ship,  those  en- 
titled to  priority  of  decree  are  entitled  to  priority 
of  payment  out  of  the  proceeds ;  hence,  if  the  ship 
were  released,  no  decree  could  be  got  against  her, 
and  the  plaintiff  would  allow  the  other  creditors  to 
take  priority.  Moreover,  the  bailiff  was  entitled 
to  hold  the  ship  until  the  payment  ot  his  own  fees  : 

The  North  American,  Swab.  466 ; 
County  Court  Admiralty  Jurisdiction  Bules ;  Bule 
20,  Williams  A.  Bruce  Adm.  &  Pr.  supp.,  p.  27. 

We  conld  not  have  compelled  the  bailiff  to  with- 
draw without  payment  of  his  fees ;  nor  was  he 
entitled  to  do  so  without  a  formal  release,  which 
only  takes  place  on  abandonment  of  suit,  or  on  a 
decree  of  the  court  against  the  plaintiff.  In  either 
case  the  bailiff  would  have  his  fees ;  but  we  could 
not  be  expected  to  abandon,  having  a  good  claim. 
The  Bules  do  not  seem  to  have  contemplated  that 
the  ship  might  be  vender  the  arrest  of  several 
person^  at  one  time  in  different  courts,  but  the 
plaintiffs  ought  not  to  suffer  for  that.  The  fees 
have  been  paid  to  the  bailiff,  and  if  we  had  not 
transferred  to  this  oourt,  the  bailiff  would  have 
been  paid  everything  by  the  County  Court. 

Clarkaon,  for  the  defendants,  contra, — The  ship 
ought  not  to  be  in  the  possession  of  two  persons 
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itoce  time.  The  plaintiffs  were  not  bound  to  go 
(0  the  Connty  Coort.  It  has  often  been  held  that 
wbeo  a  ship  is  under  arrest  in  the  High  Coarti  any 
person  having  a  oause  of  action,  however  small, 
may  sue  in  that  oourt — in  fact,  ought  to  sue  here 
to  prefent  confusion.  Suppose  this  court  ordered 
the  ship  to  be  brought  roand  to  London  in  charge 
of  the  marsha],  would  he  have  to  bring  the  high 
bailiff  of  the  County  Court  with  him  out  of 
jariadiction  of  the  County  Court  P  This  clearly 
shows  that  there  can  onljr  be  one  valid  possession, 
and  that  the  arrest  of  this  court  supersedes  that  of 
the  County  Court.  The  plaintiffs  must  have  known 
that  the  ship  was  under  arrest  by  the  marshal, 
and  ought  at  once  to  have  transferred  the  cause 
here.  The  taxation  is  a  matter  in  the  discre- 
tion of  the  registrar,  and  this  discretion  has  for 
the  above  reasons  been  rifi^htly  exercised. 

PkiUimore,  in  reply. — ^The  ship  was  arrested  on 
both  snits  on  the  same  day,  and  we  had  no  means 
of  knowing  of  her  previous  arrest  till  we  took 
poesession.  We  are  at  least  entitled  to  possession 
fees  for  one  day.  Gur.  adv,  vulL 

Nov.  19. — Sir  E,  Phillimokb.— This  is  an  ob- 
jection to  the  disallowance  of  one  item  in  the  tax- 
ation of  the  plaintiffs'  cost  by  the  registrar.  That 
item  consists  of  the  high  bailiff*s  charges  for 
possession  of  the  yessel  Rio  Lima  during  forty- 
foor  days,  from  March  10th  to  April  2200,  under 
a  warrant  issued  from  the  County  Court  of  North- 
nmberland ;  the  amount  disallowed  is  161. 138.  6d. 
At  the  time  this  warrant  was  served  the  Bio 
Lima  was  already  under  arrest  under  two  warrants 
from  this  court,  and  in  possession  of  the  marshal's 
d^ty.  Both  these  warrants  had  been  served  at 
an  earlier  hour  on  the  same  day  (the  10th  of  March 
in  this  year)  on  which  the  County  Court  warrant 
was  served.  These  warrants  had  been  issued  on 
the  7lh  and  8th  March ;  the  return,  showed  that 
they  were  served  in  the  usual  manner  by  affixing 
the  warrant,  and  afterwards  the  copy  to  the  mast 
of  the  vessel.  The  yessel  was  subsequently  arrested 
by  warrants  from  this  court  in  three  other  suits, 
namely,  in  a  cause  of  possession  on  the  18th  of 
March,  of  master's  wages  on  the  21st  of  March,  of 
co-ownership  on  the  29th  of  May.  For  holdiug 
possession  of  the  vessel  in  all  these  five  causes, 
the  marshal  has  charged  only  one  set  of  possession 
fees. 

I  am  by  no  means  prepared  to  say  that,  if 
the  County  Court  arrest  had  been  first  in  order 
of  date,  the  subsequent  arrest  by  tbe  Superior 
Court  would  not  have  dispossessed  the  officer  of 
the  inferior  court.  But  here  the  question  is, 
whether  it  was  necessary  or  iustifiableibat  whilst 
the  ship  was  thus  in  the  custody  of  the  Superior 
Court,  a  second  person  should  have  been  placed, 
under  the  County  Court  warrant,  in  possession  of 
the  ship.  The  practice  of  this  court  with  respect 
to  cased  in  which  proceedings  have  been  taken  in 
this  court  and  in  the  County  Court  has  been 
^tablished  for  some  time.  In  such  cases  I  have 
invariably  exercised  the  power  given  me  under 
tbe  Btatutes  of  transferring  all  the  proceedings  to 
this  conrt,  thereby,!  believe, saving  much  expense 
and  delay  to  tbe  suitors.  Tbe  plaintiff  ought  to 
have  been,  and  must  have  been  aware  of  this 
practice ;  and  they  applied  on  the  21  at  April  to 
this  court  for  an  order  to  remove  the  suit  from 
the  County  Court  into  this  oourt.  The  order  was 
granted.  This  oourse  should  have  been  taken  in 
the  first  instance. 

YoL.  n..  N.S. 


Moreover,  an  arrangement  to  avoid  the  ex- 
pense of,  this  double  possession  might  easily 
nave  been  made  with  the  custom-house  officer 
who  acts  as  the  deputy  of  the  marshal  on  these 
occasions.  He  might  have  been  instructed  by 
the  plaintiffs,  in  the  event  of  the  vessel  being 
released  from  the  warrants  of  the  High  Conrt  of 
Admiralty,  to  retain  her  under  the  County  Court 
warrant.  The  marshal  has  shown  me  a  letter 
from  his  deputy,  dated  March  25th,  in  which  is 
this  paragraph — "  I  have  given  notice  to  the  party 
on  board  under  the  County  Court  Admiralty  juris* 
diction  process,  that  the  vessel  was  before  he  was 
placed  on  board,  and  still  remains  under  arrest 
under  an  Admiralty  warranc ; "  and  in  the  affi- 
davit sworn  by  the  plaintiffs'  solicitor  at  New- 
castle, I  find  this  paragraph — "  I  have  been  in- 
formed and  verily  believe  tnat  previous  to  the  in- 
stitution of  the  suit  in  the  County  Court  at  New- 
oastle,  that  three  different  suits  had  been  insti- 
tuted in  this  honourable  court,  and  the  said  oourt 
was  and  still  is  in  possession  of  the  said  vessel." 

I  am  of  opinion  ttiat  the  plaintiffs  were  bound  to 
know  that  the  vessel  was  in  possession  under  the 
warrant  of  this  oourt,  and,  moreover,  that  the  fact 
was  distinctly  brought  to  their  notice  by  the  oor- 
respondence  which  is  set  out  in  this  case  a  month 
before  they  applied  to  transfer  tbe  oause,  and  that 
the  charge  for  possession  fees  for  forty-four  da^s 
under  the  County  Court  warrant  was  rightly  dis- 
allowed by  the  registrar.  I  agree  with  the  oDser- 
vations  that  the  County  Court  Acts  were  not  drawn 
with  due  care  or  perhaps  adequate  knowledge  of 
the  practice  of  this  court,  but  that  is  no  reason 
why  I  should  put  such  a  construction  upon  them 
as  would  result  in  the  defendant  being  made  to  pay 
a  double  set  of  fees  to  the  plaintiffs  for  the  deten- 
tion of  his  vessel  in  a  case  where  no  concurrent 
possession  was  necessary.  I  dismiss  the  motion 
with  costs. 

Solicitors  for  the  plaintiffs,  Ingledew,  Ince,  and 
Oreening. 

Solicitors  for  the  defendants,  Rowland  MiUer, 
Sinvpson  and  Cullingford. 


COTTELT  OF  QUEEN'S  BEVCS. 

Bepoited  by  J.  Shortt  and  M.  W.  McKxllab,  Eaqn., 

Baxri8tera-at>Law. 


Friday,  Nov.  7, 1873. 

The   Biveb   Wear  Commissioners   v.  Adamsok 

and  others. 

Damage  to  sea  toall  by  vessel — Damage  the  result  of 
stress  of  weathsr^Vessel  abandoned  by  crew  at 
the  time — Liability  of  owner  of  vessel — The  Har- 
bours, Docks,  and  Fiers  Glawes  Acts  1847  (10  <fc 
11  Ftce.  c.  27),  s.  74. 
The  own&rs  of  a  vessel,  which  the  crew  have  left 
0 icing  to  stress  of  weoUher,  are  answerable,  under 
sect.  74  of  the  Harbours,  Docks,  and  Piers  Olauses 
Act  (10  &  11  Vici.  c.  27)  for  damage  done  to  a  sea 
wall,  after  the  crew  have  Uft  her. 
Tn  this  cane,  which  was  tried  at  the  last  Durham 
assizes  before  Quain,  J.,  a  verdict  was  entered  for 
the  plaintiff  for  an  amount  to  be  settled  by  an 
arbitrator,  leave  being  reserved  to  the  defendant 
to  move  to  enter  a  verdict,  or  for  a  nonsuit. 

The  action  was  brought  to  recover  damages  for 

an  injury  done  by  the  defendant's  vessel  to  the  sea 

wall  of  the  port  of  Sunderland,  the  property  in 

I  which  is  vested  in  the  plaintiffs.    The  defendants' 
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TeBsel,  ^meeting  with  bad  weather,  made  for  the 
harbour  of  Sunderland,  hot  grounded  near  the  sea 
wall,  and  her  crew  were  then  taken  off  from  the 
Teasel.  Some  time  after  the  crew  had  left  the  ves- 
Bel,  the  tide  rose,  and  the  Yessel  was^  driven 
gradually  against  the  sea  wall,  to  which  injury  was 
thereby  done. 

Holier,  Q.O.  (with  him  Qreenhow)  now  moved 
in  pursuance  of  the  leave  reserved.  SecD.  74  of  the 
Harbours,  Docks,  and  Piers  Clauses  Act  1847  (10  & 
11  Vic,  c.  27)  enacts  thaf'Thoownerof  every  vessel 
or  float  of  timber  shall  be  answerable  to  the  under- 
takers for  any  damage  done  by  such  vessel  or  float 
of  timber,  or  by  any  person  employed  about  the 
same,  to  the  harbonr,  dock,  or  pier,  or  the  quays 
or  works  connected  there vrith,  and  the  roaster  or 
person  having  charge  of  such  vessel  or  float  of 
timber,  through  whose  wilful  act  or  negligenoe  any 
such  damage  is  done,  shall  also  be  liable  to  make 
good  the  same ;  and  the  undertakers  may  detain 
any  such  vessel  or  float  of  timber  until  sufficient 
Becority  has  been  given  for  the  amount  of  damage 
done  1^  the  same ;  provided  always  that  nothing 
herein  contained  shall  extend  to  impose  any  lia- 
bility for  any  such  damage  upon  the  owner  of  any 
vessel  where  such  vessel  shall,  at  the  time  when 
Booh  damage  is  caused,  be  in  charge  of  a  duly 
licensed  pilot,  whom  such  owner  or  master  is  bound 
by  law  to  employ  and  put  his  vessel  in  charge  of." 
This  enactment  points  to  the  case  of  injury  done 
by  a  vessel  which,  at  the  time  the  injury  is  done, 
is  under  the  control  of  some  one,  and  not  to  such 
a  case  as  the  present,  where  the  vessel,  at  the 
time,  was  abandoned  by  her  crew.  This  view  is 
confibrmed  by  the  words  that  "  the  master  or  per- 
son having  charge  of  such  vessel  or  float  of  timber 
through  whose  wilful  act  or  negligence  any  such 
damage  is  done,  shall  also  be  liable  to  make  good 
the  same."  [Blackburn,  J. — ^The  vessel  in  the 
present  case  must  have  been  actually  in  charge  of 
some  one ;  it  was  not  a  derelict.]  It  was  practi- 
cally a  derelict.  It  cannot  have  been  the  intention 
of  the  Legislature  to  make  the  owners  of  a  vessel 
liable  in  case  of  such  an  inevitable  accident. 
[Blackbubn,  J. — I  entertain  a  suspicion  that  the 
Legislature  never  hod  in  their  contemplation  such 
a  case  as  the  present.  But  if  your  contention  is 
correct,  then  the  case  of  Dennis  v*  ToveU  (L.  Eep. 
8  Q.  B.  10;  27  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.  482)  was  ill  de- 
cided. There  this  court  was  compelled  to  hold  that 
sect.  74  applies  to  cases  of  damage  done  to  a  pier 
by  a  vessel  through  inevitable  accident  caused  by 
Btrees  of  weather.]  The  present  case  is  distinguish- 
able from  Dennis  v.  ToveU  in  this,  that  the  vessel 
here  was  not  under  the  control  of  any  one  at  the 
time  the  damage  was  done.  [Blackburn,  J. — ^The 
vessel  was  clearly  not  a  derelict;  and  I  do  not 
think  that  the  fact  of  having  been  grounded  makes 
a  difference.  I  shall  be  very  glad  if  a  court  of  error 
can  put  a  different  construction  on  the  74th  section 
from  that  which  we  have  felt  bound  to  put  upon 
it ;  and  for  that  purpose  we  will  give  the  defend- 
ants leave  to  appleal  if  they  wish  to  do  so.] 

Bule  refused. 

AttomevB  for  defendants,<7b  An«on  and  Weatherall, 
for  HcuweU,  Sunderland. 


COUBT  OF  COMMON  FLEAS. 

Beportad  by  H.  F.  Poolxt  and  Johv  Bora,  Esqn^ 

Barricter»«t-LAW. 

Nov,  10  and  13, 1873. 

JOLIIFFE  AND  AKOTHSB  V.  WaLLASET  LoCAL  BoARD. 

Obstruction  to  tidal  river — Negligent  exercise  of 
statutory  powers — Omission  to  indicate  ohstnui' 
tion  by  sufficient  buoy — Notice  of  auction. 
By  a  heal  Act  the  defendants  were  authorised  to 
construct  in  conformity  with  certain  deposited 
plans,  **  and  upon  the  tands  delineated  upon  ike 
said  plans,**  a  pier  or  landing  stage,  "  together 
with  such  other  works  and  conveniences  in  con' 
nection  therewith^*  as  they  should  from  Htne  to 
time  think  fit.  Before  the  landing  stage  was  com- 
menced plans  of  the  proposed  works  were  to  be 
deposited  at  the  Admiralty  for  approval.  The 
local  Act  was  to  be  executed  **  subject  to  tke  powers 
and  provisions*'  of  the  Public  Health  Act  1848, 
sect,  139  of  which  requires  notice  of  action  *'for 
anything  done  or  intended  to  be  done**  under  the 
provisions.  The  defendants  deposited  plans 
(differing  in  extension  from  the  plans  under  the 
Act)  which  received  the  approval  of  the  conaerva' 
tors  of  the  river,  representing  tJie  Admiralty f  and 
constructed  the  landing  stage  in  conformity  there' 
with.  The  landing  stage  was  a  floating  one,  and 
was  moored  by  anchors  lying  in  the  bed  of  the 
river.  The  position  of  the  anchors  was  indicated 
by  a  buoy,  which,  being  carried  down  by  the  tide^ 
became  concealed  from  view.  One  of  the  anchors 
becoming  displaced,  slove  in  and  swamped  a  vessel 
of  the  plaintiffs  which  was  lawfully  navigating 
the  river. 
Held  (1),  that  the  anchor,  although  placed  where  it 
was  for  the  benefit  of  the  public,  was  an  obstruction 
which  the  defendants  could  not  have  created  unth' 
out  staiulory  autliority^  and  was  a  nuisance  to  the 
river ;  (2)  ikat  the  defendants  were  guilty  of  neg- 
ligence in  their  management  of  the  buoy,  but  (3) 
that  inasmuch  as  the  plans  had  received  the 
approval  of  the  Admiralty,  such  approval  was 
tantamount  to  the  sanction  of  the  Act,  so  as  to  en- 
title  the  defendants  to  statutory  notice  of  action. 
Notice  of  action  must  be  given  in  a  case  of  noit- 
feasance,  just  as  much  as  in  a  case  of  mis- 
feasance. 
Per  Denman,  J,,  Reg.  v.  Eussell  (6  B.  4*  C,  566) 

is  overruled  by  Reg.  v.  Ward  (4  Ad.  ^  E.  384.) 
This  was  an  action  for  obstructing  a  navigable 
river,  whereby  a  vessel  of  the    plaintiffs    was 
swamped. 

The  declaration  stated  that  the  defendants  had 
constructed,  and  were  in  possession,  and  had  the 
management  of  a  certain  landing  stage,  called  the 
New  Brighton  Landing  Stage,  upon  a  certain 
public  navigable  tidal  river,  and  defendants 
sunk,  placed,  and  kept,  in  and  upon  the  bed  of 
the  said  river,  at  a  part  thereof  where  it  was 
navigable,  a  certain  anchor  of  the  defendants, 
attached  by  a  cable  to  the  said  landing  stage, 
which  said  anchor  was  covered  with  water  and 
wholly  concealed  from  view,  and  in  such  a  position 
and  at  such  a  depth,  that  vessels  in  navigatiog 
the  said  river,  and  passing  in  and  along  and  over 
the  said  place  where  the  said  anchor  was  so  sunk 
and  placed  as  aforesaid,  without  having  notioe  of 
the  said  anchor  beiug  so  sunk  and  bemg  in  the 
said  place,  would  be  and  were  in  great  danger  of 
striking  against  the  same,  and  of  being  thereby 
damaged,  and  while  the  said  anchor  was  bo  sunk. 
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&c,  DO  notice  was  given  nor  any  proper  pre- 
etQtiop  taken  by  the  defendants  to  goard  against 
the  said  danger  to  yessels  lawfally  navigating  the 
BsidriTer,  and  passing  in,  along,  and  over  the  said 
pboe  wh^  the  said  anchor  was  so  sank,  and  by 
means  of  the  premises  a  vessel  of  the  plainti£Fs, 
while  lawfally  navigating  the  said  river  and  pass- 
ing in,  along,  and  over  ^e  said  place,  struck 
against  the  said  anchor  and  was  swamped. 

The  seocmd  connt  charged  that  the  anchor  became 
in  a  dangerona  position,  whereby  vessels  navigat- 
ing the  river  and  passing  over  the  place  where  the 
inchor  was  sank  were  in  danger  of  striking 
against  the  same,  whereof  the  defendants  had 
notice,  yet  the  defendants  wrongfnlly  and  negli- 
gently allowed  the  said  anchor  to  be,  and  kept 
Uie  same  for  a  long  and  nnreasonable  time  in,  the 
Mid  dangerons  pomtion. 

The  third  count  charged  that  by  the  Wallasey 
Improvement  Act  1864,  it  was  enacted  that  the 
defendants,  subject  to  the  provisions  of  the  said 
Aet  and  the  statutes  incorporated  therewith, 
m^t  construct  certain  works  according  to  cer- 
tain deposited  plans,  and  among  ^e  said  works  a 
oertain  pier  or  landing  stage  at  New  Brighton, 
with  all  such  jetties,  &c.,  and  conveniences,  as  the 
defendants  should  from  time  to  time  think  fit,  and 
that  previously  to  commencing  the  said  pier,  the 
defendants  should  deposit  plans  at  the  Admiralty 
Office  for  approval,  and  shoald  not  extend  or  alter 
the  said  works  without  the  like  approval,  and  that 
the  defendants  did  deposit  such  plans,  whereto  the 
mroval  of  the  Admiralty  was  signified,  jet  the 
defendants  did  not  construct  the  said  pier  in 
aooordance  with  the  said  approval  and  the  said 
Act  of  Parliament,  bat  so  that  the  same  deviated 
from  the  line  or  situation  thereof  shown  on  the 
deposited  plans,  beyond  the  limits  of  deviation 
shown  on  the  said  plans,  without  the  defendants 
having  obtained  such  like  approval  to  such  devia- 
tion, and  by  reason  of  so  doing  placed  and  kept 
the  anchcn*  as  in  the  first  count  mentioned,  and 
omitted  to  give  notice  and  to  take  percaution  as  in 
the  first  count  mentioned. 

The  fourth  count  charged  the  same  matter  as 
the  third  count,  omitting  all  mention  of  the  ap- 
proval of  the  Admiralty  Office. 

The  material  pleas  were  Not  guilty  by  statute 
11  &  12  Yiot.  0.  73,  s.  139,  a  public  Act ;  and 
21 A  22  Vict,  c  63,  s.  4;  27  &  28  Vict.  o.  117.  s.  2, 
and  30  A  31  Vict.  c.  132,  s.  5.(a) 

(a)  The  following  are  the  material  parti  of  the  enaot- 
■eoti  referred  to  In  the  plea : 

11  4  12  Tiot.  0.  63  (the  PabUo  Health  Aot  1848), 
■.  139 :  "  No  writ  shall  be  sued  ont  .  .  .  for  anything 
done  or  intended  to  be  done  under  the  provisions  of  the 
Act,  vatil  the  expiration  of  one  montJi  next  after  notioe 
IB  writinf  .  .  .  dearly  and  explicitly  stating  the  oanse 
of  action  .  .  .  and  every  snoh  action  shall  be  brought  or 
commenced  within  six  months  next  after  the  acoosal  of 
the  cause  of  action." 

21  A  22  IHct.  o.  IxiiL  (the  Wallasey  Improvement  Aot 
1856),  s.  4:  '*  This  Aet  shaU be execnted  by  the  Local 
Bonrd  according  to  the  powers  and  provinons  of  the 
PnbUo  Health  Act  1848,  and  of  the  several  Acts  snp- 
plsmental  thereto,  or  oUierwise  relating  to  the  pnbuc 
'  health,  and  from  time  to  time  in  force  within  the  limits 
of  this  Aot." 

27  4  28  Vict.  e.  cxvii.  s.  2  :  *<  This  Aot  ahall  be  exe- 
oetad  by  the  Looal  Board,  subject  to  the  powers  and 
pcDviaionaof  the  PobUc  Health  Act  1848." 

30  4  81  Viot  o.  cxxxii.  (the  Wallasey  Improvement 
Aet  1867),  s.  5 :  **  This  Act  shall  be  executed  by  the 
Local  Board,  with  the  powers  aud  indemnities,  and 
aeeordiog  to  the  prorisiona  of  the  Public  Health  Acts." 


And  to  the  first  connt  that  the  defendancs  did 
what  was  complained  of  by  virtue  of  their  powers 
nnder  the  Wallasey  Improvement  Act  1864,  and 
the  Acts  incorporated  therewith. 

The  cause  came  on  to  be  tried  before  Kelly,  C.B., 
at  the  Liverpool  Summer  Assizes  1871,  when  a 
verdict  was  found  for  the  plaintifEs  by  consent  for 
lOOOZ.  (the  full  amount  claimed),  subject  to  be 
reduced  or  vacated,  and  instead  thereof  a  verdict 
for  the  defendants,  or  a  nonsuit,  to  be  entered 
according  to  the  decision  of  the  court  upon  the 
following  case  (stated  by  an  arbitrator  (Mr.  Hig- 
gin,  Q.U.);  the  court  to  be  at  liberty  to  draw 
inferences  of  fact. 

Case. 

1.  The  plaintiffs  are  the  owners  of  steam-tug 
boats  plying  for  hire  within  the  port  of  Liverpool, 
and  were  on  the  15th  June  1870,  the  owners  of  a 
certain  steam  tug  boat  called  the  Lioness, 

2.  The  defendants  were  possessed  of  a  certain  pier, 
bridge,  and  landing-stage  at  New  Brighton,  which 
said  bridge  at  one  end  thereof  was  and  is  attached 
to  the  said  pier,  and  at  the  other  end  thereof  was 
and  is  attached  to  the  said  landing  stage,  which 
said  landing  stage  and  bridge  rose  and  fell,  and 
still  rise  and  fall  with  the  tide.  The  said  pier  was 
and  is  constructed  of  piles  screwed  down  mto  the 
soil  of  the  river,  Mersey  between  high  and  low 
water  mark,  and  the  whole  of  the  said  pier  was 
and  is  above  low  water  mark  of  ordinary  spring 
tides.  The  said  bridge  did  not  and  does  not  rest 
upon  or  touch  the  soil  or  waters  of  the  said  river 
Mersey,  and  the  greatier  part  thereof  in  length 
was  and  is  above  low  water  mark  of  ordinary 
spring  tides ;  the  remaining  part  thereof  was  and 
still  IS  suspended  to  the  said  landing  stage  below 
low  water  mark  of  ordinary  spring  tides,  and  the 
whole  of  the  said  landing  stage  which  was  and 
still  is  moored  by  anchors  fixed  into  the  bed  of  the 
river,  floated  and  still  floats  upon  the  waters  of 
the  said  river  below  low  water  mark  of  ordinary 
spring  tides,  and  oertain  anchors  which  moored 
the  said  landing  stage  were  and  are  still  fixed  into 
the  bed  of  the  said  river  outside  the  line  of  the 
said  river,  and  below  low  water  mark  of  ordinary 
spring  tides.  The  river  at  the  locus  in  quo  runs 
north  and  south,  and  the  landing  stage,  which  is 
204ft.  long  and  30fb.  6in.  wide,  was  and  still  is 
moored  in  the  said  river  lying  north  and  south. 

8.  5  &  6  Vict.  c.  110,  21  &  22  Vict.  o.  63,  27  & 
28  Vict.  c.  177,  30  «fe  31  Vict.  c.  132,  and  all  other 
Acts  relating  to  the  port  of  Liverpool  and  to  the 
Mersey  Dock  and  Harbour  Board,  a  copy  of  the 
plans  dei)osited  under  27  and  28  Vict.  c.  117,  a  plan 
of  the  said  pier,  bridge,  and  landing  stage,  snow- 
ing the  low  water  mark  of  the  river  at  ordinary 
spring  tides,  and  also  the  trun  position  of  the  old 
and  now  disused  slip  as  distinguished  from  its 
false  position  as  shown  in  the  parliamentary  plan, 
a  general  plan  showing  the  whole  of  the  bridge, 
landing  stage,  and  approaches,  and  a  plan  of  the 
mooring  of  the  said  landing  stage,  signed  by 
Admiral  Evans,  acting  conservator,  are  to  be 
taken  as  part  of  the  case,  (a) 

(a)  The  following  are  the  material  parts  of  the  Acts 
referred  to; 

5  &  6  Vict.  c.  ex.  By  sect.  1  the  oonservancsr  of  the 
Mersey,  as  the  same  is  vested  in  Her  Majesty  in  right 
of  Her  Crown  and  of  Her  Dachy  of  Lancaster,  or  in  the 
Lord  High  Admiral  or  commissioners  for  executing  the 
office  of  Lord  High  Admiral,  but  not  farther  or  other- 
wise," is  veated  in  three  commissioners,  who  by  sect  2 
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4  [This  paragraph,  having  set  oat  in  full  the 
appointment  of  Admiral  Brans  as  Acting  Oonser* 
Tator  of  the  river  Mersey,  under  the  powers  and 
for  the  purposes  of  5  &  o  Yict.  c.  ox.,  proceeded 
as  follows : — '*  The  plans  for  the  construction  of 
the  said  pier,  bridge,  and  landing-stage,  as  also  the 
plan  showing  the  mode  in  which  the  landing-stage 
was  to  be  moored,  were  all  of  them  daly  approve 
by  the  commissioners  for  the  conservancy  of  the 
river  Mersey,  and  by  the  Lord  High  Admiral  or 
the  commissioners  for  executing  the  office  of  Lord 
High  Admiral  of  the  United  Kingdom,  on  the  1st 
Nov^  1865."] 

5.  No  such  notice  as  mentioned  in  5  &  6  Vict  o. 
ex.,  8.  6,  was  sent  to  the  clerk  of  the  peace  for  the 
county  of  Chester  and  boroagh  of  Liverpool,  and 
no  Parliamentary  plans  were  deposited  with  the 
clerk  of  the  peace  for  the  borough  of  Liverpool,  nor 
was  any  notice  given  to  him.  Though  Parliament 
tary  plans  were  deposited  with  the  clerk  of  the 
peace  for  the  county  of  Chester,  no  notice  was  de- 
posited therewith. 

6.  The  only  mooring  anchor  which  is  important 
in  this  case  was  laid  out  with  an  iron  chain  from 
the  south  end  of  the  said  landing-stage,  in  a  south- 
easterly direction,  in  a  part  of  the  bed  of  the  river 
Mersey,  below  low  water  mark  of  ordinary  spring 
tides,  and  over  whidi  vessels  navigating  the  said 
river  used  and  had  a  right  to  sail,  and  where 
vessels  navigating  the  said  river  used  and  had  a 
right  to  bring  up  and  anchor. 

7.  The  said  anchor  was  a  mooring-anchor,  with 
one  fluke  and  an  arm  at  the  end  of  the  anchor-shaft, 
running  at  right  angles  to  the  said  flake,  and 
which,  when  the  said  fluke  was  properly  imbedded 
in  the  bed  of  the  said  river,  rested  upon  the  bed  of 

may  exercise  all  jurisdiction  exeroiieable  by  the  Admi- 
ralty, and  by  sec.  8  may  appoint  an  acting  conservator 
"  for  the  pnrpoaes  of  the  Aot.^' 

Wallasey  Improvement  Act  1864  (27  &  28  Yict.  c. 
cxvii.),  sect.  7 :  The  local  board  ....  may  make  and 
maintain  in  the  line  ....  defined  on  deposited  plans, 
and  npon  the  lands  delineated  in  the  said  plans  .... 
a  pier  or  landing  stage  at  New  Brighton  ....  together 
with  all  snoh  jetoee,  esplanades,  landing  placet,  toll  gates, 
or  bara^  and  other  works  and  conveniences  in  connection 
therewith,  as  the  local  board  shall  from  time  to  time  think 
fit.  .  •  Sect.  8:  Previously  to  commencing  the  pier  or  land- 
ing stage  the  local  board  shall  deposit  at  the  Admiralty 
office  plans  ....  of  the  said  landine  stM^e  and  works 
connected  therewith  for  the  approval  of  the  Lord  High 
Admiral  of  the  United  Kingdom  or  the  commissioners 
for  executing  the  office  of  Lewd  Hiffh  Admiral,  such 
approval  to  be  signified  in  writing  nnoer  the  hand  of  the 
Secretary  of  the  Admiralty,  and  each  pier  or  landing 
stage  shall  be  constructed  only  in  accordance  with  such 
approval Sect.  15 :  The  local  board  in  the  con- 
struction of  the  pier  or  landing  stage  may  deviate 
laterally  from  the  line  ....  shown  on  the  deposited 
plans  to  the  extent  of  the  limits  of  deviation,  and  may 
deviate  from  the  lands  shown  on  the  deposited  sections 
•  .  .  .  asregardsthepier  and  landing  stage,  not  ezceed- 
ingfive  feet. 

Wallasey  Improvement  Act  1867  (30  &  31  Yict 
c.  oxxxii.),  sect.  24:  In  connection  with  their  ferries, 
the  local  board  from  time  to  time  may  erect  and  provide 
such  warehouses,  sheds,  and  other  buildings,  works,  and 
conveniences  aathev  think  necessary  for  the  loading  and 
unloading  of  animals  and  goods.  .  .  . 

The  stote  of  things  shown  by  the  plans  was  as 
follows :  The  pier  onl^  was  executed  upon  the  lands 
delineated  ou  the  Parliamentary  plans.  The  landing 
Bl»ffe.  bridge,  and  moorings  were  executed  in  conformity 
with  the  Admirall^  plans,  and  did  not  extend  beyond  the 
limits  fixed  b]^  them.  The  Admiralty  plans  extended 
beyond  the  limits  of  deviation  prescribed  bv  sect.  15  of 
the  Act  of  1864.  Lastly,  the  bu<^  was  marked  upon  the 
AdmiraKj  plans. 


the  river,  and  to  the  ring  at  the  end  of  Uie 
shank  was  attached  a  long  piece  of  light  iron  chatn* 
having  at  the  end  of  it  a  piece  of  timber,  intended 
to  act  as  a  buoy,  bat  which  piece  of  timber,  by 
reason  of  the  strength  of  the  carrent  of  the  river, 
was  carried  below  the  surface  of  the  water,  and  in 
.  no  respect  indicated  the  position  of  the  mooring- 
anchor  below,  except  at  Itnd  about  dead  high  and 
low  water  of  the  tides.  The  said  piece  of  timber 
was  wholly  insufi&cient  to  indicate  the  position  of 
the  anchor,  and  the  defendants  were  guilty  of 
Q^K^iSenoo  in  not  placing  a  buoy  of  snfl^ient  size 
and  dimensions  over  the  anchor  to  resist  the 
carrent  of  the  ebb  and  flow  of  the  tides,  so  as  pro- 
perly and  efficiently  to  indicate  the  position  of  the 
anchor  below. 

8.  The  defendants  frequently,  and  as  often  aa 
they  deemed  necessary,  with  a  long  rope,  each  end 
of  which  was  attached  to  a  boat,  swept  over  the 
whole  of  their  mooring  anchors,  including  the 
mooring  anchor  in  question,  in  order  to  ascertain 
whether  the  said  anchors  were  in  their  proper 
places  and  undisturbed,  and  this  they  had  done  two 
or  three  days  before  the  occurrence  hereinafter 
mentioned. 

9.  The  defendants  were  not  guilty  of  any  neg^li- 
gence  in  the  mooring  anchors  they  used,  in  the 
mode  of  laying  them  down,  or  in  the  means  they 
adopted  to  ascertain  from  time  to  time  whether 
they  were  undisturbed,  and  in  doing  what  is  oom- 
plained  of,  acted  in  the  bond  fide  belief  that  they 
were  actinnc  under  the  powers  given  them  by  their 
Act  of  1864,  and  the  Acts  incorporated  therewith. 

10.  The  plaintiffs  did  not  give  the  defendants  any 
notice  of  action. 

11.  Early  in  the  morning  of  the  15th  June  1870. 
the  plaintiffs'  steam  tug  boat  Lione$$  anchored  400 
or  500  yards  to  the  south  and  east  of  the  said 
landing  stage,  and  in  about  four  hours  af  terwards* 
having  lifted  her  anchor,  the  tide  b^ng  an  ebb  tide 
and  near  low  water,  she  struck  against  the  arm  of 
the  said  mooring-anchor,  which  went  through  the 
bottom  of  the  said  steam  tug  boat  Lioneas,  and 
there  and  then  sank  her,  and  caused  her  consider- 
able damage.  She  was  afterwards  raised,  taken 
in  dock,  and  repaired. 

12.  The  said  mooring  anchor,  by  some  means 
unaccounted  for  and  unknown  to  the  defendants 
had  been  lifbed  from  the  bed  of  the  said  river,  and 
the  arm  of  the  said  anchor,  instead  of  resting  in  a 
horizontal  position  npon  the  bed  of  the  said  river, 
had  assumed  an  upright  position,  and  penetrated 
the  bottom  of  the  steam  tug  boat. 

13.  The  plaintiffs  were  guilty  of  no  negligence 
whatsoever  in  navigating  the  said  steam  tug  boat, 
in  anchoring,  or  in  raising  the  anchor,  but  in  all 
respects  navigated  and  managed  the  said  steam  tug^ 
boat  in  a  lawful,  careful,  seamanlike,  and  proper 
manner. 

14.  There  was  no  floating  landing  stage  at  the 
locus  in  quo,  or  at  or  in  connection  with  the  old 
slip,  but  the  present  floating  landing  stage  is  the 
only  one  which  has  ever  been  placed  in  that  part 
of  the  river  Mersey. 

15.  The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  court  is 
whether  the  plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  recover  from 
the  defendants  upon  the  facts  as  stated  in  this  case. 
If  the  court  should  be  of  opinion  in  the  affirmative, 
then  the  verdict  is  to  stand,  but  the  damages  are  to 
be  reduced  to  the  sum  of  550Z.  If  the  eonrt  should 
be  of  a  contrary  opinion,  then  the  verdict  which 
has  been  entered  for  the  plaintiffs  is  to  be  vacated. 
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gnd  instead  thereof  a  verdict  or  nonsuit  is  to  be 
entered  for  the  defendants. 

Signed,  W.  H.  Higgin. 

Nov,  10. — AspinaU  Q.O.  {I^ofrie  Temple  Q.O.  with 
hjni)  for  the  plaintiffs. — First,  thedefendants  bad  no 
right  to  ooDstmot  the  landing  stage  in  the  channel 
of  ft  Davigable  river.  They  bad  no  power  either 
bjBtatnte  or  common  law  so  to  do;  secondly, 
BsgnmiDg  that  they  had  snch  a  right,  then  they 
hftfing  aDchom  in  the  fairway  of  a  navigable 
river,  were  bound  to  take  precautions  so  as  to 
prevent  damafi:e  being  caused  by  them  to  passing 
veesels,  and  the  defendants  have  been  expressly 
fouod  guilty  of  negligence  in  this  respect ;  thirdly, 
no  notice  of  action  was  necessary. 

L— By  27  &  28  Vict.  c.  cxvii.  s.  7,  the  defen- 
dmts  are  empowered  to  construct  "a  pier  or 
landing  stage  at  Kew  Brighton,"  with  adjuncts. 
But  this  floating  landing  stage  is  out  of  the 
limits  prescribed  by  the  plans  and  sections  re- 
ferred to  in  the  statute.  The  plans  show  no 
floating  stage  at  all,  but  only  a  fixed  pier. 
And  this  stage  is  not  within  the  provision  as  to 
"landing  places,"  which  does  not  relate  to  a 
construction  as  la^rge  as  the  principal  work.  [Brett, 
J.— One  cannot  call  it  an  **  erection  "  any  more 
than  one  would  call  another  floating  ship  in  the 
river  by  that  name.  This  stage  does  not  occupy 
any  fixed  place  on  the  land,  but  moves  with  the 
UJe.] 

n.— Independently  of  statutes  this  is  a  nuisance : 

Eari  ani  Hart  v.  3fayoro/iiU>at»y,  9  Wendell,  572, 
per  Sutherland  J.,  p  584 ; 
WhiU  T.  Cmp,  10  Ex.  •312. 

[DincAK,  J.,  referred  to  The  Mayor  of  Ooleheater 

V.  Brooke  (7  Q.  B.  339).    The  Free  Fiehere  of 

WhiUiabU  t.  Qunn  (11  H.  of  L.  0. 192 :  35  L.  J. 

29.  C.   P.;    12  L.  T.  Eep.  N.    S.    160)    went 

farther  still,  while  confirming  the  court  in  the  case 

of  the  Mayor  qf  Colchester  y,  Brooke  (sup).']  It  did. 

So  also 

WhiU  r.  PhiUips,  15  C.  B.,  N.  S.,  845  ; 
Bnwn  T.  ifallaii,  5  C.  B.  599. 

An  anchor  without  a  buoy  to  mark  its  position 
is  more  likelv  to  be  dragged  up  by  the  cables  of 
vessels  near  than  an  anchor  haying  a  buoy.  In  the 
Black  Book  of  the  Admiralty  (published  by  the 
master  of  the  Bolls),  p.  Ill,  it  is  said  that  <*  Two  ships 
or  more  lying  in  a  haven  at  scant  of  water,  and 
one  of  the  ancmors  lying  too  near  another  ship,  the 
master  of  the  said  ship  ought  to  say, '  Master,  take 
np  yoor  anchor,  it  is  too  near  us  and  may  do  us 
bam.'  ....  And  if  they  lie  dry  in  a  haven  they 
ought  to  set  marks  and  buoys  at  their  aDchors 
that  may  plainly  be  seen  above  the  water."  [Bbett, 
J.— That  passage  seems  only  to  apply  to   two 
vessels  having  a  foul  berth  from  havine  anchored 
too  close  together.]  If  they  "  lie  in  a  £7  haven," 
they  ought  to  buoy  the  anchor;  where  the  ship  is 
afloas  she  herself  acts  as  a  buoy  by  indicating  the 
position  of  the  anchor  at  which  she  rides.  [Brett, 
J.— Do  yon  contend  that  the  Block  Book  is  an 
aathority  for  saying  that  wbeoever  a  ship  takes 
ground  at  anchor  she  is  bound  to  buoy  it  P]    Yes, 
whenever  the  ship  herself  has  ceased  to  be  a  buoy. 
IntiieLawsoftheSea  (edition  of  1705),  p.  142 
Mticle  15  is  one  of  same  tenor  with  the  passage 
from  the  Black  Book,  and  the  observation  is  that 
the  Ordinances  of  Wisbury  require  masters  to  put 
out  buoys  to  warn  others  where  their  anchors  lie, 
on  pam  of  making  satisfaction  for  whatever  damage 
^  happen  for  want  ci  them,  for  anchors  hid 


under  water  may  do  a  great  deal  of  mischief  at 
ebb  and  low  water.  So  in  Hale,  De  Portibus 
Maris,  p.  85,  "The  leaving  of  anchors  in  the 
ports  without  buoys  or  marks,  whereby  ships  or 
vessels  may  strike  against  them  and  be  spoiled," 
is  mentioned  as  one  of  the  "  nuisances  that  are 
common  to  all  men  that  have  occasion  to  come, 
go,  or  stay  at  ports."  An  obligation  lies  on  every 
one  who  has  a  thing  which  is  reasonably  liable  to 
become  duigerous  to  take  reasonable  precautions 
to  protect  persons  from  it. 

III.  As    to  notice  of  action.      The  right   to 
such  notice  is  contained   in    11  &  12  Yict.    c. 
63,  s.  139  (The  Public  Health  Act).    No  doubt 
the  defendants  are  a  local  board.    In  their  plea 
they  refer  to  21  &  22  Vict.  c.  63,  s.  4 ;  27  &  28 
Yict.  c.  cxvii,  s,  2.     But    it  does    not   follow 
that  what  is  done  under  the  local  Act  is  done 
uuder  the  Public  Health  Act,  so  as  to  make  the 
notice  of  action  prescribed  by  the  latter  statute 
necessary.  The  Public  Health  Act  (see  30&  31  Yict. 
c.  ozxxii,  s.  5),  is  only  in  force  in  Wallasey  town- 
ship so  far  as  relates  to  particular  limits.    And 
the  anchor  and  chain  at  least  were  outside  those 
limits.     The  act  of  negligence  consists  in  not 
guarding  the  anchor ;  but  that  is  not  something 
done  in  execution  of  the  Act.     And  no  amount  ol 
bondlfde  belief  that  they  were  acting  under  the 
powers  of  an  Act  of  Parliament  will  protect  the 
defendants,  if  thev  were  in  fact  doing  something 
altogether  beyond  the  powers  of  the  Act.     They 
had,  as  it  were,  executed  the  Act,  and  this  omis- 
sion to  place  a  proper  buoy  was  a  distinct  act  of 
negligence  five  years  afterwards.    [Denicav,  J. — 
Their  Act  empowers  them  "  to  make  and  main- 
tain "  the  works.]    Assuming,  however,  that  this 
confeasanoe  comes  within  the   provision  as    to 
notice  under  the  words  *'  thing  done  not  intended 
to  be  done"  as  defined  in  Newton  v.  Ellis  (5 
E.  &  B.  115),  there  the  defendant  was  actually 
doing  the  works  authorised,  and  while  doing  them 
omitted  to  light  them:  whereas  here  the  works 
had  been  long  since  done:  (see  as  to  this  the 
judgment  of  Coleridge,  J.,  in  Newton  v.  EUis.) 
[B&ETT.  J. — Suppose  a  drain  made  twenty  years 
ago  falls  in  for  want  of  repair,  would  notice  of 
action  be  needed  P]     No,  for  there  would  be  mere 
nonfeasance. 

Sir  John  Karslake,  Q.O.  (E.  0.  Williams  and 
Douglas  Walker  with  him)  for  the  defendants.— 
First,  the  defendants  had  a  right,  under  the  Act, 
to  put  the  stage  on  the  foreshore,  and  also  the 
floating  dummy,  with  a  conoectins  bridge.  [He 
reviewed  the  Acts  in  question.] 

Secondly,  they  were  entitled  to  notice  of  ac- 
tion. On  the  statement  in  the  case  the  anchor 
in  its  proper  position  could  not  be  a  nuisance 
at  all,  and  it  is  not  found  that  the  anchor 
itself  is  a  nuisance.  Assume  the  defendants 
had  gone  beyond  their  power,  they  would  still 
be  entitled  to  notice  of  action,  the  only  good 
of  which  is  when  powers  are  exceeded  bond 
fide,  [The  learned  counsel  read  paragraphs  8  and 
12  of  the  case  as  to  the  cause  of  accident.]  The 
plaintiffs  argue  that  it  is  an  act  of  omission,  and, 
therefore,  that  the  Act  does  not  apply.  But  the  Act 
complained  of  is  the  negligently  omitting  to  put 
a  better  appliance  to  show  where  the  anchor  was. 
A  buoy  has  been  placed  and  maintained,  but  the 
arbitrator  says  that  the  buoy  is  not  so  good  as 
it  might  be,  so  that  the  defendants  are  guilty  of 
negligence ;  and,  although  it  may  be  described  as 
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omiBsioTi,  yet  it  is  within  the  observations  of  Lord 
Campbell,  C.J.,  in  Newton  v.  EUis  (sup,) :  **  I  am 
of  opinion  that  the  defendant  was  a  person  acting 
under  the  direction  of  the  Local  Board."  Sect. 
139  of  the  Public  Health  Act  1848  b  to  be  read 
into  the  local  Acts.  The  defendants  will  then  be 
protected ;  although  what  is  complained  of  was  an 
act  of  omission : 

Newton  y.  ElUs,  5  E.  &  B.  115 ; 

Davis  V.  Curling,  8  Q.  B.  286  ; 

Wilson V.  Mayor,  S^c,  of  HaUfaso,  L.  Eep.  3  Ex.,  113 ; 
17L.  T.Rep.N.  S.  660; 

Selmes  t.  Judge,  L.  Eep.  6  Q.  B.  724 ;  24  L.  T.  Rep. 
N.  S.  904. 
Nor  was  the  putting  down  of  the  anchor  in  itself 
a  nnisance.  It  is  an  open  qnestion  whether  the 
owners  of  a  ferry  might  not  put  down  soch  an 
anchor,  independently  of  the  Act.  It  is  not  neces- 
sarily a  nuisance  to  do  snch  a  thing :  (£.  y .  BtuaeU 
6  B.  &  C.  566)  [Keatiko,  J. — Do  yon  contend  that 
the  public  haye  not  a  right  to  eyery  portion  of  a 
nayigable  riyerP]  According  to  B,  y  BusaeUf 
this  right  may  be  infringed  without  creating  a 
nuisance.  Nor  is  the  anchor  here  found  to  be  a 
nnisance.  [Kbating,  J. — ^Would  it  be  necessary  to 
find  such  athinis:?  Is  it  not  an  undoubted  nui- 
sance to  place  any  obstruction  in  any  water  which 
ships  usually  nayigate  P]  The  defendants  had  done 
notning  to  the  anchor  to  make  it  dangerous ;  they 
had  swept  a  day  or  two  before  the  accident^  and 
found  all  right,  and  afterwards  the  anchor  went 
wrong  from  some  unknown  cause,  for  which  the 
defendants  cannot  he  held  responsible :  {White  y. 
PhilUpa)  {eup.),  [Keating,  J. — ^The  fact  of  the  pre- 
cautions taken  show  their  own  opinion  of  their  lia- 
bility.] Eyerybody  must  haye  known  of  the  anchor. 
The  plaintiffs  passed  oyer  the  anchor,  expecting  to 
find  It  properly  placed ;  it  had  been  properly  placed, 
but  the  accident  arose  from  its  haying  been  dis- 
placed. [Denman,  J. — But  as  an  anchor  is  liable 
to  be  displaced,  an  anchor  ought  to  be  buoyed,  and 
the  not  buoying  it  would  seem  to  be  negligence. 
Keating,  J. — You  are  inyiting  us  to  say  that  the 
buoy  would  not  haye  preyented  the  accident.] 
AapinaU,  in  reply. — As  a  matter  of  fact,  not  only 
the  anchor,  but  eyen  the  landing  stage,  extends 
beyond  the  prescribed  limits  within  which  the 
local  board  has  authority  to  construct  works. 
The  meaning  of  limits  of  deyiation  is  that  the 
works  may  or  may  not  extend  within  th^m,  accord- 
ing to  circumstances,  but  may  not  extend  an  inch 
beyond  them.  By  27  &  28  Yict.  c.  cxvii,  s.  2,  the 
board  has  authority  only  to  construct  works  upon 
the  lands  delineated  upon  the  said  plans.  It  has 
been  suggested  that  the  landing  stage  was  a  "con- 
Tenience,"  but  whateyer  it  is,  it  is  one  of  the 
"  works  "  under  the  Act,  and  these  may  be  oon- 
strnoted  only  on  the  "  lands  "  prescribed  by  the 
Act.  [Beett,  J.— It  may  be  that  "  works  "  in- 
cludes pier,  landing  stage,  and  reservoir.  Den- 
man, J. — If  yon  may  take  the  strict  grammatiod 
yiew,  your  argument  is  strong ;  but  looking  to  the 
way  in  which  Acts  of  Parliament  are  drawn,  is  it  not 
more  probable  that  the  words  are  added  loosely  on 
purpose  to  make  a  working  scheme?]  The  whole 
riyer  Mersey  is  delineated  on  the  plans.  Is  it  as 
arguable  that  the  works  may  extend  oyer  the 
whole  riyer,  as  that  the  narrow  construction  of  the 
words  should  preyail  P  Eyery  plan  contains  such 
delineations,  for  the  purpose  of  iUustration,  but 
nothing  more.  The  board  might  haye  had  power 
conferred  upon  them  to  oocupy  the  whole  riyer, 
but  they  haye  not  got  it.    b  &  6  Yiot.  o.  ox,  from 


which  the  Conseryators  of  the  Mersey  derive  their 
powers  was  much  pressed  upon  the  arbitrator, 
and  he  probably  thought  that  this  enactment  was 
incorporated  in  the  Wallasey  Improvement  Acts, 
whereas  it  is  not.  IKarslake  observed  that  he  did 
not  rely  upon  this  statute,  and  that  it  had  not 
been  noted  in  the  margin.] 

Cur.  adv,  vtdL 

Nov,  13^— Bjbating,  J. — We  have  carefully  con- 
sidered this  case,  which,  no  doubt,  is  of  con- 
siderable general  importance.  It  is  also  of 
peculiar  local  importance,  both  to  pMrties  using 
this  ferry  and  landing-stage,  which  is  the  sub- 
ject of  the  action,  and  to  all  the  inhabitants 
of  Liverpool.  The  plaintiffs  complain  that  while 
they  were  lawfully  navigating  this  water  where 
they  might  lawfully  nayigate  it,  while  they 
were  exercising  an  undoubted  legal  right,  their 
vessel  struck  against  the  stock  of  an  anchor,  placed 
there  by  the  defendants,  which  went  through  the 
bottom  of  the  vessel,  and  caused  them  very  con- 
siderable damage. 

Now,  it  appears  from  the  foots  in  the  case, 
that  the  defendants  are  the  Wallasey  Local  Board, 
and  as  snch  local  board  have,  by  virtue  of  several 
Acts  of  Parliament,  been  allowed  to  engage  in 
the  transport  of  passeneers  by  a  ferry  upon  the 
Mersey,  and  to  procure  boats  and  other  articles 
and  applianoes  for  the  purpose  of  conducting  that 
ferry.  Such  was  the  state  of  things  up  to  the  Act 
of  1864  (27  &  28  Yict.  c.  cxvii).  What  led  to  the 
passing  of  that  Act  was  that  it  was  found  that  the 
landing  place  already  erected  was  inconvenient, 
and  therefore  it  was  Rought  by  the  defendants  to 
obtain  powers  from  Parliament  to  construct  a  ferry 
and  landing  stage  for  the  purpose  of  facilitating  the 
embarking  and  landing  of  the  passengers  at  New 
Brighton.  Accordingly  the  Act  of  1864  was  ob- 
tained, and  under  that  Act  a  pier  and  landing 
stage  was  constructed.  The  pier  was  constructed 
as  a  solid  structure,  but  from  the  pier  there  ran  a 
bridge  to  a  landing  place,  which  was  a  structure 
floating  upon  the  riyer,  and  that  landing  plaoe  was 
BO  made  under  the  powers  of  the  Act  of  1864. 

But  the  plaintiffs  contend,  first,  that  in  the  con- 
struction of  the  landing  stage  the  defendants  ex- 
ceeded the  powers  of  this  Act;  that  they  constructed 
the  landing  stage  in  a  way  not  authorised,  and  pwrtly 
in  a  place  not  authorised,  and  then,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  securing  the  landing  stage,  threw  out  a 
certain  cable  from  the  part  not  authorised,  to 
which  cable  was  attached  the  anchor  whioh  caused 
an  undoubted  injury  to  their  vesseL 

Upon  the  question  whether  these  works  were 
authorised,  although  the  Act  is  by  no  means 
perfectly  clear,  I  think  it  right  to  deliyer  the 
opinion  which  I  haye  come  to,  which  is  that 
the  Act  did  authorise  these  works.  The  plans 
are  before  us,  and  there  is  no  doubt  as  to 
the  mode  in  which  this  landing  stage  was  con- 
structed. Mr.  Aspinall  has  argued  upon  the 
plans  at  great  length  and  with  great  ability, 
and  has  pointed  to  certain  limits  of  deyiation  m 
the  Parliamentary  plans,  and  I  think  he  is  ri^ht 
in  saying  that  the  Legislature  did  not  anthonse 
expressly  any  structure  beyond  certain  red  lines. 
Now  the  northern  part  of  the  landing  stage  is 
within  these  lines,  and  Mr.  Aspinall  does  not,  as  I 
understand,  contend  that  that  portion  of  the  land- 
ing stage  was  not  authorised  by  the  Act.  But  the 
southern  part  is  beyond  them,  and  the  difficulty 
arises  with  reference  to  that  part  of  the  landing 


MABITIMB  LAW  CASES. 


151 


C.P.] 


JOLLUFB  AMD  ANOTHEB  V.  WaLLAJSBT  LoCAL  BoABD. 


[O.P. 


itage.  Now  the  landing  stage,  as  it  has  been  oon- 
itrncted,  and  with  respect  to  a  part  only  of  which 
a  doabt  has  arisen,  is  made  nnder  sect.  7  of  the 
Act  of  1864.  [The  learaed  judge  read  the  section.] 
Under  this  soocion,  in  my  opinion,  the  local  board 
is  nndoabted]y  confined  to  "lands"  within  the 
limite  of  the  plans,  with  reference  to  aoy  perma- 
DOK  stracturo  which  they  erected;  for  I  think 
that  the  words  "  npon  the  lands  delineated  in  the 
said  plans  "  override  all  the  sabseqaent  words  in 
the  section.  [The  learned  jndee  having  observed 
that  the  conservators  of  the  Mersey  represented 
^e  Admiralty  office,  then  read  sect.  8  and  pro- 
oeeded.]  It  appears  that  plans  were  deposited  in 
fiKSt,  and  that  the  approval  of  the  Admiralty  was 
in  &ct  obtained  to  plan  B  which,  it  is  admitted, 
faithfully  represents  the  state  of  things  as  it  now 
exists — represents  the  landing  stage  u8  it  was 
afterwards  constructed,  and  the  auouor  as  after- 
wards laid  in  the  bed  of  the  river.  In  every  re- 
ipect  it  represents  the  works  which  received  the 
approval  oi  the  Admiralty  under  sect.  8.  Now, 
what  is  the  meaning  of  these  two  sections  P  I  think 
the  intention  of  the  Legislature  was,  "  We  will 
deal  with  the  taking  by  the  local  board  of  any 
lands  which  it  may  be  necessary  to  schedule  in  the 
book  of  reference ;  but  in  the  construction  of  the 
landing  stage  there  may  arise  something  that  will 
interfere  with  the  navigation  of  the  river,  and 
therefore  we  will  require  that  the  plans  shall  be 
approved  by  the  Admiralty,  and  that  the  works 
thall  be  executed  according  to  their  approval.  It 
was  intended,  that  is,  that  everything  connected 
with  keeping  the  water  way  clear  should  be  left,  as 
it  was  left,  in  the  best  possible  hands,  in  the 
hands  of  the  Admiralty,  or  of  the  Conservators 
ol  the  river.  Their  approval  draws  with  it 
the  eanction  of  the  Legislature,  as  much  as 
if  the  works  which  they  have  approved  had 
been  orii^inally  authorised  by  the  Act  itself. 
I  am  not  quite  clear  upon  the  meaning  of  the 
Act  of  Parliament,  but  I  think  that  the  land- 
ing stage  and  the  moorings  have  thus  become 
legalised  structures. 

Bat  even  assuming  thb  to  be  so,  Mr.  Aspinall 
contends,  and  I  think  properly,  that  the  local 
board  were  bound  to  exercise  their  powers  with 
doe  care;  and  he  says  that  as  the  arbitrator 
has  found  that  the  laying  down  of  insufficient 
buoys  was  an  act  of  negligence,  for  which 
the  defendants  are  to  be  held  responsible,  I 
think  that  they  are  so  responsible,  and  would  be 
BO  responsible  even  if  the  anchor  had  in  the  first 
instance  been  legally  placed  where  it  was.  As  a 
matter  of  byob,  looking  to  the  whole  of  this  case,  I 
oome  to  the  conclusion  that  the  negligence  oom- 
pUined  of  was  negligence  causing  the  accident  in 
qoestion.  Taking  the  whole  finding  of  the  arbi- 
trator together,  my  impression  is  that  the  negli- 
gence which  the  arbitrator  meant  to  find  here  was 
a  negligence  contributing  to  the  accident,  and 
therefore  I  think  that  that  would  give  the  plain- 
tiffs in  this  case  a  cause  of  action  against  the 
board. 

There  remains  the  question  whether  notice 
of  action  was  requisite;  and  I  must  say,  for 
myself  individually,  that  I  very  much  regret  that 
the  case  should  be  decided  on  any  such  point :  but 
the  point  is  raised  in  the  case,  and  we  are  bound 
to  ooosider  it.  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  defen- 
dants were  entitled  to  notice  of  action  under  the 
Pablic  Health  Act  1848,  sect.  139.    But  the  ques- 


tion arises  chiefly  under  subsequent  Acts  nnder 
which  the  landing  stage  was  constructed.  Does  the 
Act  of  1848  extend  to  themP  That  chiefly  de- 
pends upon  sect.  7  of  the  Act  of  1864.  But  it  is 
material  to  consider  the  objects  of  the  Act  of  18649 
and  look  to  the  recital  in  the  preamble  of  that  Act. 

(The  learned  judge  read  the  preamble.]  The 
jegislature  then,  having  recited  these  objects, 
goes  on  to  enact  that  the  Act  shall  be  carried  out 
*'  subject  to  the  powers  and  provisions"  of  the* 
Pnbhc  Health  Act  1848.  I  think  that  these  words 
are  quite  large  enough  to  take  in  sect.  139  of  the 
Act  of  1848,  which  is  a  **  provision"  of  that  Act, 
and  a  most  important  one.  All  the  reasons  for 
sect.  139  would  be  reasons  for  extending  its  opera- 
tion ;  it  would  be  just  as  much  wanted  in  working 
the  latter  as  in  working  the  former  Act.  But  Mr. 
Aspinall  says  that  the  local  board  are  limited  to 
the  Wallasey  district.  I  think,  however,  that  the 
intention  of  the  Legislature  was  to  make  the  con- 
struction of  the  works  a  workable  scheme  in  all 
its  parts,  and  it  could  not  be  woirked  in  all  its  parts 
if  it  were  confined  to  the  limits  that  Mr.  Aspinall 
would  assign. 

But  there  still  remains  the  questionr— «rgued 
at  great  length — whether  the  acts  complained 
of  were  acts  that  could  be  done  within  the 
meaning  of  the  statutes  stated  to  authorise 
them,  so  as  to  entitle  the  board  to  notice  of 
action.  Now  the  arbitrator  has  found  a  bond 
fide  belief  in  the  defendants  in  this  respect.  The 
finding  is  as  express  as  it  can  possibly  be,  and  if  it 
were  necessary,  I  would  say  that  we  are  not  bound 
by  it.  But  I  see  no  reason  to  difler  in  the  lightest 
degree  from  the  propriety  of  that  finding.  It  is 
said,  however,  that  the  provisions  as  to  notice  of 
action  do  not  apply  to  a  nonfeasance.  I  think 
that  the  cases  of  WiUon  v.  Mayor  of  Balifax  (L. 
Bep.  3  Ex.  113),  Bavia  v.  Ourlmg  (8  Q.  B.  286), 
Newlon  v.  EllU  (6  E.  &  B.  115 ;  24  L.  J.  337, 
Q.  B.),  and  8elme9  v.  Judge  (L.  Bep.  6  Q.  B. 
724)  establish  the  exact  contrary.  But  the  de- 
fendants are  not  driven  to  a  case  of  dry  non- 
feasance. The  case  for  the  plaintiffs  is,  not  that 
the  defendants  have  omitted  to  set  up  a  buoy,  but 
that  they  have  set  up  a  buoy  which  proved  in- 
effectual. That  is,  they  inefficiently  did  that 
which  they  were  bound  to  do,  and  the  arbitrator 
has  found  that  they  have  done  it  negligently. 
This  is  an  ace  which,  if  the^  did,  and  intended  to 
do,  as  the  arbitrator  finds,  in  Uie- belief  that  they 
were  complying  with  their  Act,  comes  within  the 
statutory  protection.  Notice  of  action  indeed  is 
always  required  where  something  has  been  done 
whicti  ought  not  to  naye  been  done ;  otherwise  no 
notice  would  be  necessary,  for  there  would  be  no 
action.  I  cannot  help  repeating  my  regret  that 
the  point  should  have  been  taken,  and  the  case  de- 
cided upon  it. 

B&STT,  J.— I  apprehend  that  the  plaintiffs  shape 
their  case  in  one  of  two  ways.  First,  they  say 
that  the  defendants  had  placed  an  unauthorised 
structure  in  a  tidal  riyer,  that  is  to  say,  in  a  public 
highway,  so  as  to  become  an -obstruction  and  a 
nuisance  to  the  highway,  whereby,  without  any 
negligence  on  their  own  part,  the  plaintiffs 
sulfered  damage.  And  this  no  doubt  is  a  valid 
cause  of  action.  But  the  plaintiffs  go  further,  and 
say  that  even  if  the  obstruction  were  authorised  by 
Act  of  Parliament,  yotif  they  did  place  the  obstroc- 
tion  in  the  river,  the  defendants  were  bound  not 
to  do  something  which  they  have  done,  or  to  do 
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something  which  they  have  not  done,  bo  that  the 
plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  recover.    The  defendants 
reply  that  the  ohstraotion  was  not  unlawfal,  bnt 
authorised  by  Act  of  Parliament ;  and  therefore, 
they  say  the  first  caase  of  action  neoessarily  fails. 
If  they  are  right  of  course  it  does.    They  also  say 
that  even  though  the  arbitrator  has  foand  negli- 
gence he  has  not  foand  that  the  injury  complained 
of  was  caused  by  that  negl  igenoe.    Lastly,  they  say 
that  even  though  they  are  liable  either  on  the  first 
ground  or  the  second,  they  are  entitled  to  a  notice 
of  action,  which  it  is  admitted  was  not  given,  and 
that  therefore  the  plaintiffs  cannot  recover.  Now  if 
the  court  thinks  that  notice  of  action  was  required, 
it  is  not  necessary  to  decide  the  first  question  at  all; 
but  that  question  is  of  the  greatest  importance  to 
all  the  inhabitants  of  Liverpool,  and  I  think  the 
court  ought  to  state  what  opinion  it  has  formed 
upon  it;  either  that  it  is  clear,  it  it  be  clear,  or,  if 
otherwise,  that  it  is  a  matter  of  doubt.    It  is  so 
important  that  this  ferry  should  be  maintained, 
that  if  it  is  clear  that  this  floating  landing-stage  is 
beyond  the  powers  of  the  Wallasey  Board,  or  even 
if  It  is  doubtful  whether  it  is  beyond  their  power 
or  not,  they  and  the  parties  interested  ought 
to  know  it,  so  that  a  remedy  may  be  applied.    It  is 
for  that  reason,  and  that  reason  only,  that  I  think 
we  oueht  to  give  our  opinion  upon  the  first  point. 
And  now  with  regard  to  that  first  point,  it  must 
depend   entirely  upon  the    construction  of  the 
statute,  and  unless  the  statute  gives  the  defendants 
authority,  I  take  it  to  be  clear  that  they  could  not 
place  in  the  river  Mersey  this  permanent  obstrao- 
tion.    Unless  that  is  done  by  authority  fh>m  Par- 
liament it  seems  clear  to  me  that  it  is  an  unlawful 
obstruction  of  the   rights  of   the  public,  and  a 
nuisance.^  In  order  to  construe  this  Act  of  Parlia- 
ment, which  is  by  no  means  a  clearly  worded  one, 
I  think  it  necessary  to  consider  in  the  first  place, 
what  was  the  state  of  things  before  it,  and  what  it 
was  that  was  required.    The  defendants,  for  their 
own  private  benefit,  and  for  the  public  benefit  also, 
had  become  the  purchasers,  under  a  former  Act  of 
this  ferry.    This  is  a  peculiar  ferry.    It  consists  of 
carrying  people  from  Liverpool  to  New  Brighton, 
and  vice  versa,  a  distance  of  some  four  miles  or 
more,  I  should  think,  in  steamboats,  and  landing 
them     at     Liverpool,    and     landing    them    at 
New  Brighton.      I    think  the  preamble  of  the 
Act  shows  that  the  conveniences  for  landing  the 
public  at  New  Brighton  were  not  what  they  ought 
to  have  been  on  the  passing  of  their  Act  of  1864, 
that  they  were  not  what  was  desirable,  and  the  Act 
upon  the  face  of  it  shows  that  what  was  required 
was  a  new  ferry  or  landing  stage.     Now,  in  order 
to  ereot  that  landing  stage  it  is  obvious,  if  they 
were  to  erect  or  concitruct  a  landing  stage,  the  de- 
fendants  would  require  Parliamentary   powers, 
because  this  landing  stage,  to  be  of  any  use  as  a 
ferry  landing  stage  in  that  place,  must  be  con- 
structed on  some  land    which  would  belong  to 
private  owners.    It  must  necessarily  in  that  place, 
as  it  seems  to  me,  be  constructed  on  a  part  of  the 
foreshore,  between  high   and   low    water-mark, 
which  either  belonged  to  the  Crown  or  the  lord  ot 
the  manor.    Bat  to  take  the  pier  or  landing  stage 
to  the  edge  of    low   water   would  not  make  a 
sufficient  landing  place  in  that  river,  where  there 
is  such  a  rise  and  fall  of  the  tide.    If  the  pier  or 
landing  sti^e,  or  any  part  of  it  necessary  for  the 
purpose  of  landing  was  taken  into  the  river  below 
low  water  mark,  the  question  of  taking  other 


people's  land  did  not  arise.  If  there  was  a  per- 
manent structure  laid  below  low  water  mark,  it 
would  be  upon  land  which,  I  apprehended,  did  not 
belong  to  anybody,  at  all  events  not  in  the  sense 
in  which  the  foreshore  or  other  lands  belonged, 
and  if  what  was  done  as  a  part  of  the  whole  land- 
ing was  not  fixed  into  the  bed  of  the  river  at  all, 
obviously  the  question  of  taking  land  did  not 
arise,  and  the  only  question  upon  the  navigable 
part  of  the  river  would  be,  whether  the  rights  of 
the  public  were  to  be,  or  not  to  be,  obstructed. 
It  is  therefore  with  regard  to  that  state  of 
things  that  this  Aot  of  Parliament  was  pekssed. 

The  Act  of  Parliament  contains  first  of  all 
the  enactment  in  words,  and  then  by  re- 
ference it  brings  in  the  deposited  plans.  The 
deposited  plans  might,  one  would  think,  show 
the  mode  in  which  the  permanent  structure  was 
to  be  made ;  and  with  regard  to  any  land  which 
was  to  be  taken  for  the  purpose  of  the  permanent 
structure,  one  would  expect  it  to  have  lines  of 
deviation  in  the  ordinary  way.  Bnt  it  does  not 
at  all  follow  that  when  they  came  to  deal  with  the 
mere  obstruction  to  navigation,  they  would  be 
laying  out  the  plans  which  were  to  be  followed 
with  regard  to  a  tnatter  floating  on  the  river,  or 
even  with  regard  to  the  driving  of  piles  into  the 
bed  of  the  river,  in  which  land  nobody  was  in- 
terested; and  it  would  not  signify  to  anybody 
whether  that  land  was  used,  unless  the  usine  it 
became  an  obstruction  to  the  navigation  of  the 
river.  And  therefore,  I  think,  ic  may  be  well 
anticipated  that  these  plans  would  deal  with  only 
what  was  to  be  done  by  way  of  permanent  oh- 
straction,  and  would  not  deal  with  that  which  was 
done  by  way  of  floating  obstruction.  All  mast 
depend  upon  the  construction  of  the  statute.  By 
sects.  7  and  8,  the  local  board  "may  medce  or 
maintain  in  the  line  or  situation,  and  according^  to 
the  levels  defined  on  the  deposited  plans  and  sec- 
tions, and  upon  the  lands  delineated  in  the  said 
plans,  and  described  in  the  books  of  reference 
thereto,  the  following  works."  Now,  if  all  after 
that  had  related  to  permanent  structures,  or  if  it 
had  been  clearly  shown  that  the  word  **  works," 
and  all  that  precedes  it,  was  to  be  applicable  to  all 
that  comes  after  it,  I  should  have  felt  very  great 
doubt  whether  the  word  '*  floating  stage  "  could 
be  added ;  but  the  word  *'  works  '*  seems  to  me  to 
be  capable  of  being  applied  to  the  more  permanent 
works  which  would  require  the  taking  of  other 
people's  lands.  There  are  more  things  than  one 
required  to  be  constructed  as  a  permanent  work. 
There  is  to  be  a  pier  or  landing-stage,  which, 
taking  the  plans  into  account,  was  clearly  a  oon- 
struotion  upon  other  people's  land,  and  there  is  to 
be  a  reservoir,  which  is  a  matter  which  we  have 
not  had  to  deal  with  in  this  case;  but  whioh, 
I  think,  was  another  permanent  work  to  be  done 
on  other  people's  land,  and  must  have  been  re- 
quired to  be  shown  in  some  deposited  plans.  The 
Act  says  that  the  board  have  power  "  to  construct 
a  pier  or  landing-stage  at  New  Brighton,  together 
with  all  such  jetties,  &c.,  as  the  board  shall  from 
time  to  time  think  fit."  It  seems  to  me  that  this 
contemplates  not  merely  works  which  were  then 
in  the  minds  of  the  defendants,  nor  merely  works 
which  were  shown  upon  the  deposited  plans,  but 
works  which  were  not  then  in  their  minds,  which 
might  from  time  to  time  become  necessary 
as  conveniences,  not  as  parts  of  these  works, 
but  as  conveniences  in   connection  with  them. 
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And  when  yoa  think  what  it  was  that  wao  re« 
quired,  this  view  seems  to  be  strengthened.  Here, 
aooordtng  to  the  deposited  plans,  is  this  fixed  pier, 
which  is  in  &ot  itself  a  jetty,  which  aooordiog  to 
the  deposited  plans  is  carried  oat  to  low  water 
mark  and  a  little  beyond,  and  I  am  inclined  to 
ihmk  that  at  one  time  the  defendants  did  not  con- 
template making  the  adjanots  to  it  which  they 
ifterwards  did.  Bat  this  was  to  betaken  oat  into 
the  Mersey.  Now  we  know  what  sort  of  a  riv^er 
that  is ;  the  bed  alters,  not  only  from  year  to  year, 
hot  from  month  to  month,  and  from  week  to  week. 
Everybody  most  know  that  even  thongh  steamers 
might  come  to  the  foot  of  that  fixed  pier  or  land- 
ing stage  at  the  time  it  was  constracted,  although 
they  might  come  there  at  any  height  of  the  water, 
still  in  saoh  a  river  as  that  it  mast  be  subject  to 
the  possibility,  nay,  to  the  probability,  that  at 
any  time  that  might  be  silted  up  so  that  the  boats 
ooold  not  come  to  the  pier ;  and  if  they  coald  not 
oome  to  the  pier  at  low  water,  the  inconvenience 
to  a  large  body  of  people  became  at  once  mon- 
strooa ;  and  that  it  had  been.  As  everybody  who 
knows  Liverpool  knows,  up  to  the  time  of  the 
passing  of  this  Act  of  Parliament,  although 
there  used  to  be  formerly  a  landing  pier,  which 
ran  oat  at  low  water,  yet  at  spnng  tides  and 
different  conditions  of  the  river,  it  coaM  not  reach 
tar  enough,  and  people  were  obliged  to  get  oat  of 
the  steamboats  into  flat  bottomed  boaU*,  and  so 
were  carried,  with  great  danger,  to  the  landing 
place.  Therefore,  it  seems  to  me  what  the  Legis- 
lature contemplated  was  farther  conveniences — 
no  part  of  the  original  plans — which  were  to  be 
dealt  with  from  time  to  time. 

Still,  the  defendants  were  not  to  have  abso- 
late  power  to  deal  with  the  Mersey  according 
to  their  views  of  the  convenience  of  the  pnblic 
with  reference  to  this  landing  stage;  the  rest 
of  the  pnblic  and  those  who  freqaented  the 
Mersey  were  to  be  considered  also;  and,  ac- 
^'^^^"^gly*  ^0  power  of  sect.  7  were  given 
to  them  snbjeot  to  the  control  mentioned  in 
sect.  8.  At  the  first  blash  sect.  8  woald  seem  to 
be  somewhat  against  what  I  have  said,  becanse  it 
nms:  "Previonsly  to  commencing  the  pier  or 
landing  staffe,"  the  matter  is  to  1^  laid  before 
the  High  Admiral,  or  the  person  acting  for  him 
at  Liverpool;  bat  I  think  that  mast  be  read 
sabject  to  what  I  have  said,  and  that  the 
meaning  is  '^previoasly  to  commencing  a  pier 
<^  landing  stage  at  the  beginning,  and  pre- 
vioosly  to  commencing  the  works  which  are 
to  be  dona  from  time  to  time  as  the  necessity 
arises,  previously  to  doing  any  work  which  it  may 
be  necessary  to  do  from  time  to  time,  the  plan  of 
that  work  is  to  be  deposited  at  the  Admiralty 
ofBoej,  and  the  Admiralty  is  to  pass  its  judgment 
npOQ  it."  That  would  give  the  necessary  protec- 
tion to  all  the  pablia  That  being  the  trae  mean- 
ing, it  would  come  to  this :  whether  it  does  not 
gi?e  the  defendants  power  to  do  any  work,  with 
the  consent  of  the  Board  of  Admiralty,  which  it 
does  not  seem  to  me  to  give  anywhere.  It  must 
be  to  do  work  which  mtfy  fairly  be  considered  as 
a  convenience  in  connection  with  the  pier  or  land- 
ing stage  at  New  Brighton. 
^  Now,  what  was  it  that  happened  P  Accord- 
ing to  the  original  plan,  no  doubt  there  was 
to  be  a  permanent  pier  or  landing  stage  going 
down  somewhat  below  low  water.  Before  that 
was  actoally  constructed,  it   seems  to  me  that 


it  became  obvious  to  the  defendants  that  that 
was  not  the  best  plan,  and  thereupon  they 
abandoned  the  permanent  pier ;  they  did  not  take 
it  down  to  low  water  mark,  they  made  a  bridge 
which  might  be  thrown  over  from  that  pier  to  a 
floating  landing  staire,  and,  having  constructed  the 
floating  landing  stage,  they  moored  it  below  low 
water  mark,  and  threw  the  bridge  from  that  per- 
manent pier  on  to  the  floating  landing  stage.  It 
has  been  remarked,  as  Mr.  Justice  Keating  has 
pointed  out,  that  the  floating  landing  stage  is  not 
to  the  north  or  to  the  east  to  go  beyond  the  line  of 
the  permanent  pier,  as  at  first  projected ;  and  he 
has  in  part  grounded  his  judgment  upon  that  fact. 
I,  of  course,  in  what  I  am  now  about  to  say,  seeing 
that  he  has  partly  grounded  his  judgment  upon 
that  fact,  speak  with  the  greatest  possible  hesita- 
tion, bat,  as  I  said,  I  feel  bound  to  give  my 
opinion— 'I  feel  bound  to  say  that  in  my  judgment, 
even  if  it  had  gone  beyond  these  lines,  as  long  as 
it  could  fairly  be  said  to  be  a  convenience  attached 
to  this  landing  place,  and  has  the  assent  or 
the  consent  of  the  Admiralty,  and  also  of  the 
conservators,  it  would  be  within  the  Act.  I, 
therefore,  have  come  to  the  same  conclusion,  not 
absolutely  for  the  same  reason,  as  my  brother 
Keating,  that  the  floating  landing  stage,  and 
the  mooring  of  it,  being  undoubtedly  capable 
of  being  considered  conveniences  in  connec- 
tion with  the  pier  or  landing  stage,  and  having 
been  approved  by  Admiral  Evans,  who  was 
acting  for  the  Admiralty  and  for  the  conser- 
vators, it  being  found  that  it  was  approved 
by  the  conservators,  and  their  agents,  and  by 
the  Admiralty — the  floating  landing  stage  and 
its  moorings,  although  obstructions  to  the  naviga- 
tion of  the  river,  were  constructions  authorised  oy 
this  Act  of  Parliament.  It  seems,  therefore,  to  be 
clear  to  me  that  the  plaintiffs  cannot  succeed  upon 
the  first  cause  of  action. 

But  then  oomes  the  question  whether,  assum- 
ing this  landing  stage  and  its  moorings  to  be 
within  the  authority  of  the  Act,  there  is 
nevertheless  a  cause  of  action  which  the  plain- 
tiffs can  maintain.  I  think  it  is  true  that  they 
were  bound  to  exercise  due  care  in  the  way 
in  which  they  did  that  which  they  were  authorised 
to  do.  Whatever  my  own  private  opinion  may  be 
as  to  the  particular  finding  which  has  been  found 
by  a  most  able  arbitrator,  and  by  an  arbitrator 
most  able  in  this  matter  of  seamanship,  if  it  may 
be  so  called,  I  should  not  think  of  acting  on  any 
private  view  of  my  own  as  against  the  real  spirit 
of  his  finding,  but  he  has  found  there  was  negli- 
gence in  the  defendants  in  not  placing  a  different 
kind  of  buoy  to  notify  the  position  of  one  of  the 
anchors.  He  has  found — I  take  it  to  be,  the  real 
meaning  of  his  finding,  because  otherwise  his 
finding  would  have  been  obviously  futile^ 
that  there  was  no  negligence  of  any  kind  in 
the  plaintiffs.  He  has  therefore  found  that  the 
defendants  had  either  done  something  negligently 
which  they  were  bound  to  do  with  reasonable  care, 
or  that  they  had  negligently  omitted  to  do  some- 
thing which  they  ought  to  have  done,  and  that 
this  has  been  the  cause  of  injury  to  the  plaintiffn. 
That  seems  to  me  to  be,  under  the  ordinary  rules, 
a  oause  of  action  under  which  the  plaintiffs  would 
be  entitled  to  recover. 

Then  comes  the  question,  whether  the  plain- 
tiffs are  prevented  from  recovering  by  not  hav- 
ing given  notice  of  action.    That  again  depends 
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on  the  constmction  of  the  Acts  of  Parliament, 
and  wherever  there  is   to  be   a  oonstruotion  of 
AotB  it  is  impossible  to  say  that  the  matter  can 
be  without  difficulty.    The  floating  landin g  stage  is 
either  placed  as  it  is  without  any  authority  at  all, 
or  it  is  placed  as  it  is  under  the  authority  of  the 
Act  of  1864.    It  is  found  as  a  fact  that  the  floating 
stage  and  anchor  were  both  established  by  the 
defendants  under  a  bond  fide  belief  that  they  were 
actiDg  under  the  powers  of  that  Act.    The  first 
question  then  is,  whether  if   the  thing  be  done 
under  such  bond  fide  belief,  any  notice  of  action  is 
to  be  giyen  to  the  defendants  by  this  Act.  That  is 
said  first  to  depend  upon  whether  sect.  139  oj  the 
Public  Health  Act  1848  is  not  incorporated  in  it, 
and  whether  it  can  be  applied  to  anything  which 
is  bond  fide  supposed  to  be  done  under  the  Act  of 
1864,  or  indeed  to  anything  which  is  actually  done 
under  that  Act.    This  depends  upon  the  constrac- 
tion  of  sect.  2  of  the  Act  of  1864.    [The  learned 
Judge  read  the  section.]    I  understood  Mr.  As- 
pinall  to  say  that  no  powers  could  be  given  to  the 
local  board  under  the  Public  Health  Act  except 
such  powers  as  they  would  have  to  execute  within 
the  Wallasey  district.  It  must  be  obvious,  I  think, 
that  in  constructing  the  pier,  in  dealing  with  the 
landing  stage,  they  are  executing  this  Act,  because 
it  is  odIjt  by  executing  this  Act  that  they  can  do 
these  things.    It  is  no  doubt  an  anomalous  state 
of  things  that  the  Wallasey  Board  should  be  given 
this  ferry  at  all ;  but  it  is  done.    It  was  done  by  a 
former  Act  of  Parliament,  and  their  powers  are 
increased  under  this ;  and  when  they  are  oonstruot- 
ing  and  maintaining  the  landing  stage  at  New 
Brighton,  and  when  they  are  carrying  out  every- 
thing which  this  Act  authorises,  it  seems  to  me 
impossible  to  say  that  they  are  not  "  executing  " 
the  Act.    The  real  question  seems  to  be,  is  sect. 
139  a  *'  provision  "  of  the  Public  Health  Act  1848  ? 
Undoubtedly  it  is,  and  a  provision  of  the  most 
important  kind;  and  therefore  it  is  within  the 
terms  of  this  section  that  what  they  do  in  order  to 
execute  this  Act  is  to  be  subject  to  that  provision. 
But  the  oases  go  farther,  and  say  that  it  is  not  only 
what  is  done  under  tho  Act  but  what  is  done  under 
a  bond  fide  belief  that  the  Act  is  being  executed,  that 
is  to  be  protected ;   and  the  protection  is  hardly 
wanted  unless  they  have  gone  beyond  the  Act. 
But  then  Mr.  Aspinall  takes  two  objections.    He 
says,  even  supposing  that  that  is  a  provision  which 
is  applicable,  yet  it  is  not  applicable  to  this  case, 
because  here  it  is  a  mere  nonfeasance.      As  I 
understand   the  former  decisions,  they  come  to 
this,  that  whenever  you  sue  in   tort  for  either 
a  breach  of  duty  or  for  an  omission  to  perform 
a  duty  properly,  either  case  is  within  the  mean- 
ing of  a  clause  requiring  notice  of  action.     In 
Newton  v.  EUU  {tibi  eup,)  Coleridge,  J.    says, 
'*  This  is  not  a  case  of  not  doing.     The  defen- 
dant does  something,  omitting    to  secure  pro- 
tection to  the  public."    And  Erie,  J.  says,  **  The 
cause  of  action   is  making   the   hole,    blended 
with  the  not  putting  up  a  light."    It  is  said  by 
Kelly,  O.B.,  in  Wilson  v.  Mcuyor  of  Halifax  (L.  Rop. 
3  Ex.  119 ;    17  L.  T.  Rep.  N.  S.  .660),  "  It  is 
now   settled    by    authority    that    an     omission 
to    do    something    that   ought    to    be   done    in 
order  to  the  complete  performance  of  a  duty 
imposed  on  a  public  body  under  an  Act  of  Parlia- 
ment, or  the  continuing  to  leave  any  such  duty  un- 
performed, amounts  to  an  act  done  or  intended  to 
be  done  within  the  meaning"  of  the  clauses 


requiring  notice  of  action.  I  cannot  conceive 
words  which  would  more  completely  control 
the  present  case.  See  also  the  remarks  of 
Byles,  J.  in  Davie  v.  Curling  {ubi  sup.)  Then 
it  is  said  that  as  the  omission  is  to  mark  an 
anchor  which  was  placed  entirely  bevond  thm 
authority  under  the  Act,  the  negligence  of 
omitting  to  give  notice  with  regard  to  some- 
thing which  they  had  no  right  to  do,  does 
not  come  within  the  statute.  That  is,  as  I 
understand  it,  to  say  that  a  negligence  upon  a 
negligence  deprives  a  party  of  his  right  to  notice 
of  action.  But  all  the  conduct  of  the  defendants, 
whatever  it  is  which  gives  rise  to  the  cause  of 
action,  was  conduct  which  they  bond  fide  believed 
to  be  authorised  by  the  Act.  I  think  that  the 
plaintiffs  do  not  maintain  their  first  cause  of 
action;  that  they  might  have  maintained  their 
second  cause  of  action  if  they  had  given  notice ; 
but  inasmuch  as  they  have  not  given  notice,  thej 
cannot  maintain  the  second  cause  of  action  any 
more  than  thev  can  the  first.  I  further  think  that 
even  though  tney  could  have  maintained  the  first 
cause  of  action  as  well  as  the  second,  yet  that  for 
want  of  notioe  they  could  not  maintain  either. 

Denman,  J. — ^The  cause  of  action  here  is  not 
buoying  the  anchor,  and  it  has  been  contended  for 
the  plaintiffs  that  the  defendants  had  no  authority 
to  pat  down  the  anchor  at  all.  To  this  the  defen- 
dants have  replied,  even  if  they  had  no  such  autho- 
rity, they  are  still  not  to  be  held  liable,  on  the 
ground  that  what  they  did  was  for  the  benefit  of 
the  public,  and  for  this  they  cite  B,  v.  RueseU 
(6  B.  &  C.  566).  Now  I  had  long  understood  that 
E,  V.  EtMsell  was  practically  overruled,  and  I  am 
of  opinion  that  J^.  v.  Ward  (4  Ad.  &  E.  384) 
does  practically  overrule  it.  Since  the  date  of 
B.  V.  Wardf  no  case  following  B.  v.  Bussell 
can  be  found.  Without  statutory  authority, 
therefore,  there  was  no  right  to  put  an  anchor 
where  this  anchor  was  put.  But  the  plaintiffs  say 
that,  even  if  there  were  statutory  authority,  it  has 
been  negligently  exercised,  and  the  arbitrator  has 
found  negligence  in  fact,  so  that  the  sabstantiiU 
question  in  the  case  is  whether  or  not  notice 
of  action  was  requisite,  that  is,  whether  sec- 
tion 139  of  the  Public  Health  Act  1848, 
can  be  taken  to  apply.  I  think  that  notioe 
of  action  was  required;  and  the  cases  have  been 
so  fully  gone  into  both  during  the  argument,  and 
by  my  learned  brethren,  that  I  think  it  is  quite 
unnecessary  to  add  anything  to  th%t  part  of  the 
case,  except  to  say  that  I  entirely  concur  that  here 
a  notice  of  action  was  reijuired.  But  from  vhe 
importance  of  the  case,  I  thmk  it  righa  to  say  also, 
that  although  sections  7  and  8  of  the  Aot  of  1864 
are  not  very  clear,  they  are.  in  my  judgment,  quite 
clear  enough  to  show  that  the  act  done  in 
placing  the  anchor  at  the  bottom  of  the  river 
was  done  under  the  authority  of  those  statutes. 
The  words  of  sect.  7  are  not  very  artificial,  because 
they  raise  a  considerable  doubt  as  to  whether  the 
first  user  of  the  word  "  works  "  might  not  be  held 
to  overrule  the  subsequent  user  of  the  same  word ; 
and  if  .so,  whether  the  whole  work  must  not  be 
taken  to  have  been  done  on  the  lands  delineated  on 
the  plans.  But  a  sufficient  answer,  I  think,  has  been 
given  to  that  by  my  brother  Brett  when  he  severs 
the  word  "  works"  from  the  word  "convenienoes;" 
and  I  think,  taking  the  whole  of  the  Acts  and 
clauses  together,  that  "oonvenienoes  in  connection 
therewith  "  are  not  necessarily  convenienoes  upon 
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any  lands  delineatied  on  the  plans  in  the  same 
strict  sense  in  which  permanent  works  must  be  so 
held  to  be  confined.  This  view  is  strengthened  by 
looking  at  the  whole  of  the  statates  together,  and 
by  seeing  what  powers  the  Board  took  under  the 
Act  of  1S5S,  as  well  as  that  of  1864.  It  mast  be 
remembered  that  this  is  a  ferry  to  be  worked  by 
steamers  running  between  Liverpool  and  New 
Brighton  and  some  stress  most  be  laid  on  sect.  37 
of  the  Act  of  1858  which  after  sect.  36  had  given 
the  power  for  the  first  time  to  leave  or  purchase 
the  fen^,  confers  upon  the  board  the  power  to  hire 
and  maintain  steam- vessels,  &c.,  so  that  they  were 
a  board  with  the  power  given  them,  and  the  duty 
imposed  npon  them  of  working  the  ferry  to  and  fro. 
Then  from  sect.  7  of  th e  Act  of  1864  an  intention  is 
gathered  from  the  plans  deposited  of  having  certain 
permanent  works,  a  portion  of  them  between  high 
and  low  water  mark,  and  a  portion  below  low  water 
mark ;  whereupon  sect.  8  comes,  and  not  only  gives 
the  Admiralty  a  veto  npon  the  pier  or  landing 
stage  or  the  works  connected  therewith,  but  orders 
that  the  local  board  shall  deposit  plans  at  the 
Admiralty  office  "  of  the  works  connected  there- 
with." Those  works  were  to  be  works  to  enable 
the  board  to  work  the  ferry  to  and  fro,  and 
it  does  in  fact  appear  from  the  case  that 
the  Admiralty  bad  before  them  plans  not  only  of  a 
solid  structure  npon  certain  delineated  lands,  or  on 
the  part  expressly  delineated  below  low  water 
mark,  but  that  they  had  before  them  this  very 
scheme,  and  that  they  sanctioned  it  as  a  useful 
mode  of  carrying  out  the  operations  of  the  Act ; 
aod  that  being  so,  and  the  question  being  one  on 
which  we  may  draw  inferences  of  fact,  I  come  to 
the  conclusion  that  this  was,  in  the  strictest  sense 
of  the  word,  a  convenience  in  connection  with  the 
landing  stage  at  New  Brighton ;  that  it  was  a  work 
which  was  convenient  for  the  carrying  on  of  the 
very  duty  which  the  board  had  to  perform,  and 
consequently,  that  the  putting  down  of  the  anchor, 
which  I  take  to  have  been  an  essential  part  of  the 
floating  stage  itself,  was  an  act  which  the  statute 
had  authorised.  Then,  having  committed  some 
act  of  negligence  in  the  course  of  buoying  that 
particular  anchor,  I  think  that  they  are  entitled  to 
notice  of  action,  and  that  therefore  on  these 
two  grounds  our  judgment  must  be  for  the 
defendants. 

Jtidgmeni  for  defendants. 

Attorneys  for  plaintiffs:  Chester,  Urquhart, 
Bnshby,  and  Mayhew,  for  Wright,  Stochley,  and 
Beckett,  Liverpool. 
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Bottomry — Priority  ^Non-lidbilUy  of  master. 
In  the  abeenee  of  any  special  agreement  to  that  effect, 
the  master  of  a  ship  does  not  inowr  any  personal 
liahiUiy  to  repay  to  a  bottomry  lender  the  sum 
borrowed  by  him  on  bottomry,  where  the  bottomry 
bond  becomes  due  by  the  safe  arrived  of  the  ship, 
and  the  ship  and  freight  prove  insufficient  to  dis- 
charge  U  infuU, 
The  implied  contract  of  the  master,  arising  under 


the  general  rule  of  the  maritime  law,  out  of  an 
advance  of  money  for  the  ship,  is  extinguished 
when  a  lawful  contraet  of  boUomry  has  been 
made  and  the  debt  has  been  put  at  risk. 
The  contract  of  boUomry,  which  is  not  only  a  con* 
tract  of  great  sanctity,  biU  also  of  great  peour 
liarity,  is  not  a  mere  ajgreememl  for  security. 
The  reasons  for  the  presumption  ofliahility  on  the 
part  of  a  master  to  seamen  and  to  WMteriahmen, 
fail  in  case  of  bottomry. 
The  master  of  a  ship,  although  an  a^ent  of  the  owner, 

is  also,  in  a  certain  sense,  a  public  officer. 
Presuming  a  master  to  have  a  lien  upon  his  ship 
for  wages  amd  disbursements  t  he  is  entitled  to 
payment  out  of  the  proceeds    of  the  ship    in 
priority  to  a  bottomry  bondholder,  provided  thai 
he  the  nMster  has  not  personally  bound  himself 
by  the  bond. 
This  was  an  application  to  the  District  Court,  for  an 
order  todetermine  the  priority  of  payment  of  the  re- 
spective demands  against  the  proceeds  ot  the  bark 
Irma,  which  were  insufficient  to  satisfy  all  claims. 
Several  libels  had  been  filed  against  the  vessel,  but 
the  only  libels  which  are  at  present  material  are 
thoEo  filed  by  Timothy  Darling  and  Co.,  holders  of 
a  bottomry  bond  upon  the  said  ship,  to  recover 
the  amount  of  the  bond,  and  by  Chummings,  the 
master,  for  his  wages  and  disbursements,  and  by 
the  mate  and  pilot  of  tl^e  said  vessel  to  recover 
their  wages. 

The  bond  had  been  signed  by  the  master  abroad, 
but  although  binding  the  ship,  it  contained  no 
covenant  making  him,  the  master,  personally 
liable.  The  master  by  his  libel  claims  a  lien  for 
his  wages  and  disbursements.  The  libels  were 
not  put  in  issue,  and  to  save  expense  this  applica- 
tion was  made  to  the  court  to  settle  the  priorities 
before  proceeding  with  the  suits.  The  facts  and 
arguments  are  sufficiently  noticed  in  the  opinion 
of  the  court. 

Bknedict,  J. — These  are  two  causes  which  have 
been  brought  before  me  on  an  application  for  an 
order  determining  the  priority  of  the  respective 
demands  in  the  distribution  of  the  proceeds  of  tho 
vessel,  which  are  insufficient  to  pay  all  the  claims 
against  her.  The  only  question  which  calls  for  any 
particular  examination,  has  arisen  between  the 
libellants,  Timothy  Darling  and  Co.,  whose  libel  is 
filed  to  recover  the  amount  of  a  bottomry  bond, 
executed  by  Oummings,  as  master  of  the  vessel, 
and  Cummings  himself,  who  has  filed  his  libel  to 
recover  a  balance  due  to  him  for  his  own  wages, 
and  for  advances  of  wages  made  by  him  to  the 
crew.  If  the  demand  of  (Jummings  be  paid  out  of 
the  proceeds  of  the  vessel,  in  preference  to  the 
bottomry  bond,  the  remainder  will  be  insufficient 
to  pay  the  bottomry  bond  in  full,  and  therefore  the 
oottomry  lenders  contest  the  right  of  the  master 
of  tho  vessel  to  priority  over  the  bottomry  bond. 

The  position  taken  is,  that  the  master  is  per- 
sonally liable  to  the  bottomry  lender  for  the  sum 
borrowed,  and  supposing  that  he  has  a  lien  for 
his  demand,  he  cannot  be  paid  in  preference  to  the 
bottomry  bond,  when  such  payment  will  create  a 
deficiency  in  the  bond,  which  he  is  liable  to  make 
good.  The  question  raised  is  one  which  has  seldom 
arisen,  owing  doubtless  to  the  fact  that  in  very 
many  if  not  in  most,  cases  of  bottomry,  the 
master  binds  himself  personally  for  the  debt, 
by  means  of  a  special  covenant  inserted  in  the 
bond,  and  is  not,  therefore,  in  a  position  to 
dispute  his  liability  for  any  deficiency  that  may 
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arise  from  the  distribution  of  the  proceeds  of  the 
ship.  Bat,  in  this  instance,  the  bottomry  bond 
oontains  no  such  covenant,  and  the  master  denies 
any  liability  whatever  to  the  bottomry  lenders  for 
any  part  of  the  bottomry  loan.  I  am  therefore 
oalledonto  determine  the  question  of  law,  whether, 
in  the  absence  of  any  special  agreement  to  that 
effect,  the  master  of  a  ship  incurs  any  personal 
liability  to  repay  to  the  bottomry  lender  the 
amount  borrowed  on  bottomry,  when  the  bond 
becomes  doe  by  the  safe  arrirsd  of  the  ship,  and 
the  proceeds  of  the  ship  and  freight  prove  insuf- 
ficient to  discharge  it  in  full. 

In  considering  this  question,  I  am  not  re- 
quired to  speak  of  the  liability  of  the  ship  mas- 
ter for  neglect  or  malfeasance,  nor  of  a  case 
where  the  bottomry  bond  proves  invalid,  or  when 
no  risk  has  ever  attached,  or  where  the  stipu- 
lated voyage  is  not  performed,  or  where  the 
Bhip  and  freight  is  not  abandoned  to  the  bond- 
holder, nor  yet  of  a  case  where  the  bond  is  executed 
by  an  owner  of  the  ship.  What  I  have  occasion 
to  say  is,  therefore,  intended  to  refer  to  the  case 
here  presented,  where  it  is  sought  to  hold  the 
master  personally  liable  for  the  loan,  where  the 
bond  is  a  valid  bottomry  bond  executed  by  the 
master,  as  such,  in  a  foreign  port,  for  a  voyage 
which  has  been  duly  performed,  and  where  the 
ship  and  freight  are  applied,  so  far  as  they  will  go, 
to  the  payment  of  the  bond,  and  where  the  master 
has  made  no  special  agreement,  to  be  responsible 
for  the  loan.  Upon  this  question  I  remark — first, 
that  the  bottomry  lender,  in  order  to  establish  a 
personal  liability  on  the  part  of  the  master,  cannot 
resort  to  the  general  liability,  which  the  master  of 
a  ship  is  presumed  to  incur  for  debts  contracted 
and  advances  made  in  behalf  of  the  ship.  The 
implied  contract  of  the  master,  arising,  under  the 
general  rule  of  the  maritime  law,  out  of  an  advance 
of  money  for  the  ship,  is  extinguished  when  a 
lawful  contract  of  bottomry  is  made  and  the  debt 
has  been  put  at  risk.  All  other  obligations  merge 
in  the  new  contract,  which  places  the  lender  in  a 
new  and  different  relation  to  the  vessel,  and  it  is 
to  the  rights  and  obligations  arising  out  of  the 
contract  of  bottomry  alone  that  the  lender  must 
thereafter  look. 

The  contract  of  bottomry,  which  is  not  only 
a  contract  of  great  sanctity,  but  also  of  great 
peoaliarity,  is  not  a  mere  agreement  for  secu- 
rity. "It  is  neither  a  sale,  nor  a  partnership, 
nor  a  loan  properly  speaking,  nor  insurance,  nor  a 
compound  of  different  constructions  —  undique 
collatU  memhria ;  bat  it  is  a  contract  having  a 
specific  name — un  contrai  nonvme — and  a  character 
peculiar  to  itself :"  (Emerigon,  Oontrat  a  la  grosse, 
oh.  1,  s.  2.)  When  once  the  bottomry  risk  has 
attached,  the  creditor  becomes  a  bottomry  lender, 
and  nbthing  else.  "He  who  lends  money  on 
bottomry,  makes  a  contract,  which  is  to  be  followed 
out  in  all  its  remedies  as  such :"  (Curtis,  J.,  1 
Oar.  0.  0.  351 ;  The  hrig  Ann  G.  PraiU  Brady  v. 
Bates,  9  Met.  250;  The  Ann  G.  Pratt,  18  How.)  The 
holders  of  a  bottomry  bond  are  therefore  not 
holders  of  a  mortgage,  and  the  rules  applied  in 
cases  of  mortgage  have  little  or  no  application 
here. 

But  although  the  only  contract,  upon  which 
these  bottomry  lenders  can  rely,  is  the  contract  of 
bottomry,  it  does  not  follow  that  they  have  not  by 
that  contract  the  personal  liability  of  the  master 
upon  the  safe  arrival  of  the  ship,  notwithstanding 


the  circumstance  that  the  instrument  given  to  bind 
the  ship  does  not  expressly  provide  for  any  per- 
sonal liability  of  the  master.  A  personal  liability 
on  the  part  of  the  master  in  case  of  the  safe  arriv^ 
of  the  ship  may  form  part  of  a  valid  contract  of 
bottomry,  as  has  often  been  held  where  that 
liability  bad  been  stipulated  for  in  the  bottonary 
bond.  The  question  here  is  whether  such  a  liabi- 
lity does  not,  by  implication  of  law,  constitute  aa 
element  in  every  such  contract,  as,  for  instance,  it 
does  ip  the  contract  with  the  seamen.  These 
bondholders  maintain  that  such  a  personal  liability 
is  implied  by  the  maritime  law,  and  that  it  can  be 
resorted  to,  at  least  to  make  good  any  deficiency 
after  exhausting  their  remedies  against  the  vessel 
and  freight.  In  support  of  this  position,the  words  of 
Lord  Tenterden  are  cited,  when  he  says  the  remedy 
of  the  lander  on  bottomry  is  "against  the  master  or 
the  ship "  (Abbott  on  shipping,  5th  edit.,  p.  156), 
and  also  the  statement  in  Kent's  Commentaries 
(o  Kent,  p.  355),  that  "for  the  repayment  of  a  sum 
borrowed  on  bottomry  the  person  of  the  borrower 
is  bound  as  well  as  the  property  charged."  These 
two  citations  from  the  high  authorities  named  will 
be  found  on  examination  not  to  be  to  the  same 
point.  The  borrower  alluded  to  by  Chanoellor 
Kent  is  not  the  master,  but  the  owner  of  the  ship, 
as  the  context  shows.  On  pa^e  860  the  master 
will  be  found  spoken  of  as  distinguished  from  the 
"  borrower."  So  understood,  the  citation  has  no 
direct  bearing  on  the  question  under  discussion ; 
and  as  to  the  remark  of  Lord  Tenterden,  it  must 
be  understood  as  referring  to  sach  a  bond  as  he 
describes  in  a  subsequent  paragraph,  and  sets  out 
at  length  in  his  appendix,  which  oontains  a  special 
covenant  on  the  part  of  the  master :  (Abbott  on 
Shipping,  p.  160.)  Beference  is  also  made  to  the 
general  principle  of  the  maritime  law,  accoxding 
to  which  the  master  of  a  ship  is  presumed  to  bind 
himself  personally  in  every  contract  made  in 
behalf  ot  the  ship,  as  showing  the  existence  of 
sach  a  liability  in  the  contract  of  bottomry.  Bat» 
if  such  were  the  rule  in  all  other  cases,  it  would 
afford  little  reason  for  supposing  the  liability  to 
exist  in  a  contract  of  bottomry,  for  "bottomry  is 
a  contract  resembling  nothing,  and  being  consistent 
with  nothing  but  itself"  Curtis,  J.,  1  Cur.  C.  C, 
p.  350),  and  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  reasons 
on  which  the  general  rule  rests  will  be  found  to 
be,  for  the  most  part,  wanting  in  the  case  of 
bottomry.  Take,  for  instance,  the  reasons  which 
led  to  the  personal  liability  of  the  master  to  the 
crew.  The  master  is  personally  liable  to  the  sea- 
men, for  sailors,  because  of  well  known  traits,  mast 
have  every  security  possible,  to  prevent  them  from 
losing  their  wages  and  becoming  objects  of  charity. 
They  naturally  look  for  their  wages  in  the  first 
instance  to  the  master,  who  commands  them 
during  the  voyage,  who  i)rovides  them  their  food, 
who  cares  them  when  sick,  and  punishes  them 
when  they  disobey,  and  from  long  usage  he  has 
thus  become  personally  bound  for  their  wagep. 
Another  instance  is  the  personal  liability  of  the 
master  for  the  bills  of  material  men  and  for  ad- 
vances of  money.  Obligations  of  this  class  derive 
their  distinctive  character  from  the  fact  that  they 
are  generally  made  in  foreign  ports,  where  they 
are  to  be  discharged,  and  where  the  owners  are 
not,  and  it  is  therefore  permitted  to  look  to  the 
niaster  who  is  present,  leaving  him  to  reimburse 
himself  from  the  owners  when  he  returns  home. 
Considerations  of  this  character,  coupled  perhaps 
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witii  the  &ot  tha^  in  the  earlier  histoij  of  naviga- 
tioQ  as  well  as  afterwards  on  the  revival  of  com- 
meroe  in  the  middle  ages,  the  master  almost  in- 
variahly  was  an  owner  nnless  he  was  a  slave,  led  to 
the  establishment  of  the  presumption  of  personal 
liabili^  on  the  part  of  the  nmster  in  contracts  made 
for  the  ship  as  a  "  usage  and  custom  of  the  seas." 
But  it  will  be  difficult  to  find  in  the  maritime  law 
auy  trace  of  such  presumption  in  cases  of  bottomry ; 
aixi  the  considerations  which  press  in  favour  of  it, 
OQ  other  occasions  have  in  such  contracts  little 
force.  The  lender  on  bottomry  is  not  ignorant 
aixi  poor  like  the  sailor.  He  becomes  beneficially 
mterested  in  the  voyage.  His  loan  is  never  to  be 
repaid  in  the  foreign  port  where  it  is  efieoted,  but 
on  the  contrary,  is  payable  where  the  owners  are 
sapposed  to  be  or  to  have  funds,  and  the  ship  is 
speofically  bound*  No  necessity,  therefore,  exists 
for  the  personal  responsibility  of  the  master. 

Furthermore  great  injustice  must  follow  if  such 
a  personal  responsibihty  on  the  part  of  the 
master  be  attached  by  the  law  to  the  con- 
tract of  bottomry,  because  the  master  is  with- 
out remedy  over  against  the  owners  of  the  ship 
for  any  sum  thus  ^  extracted  from  him,  not- 
withstanding the  fact  that  the  owners  receive  the 
benefit  of  the  loan.  This  results  from  the  cha- 
racter of  the  transaction,  and  the  nature  of  the 
liabiltty  on  the  part  of  the  shipowner  which  grows 
oat  of  it  The  owner  of  a  ship  is  indeed  said  to 
be  liable  for  a  bottomry  bond,  as  well  as  the  ship, 
ifthe  ship  arrive  safe,  but  this  is  not  a  liability 
arising  from  a  contract  of  the  owner  made  by  the 
band  of  his  agent,  the  master,  with  the  bottomry 
lender.  The  master  of  a  ship,  although  an  agenb 
of  the  owner,  is  also  in  a  certain  sense  a  public 
officer.  "The  master  of  a  ship  is  not  an  ordi- 
nary ai^ent,  but  one  of  a  special  kind—- «ut  gene- 
rkr  (Sir  R,  Phillimore,  Thti  Thetis,  3  Mar.  Law 
Cas.  0.  S.  357 ;  22  L.  T.  Bep.  77.)  "  He  is  a 
known  and  public  officer."  (Sea  Laws,  Art.  2, 
Of  the  Masters  of  Ships.)  '*  The  rights  and  duties 
epringing  out  of  the  position  of  ship  master  are  of 
a  public  character."  (Bedarride,  Com.  de  Code, 
Liv.  2,  Tome  2,  Art  359.)  "  The  master  of  a  ship 
bas  a  threefold  responsibility,  to  the  owners,  to 
tbe  freighters,  and  to  society — the  State.  (Boulay 
Paty,  vol.  1,  383.)  *'  Though  he  (the  master)  re- 
ceive a  salary,  yet  he  is  a  known  and  public 
officer."  (MoUoy,  Book  2,  Ch.  11,  s.  2.)  The  con- 
tract of  bottomry,  when  made  by  the  master,  is 
made  by  him  to  a  certain  extent  in  an  official 
capacity.  He  does-  not,  in  a  transaction  of  that 
cbaracter,  act  simply  as  agent  of  tbe  owners,  bu!i 
as  master  of  the  ship.  It  is  not  within  the  scope 
of  the  shipmaster's  authority,  as  the  agent  of  the 
owners,  to  bind  them  personally  as  his  principals 
by  a  bottomry  contract.  The  owners  are  liable 
when  the  vessel  comes  to  them  safe,  but  not 
because  of  the  acts  of  their  agents  in  borrowing 
money  for  them.  Theirs  is  an  original  liability  to 
tbe  holder  of  the  bottomry  bond,  arising  ouo  of 
tbeir  possession  of  the  property  bound  for  the  loan, 
namely,  the  ship  and  freight.  This  peculiarity 
in  the  liability  of  the  shipowner,  growing  out  of 
bottomry,  is  pointed  out  by  the  Supreme  Court  of 
the  United  States  in  tbe  case  of  the  Virgin,  where 
the  court  says :  "  In  England  and  America  the 
established  doctrine  is  that  the  owners  are  not 
personally  bound,  except  to  the  extent  of  the  fund 
pledged,  which  has  come  into  their  hands.  To  this 
extent  indeed  they  may  correctly  be  said  to  bo 


personally  bound,  for  they  cannot  subtract  the 
fund  and  refuse  to  apply  it  to  discharge  the  debt. 
But  in  this  case  the  proceeding  against  them  is 
rather  in  the  character  of  possessors  of  the  thing 
pledged  than  strictly  as  owners:*'  (The  Virgin, 
8  Pet.  538,  55^.)  The  later  authorities  in  England 
and  America  are  to  the  same  effect:  {The  Brig 
Ann  0 .  Fratt,  OnrixB,  J.  1  Curtis's  C.C.  p.  350; 
Stainhanh  v.  Penning,  11  C.  B.  51 ;  15  Jur.  1082.) 
Not  only  is  such  the  law  in  England  and  America, 
but  the  same  law  exists  upon  the  Continent.  By 
the  German  Mercantile  Code,  which,  in  respect  to 
such  a  subject,  may  be  presumed  to  state  the  rule 
of  the  maritime  law,  as  understood  throughout  a 
large  part  of  Europe,  it  is  declared  (Art.  680,  7th 
part),  that  the  bottomry  creditor  can  enforce  his 
claims  only  to  the  extent  of  the  bottomried  objects 
after  the  arrival  of  the  vessel:  (see  Maritime 
Legislation  by  Wendt,  Appendix,  p.  254.)  The 
maritime  law  as  administered  in  France  appears 
to  be  the  same. 

If  then  the  owners  of  a  ship  are  not  rendered 
directly  liable,  by  a  contract  of  bottomry  made  by 
the  master,  they  cannot  be  rendered  indirectly 
liable  through  a  liability  on  their  part  to  the  master 
for  any  sum  exacted  of  him  by  reason  of  the  con- 
tract. And  if  the  master  be  without  remedy  over 
against  the  owner  of  the  ship,  it  is  not  to  be  supposed 
that  he  can  be  held  personally  liable,  and  thus  com- 
pelled to  bear  without  recourse  the  burden,  not 
only  of  a  loan  effected  solely  for  the  benefit  of  the 
shipowner,  but  also  of  the  maritime  interest,  and 
that,  too,  when  he  is  compelled  by  the  responsibility 
of  his  office  to  effect  the  loan,  whether  willing  or 
not  to  assume  such  a  burden.  The  unjust  effect  of 
such  a  rule  warrants  the  supposition  that  it  does 
not  exist  in  the  maritime  law.  Aside  from  its  in- 
justice, there  is  reason  against  it,  founded  in  pub- 
lic policy,  for  to  make  the  master  by  operation  of 
law  liable  for  the  payment  of  the  bottomry  bond, 
or  even  for  the  deficiency  after  the  ship  and  freight 
are  exhausted,  is  to  offer  him  an  inducement  to 
lose  the  ship,  inasmuch  as  her  safe  arrival  will  cast 
upon  him  a  responsibility  which  he  escapes  if  she 
does  not  arrive.  A  rule  which  would  in  any  case 
place  the  interest  of  the  mariner  in  opposition  to 
the  welfare  of  the  ship  would  be  contrary  to  the 
whole  spirit  of  the  maritime  law. 

These  considerations,  which  are  of  a  nature 
entitling  them  to  much  weight  in  determining  a 
question  of  maritime  law,  appear  to  me  sufficient 
to  warrant  a  rejection  of  the  doctrine  contended 
for  by  this  bottomry  lender,  and  I  find  no  ad- 
judged case  which  impels  me  to  a  different  con- 
clusion. No  case  has  been  cited  by  the  advocates 
where  the  doctrine  in  question  has  been  sustained, 
and  I  find  a  decision  to  the  contrary  in  the  Eng- 
lish Admiralty,  where  the  same  question  arose, 
and  in  the  same  way,  and  where  the  determination 
was  that  the  master  of  the^  ship  had  not  ceded  his 
prior  right  against  the  ship  by  taking  up  money 
on  bottomry.  Dr.  Lushingtou  says :  "  Here  the 
master  has  not  bound  himself  personally  to  pay 
the  bond ;  his  covenant  in  the  bond  is  that  he  is 
master,  and  therefore  he  has  authority  to  charge 
the  barque,  cargo,  and  freight,  and  that  the 
barque,  cargo,  and  freight  shall  at  all  times  after 
the  voyage  be  liable  to  the  payment  of  the  money. 
He  has  not,  therefore,  incurred  that  personal 
liability  which  a  master  giving  a  bottomry  bond 
generally  incurs  in  express  terms  :"  (The  Salacia, 
1  Mar.  Law  Cas.  0.  S.  261 ;  1  Lush.  543.)    Maey 
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remarks  will  be   found  scattered    throagh  the 
other  cases  in  the  English  Admiralty  which  I 
have  above  oited  looking  in  the  same  direction : 
(See  also  The  Edward  Oliver,  2  Mar.  Law  Oas. 
O.  S.  p.  507:    The  Jonathan  Ooodhue,  Swabey, 
524.)    It  may,  therefore,  be  said  that  the  aathori- 
ties  in  the  English  Admiralty  are  adverse  to  the 
position  here  taken  by  the  bondholder.  The  contj- 
nentcd  writers  are  directly  opposed  to  such  a  posi- 
tion.   Thus  Emerigon  (Traits  de  Contrats  h  la 
grosse,oh.  7,  sect.  12,01. 4)  says, "  If  in  the  bottomry 
bond  the  master  has  bound  himself  and  his  goods 
(of  which  I  have  seen  a  thousand  examples),  he  is 
held  personally  liable,  in  spite  of  the  fact  that  he 
acted  in  the  known  capacity  of  agent,  because  he  has 
rendered  himself  bound  for  the  bond,  and  the 
lenders  have  trusted  his  credit.    If  then  the  yessf  1 
arrives  safely,  they  may  compel  the  master  himself 
to  pay  the  principal  and  the  maritime  interest  which 
he  has  in  his  own  name  promised  to  pay.    But,  if 
he  has  contracted  only  in  the  capacity  of  captain, 
the  lenders  in  case  of  the  safe  arrival  of  the  ship, 
will  belimited  to  an  action  in  rem  against  the  vessel 
and  freight,  without  recourse  to  the  owners  who 
abandon  the  property,  or  to  the  master  who,  having 
contracted  only  in  a  qualified  capacity,  is  not  re- 
sponsible for  the  unfortunate  result  of  the  voyage." 
Emerigon  cites  the  Ordinance  in  his  support. 
Later  continental  authority  is  to  the  same  effect. 
Bedarride  declares  thtit  the  master  cannot  be  held 
personally  liable  for  the  payment  of  a  bottomry 
Dond  which  he  has  signed  in  his  capacity  as  master 
for  the  necessities  of  the  ship  (Com.  de  Code,  Liv. 
2,  tit.  9,  s.  931),  and  again  (sect.  935)  he  says,  "On 
principle,  therefore,  the  master  borrowing  money 
on  bottomry  contracts  no   personal   obligation, 
neither  on  the  part  of  the  owner  nor  with  the 
lender,  but  with  this  exception,  that  it  is  always 
lawful  for  the  captain  to  bind  himself  directly  and 
personally."  The  (j^rman  Mercantile  Oode,  already 
referred  to,  restricts  the  personal  liability  of  the 
master  on  a  bottomry  contract  to  those  cases 
where  the  master  has   arbitrarily   changed  the 
voyage,  or  arbitrarily  deviated,  or  has  improperly 
assumed  new  sea  risks,  and  then  gives  nim  the 
opportunity  to  relieve  himself,  by  proving  that  the 
non-pavment  of  the  bond  has  not  been  caused 
through  the  change  of  voyage,  or  through  the  de- 
viation, or  through  the  new  sea  risks :  (Art.  694, 
Fart   7 :    see   Maritime   Legislation  by  Wendt, 
Appendix,  p.  257.)    And  the  18th  Admiralty  Bule 
of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  clearly 
recognises  a  similar  rule  of  law  (a).    Indeed,  the 
18th  Admiralty  rule  goes  far  to  compel  the  deter- 
mination of  this  court  in  this  case  adversely  to  the 
bottomry  lenders  upon  this  question  under  con- 
sideration, although  this  libel  is  not  in  conflict  with 
the  rule. 

My  conclusion,  therefore,  is  that  in  the  present 
case  no  personal  liability  for  any  part  of  the  loan 
has  attached  to  the  ship  master ;  and  the  bottomry 
lender  and  the  master  must,  therefore,  in  respect  to 

(a)  The  18th  rule  of  practice  for  the  District  Court 
in  Admiralty  cases  is  as  follows :— In  all  suits  on  bottomry 
bonds,  properly  so  called,  the  snit  shall  be  in  rem  only 
against  the  property  hypothecated,  or  the  proceeds  of  the 
property  in  whosesoever  hands  the  same  may  be  found, 
ualess  the  master  has  without  authority  given  the  bot- 
tomij  bond,  or  by  his  fraud  or  misconduct  has  avoided 
the  same,  or  has  subtracted  the  property,  or  unless  the 
owner  has,  by  his  own  misconduct  or  wrong,  lost  or  sub- 
•traoted  the  property ;  in  which  latter  cates  the  suit  may 
be  in  personam  against  the  wrongdoer .^Ed* 


order  of  payment,  upon  this  motion,  be  declared  to 
be  subject  to  the  general  rule  by  which  wages  are 
entitled  to  be  paid  in  preference  to  a  bottomry 
bond.  But  this  is  upon  the  assumption  that  the 
master  has  a  lien  upon  the  ship  as  averred  in  his 
libel.  The  present  being  a  motion  founded  upon 
the  respective  libels  alone,  for  the  simple  purpose 
of  determining  at  this  period  of  the  controversy 
the  question  of  priority,  in  order  to  save  expense, 
the  right  to  a  lien  is  not  put  at  issue.  If  it  is  in- 
tended to  question  that  right,  an  issue  must  be 
formed  by  answer  or  exception,  upon  which  a  de- 
cree may  be  rendered. 

Upon  this  motion  the  order  will  be  that  in  the 
distribution  of  the  proceeds  in  the  rc^stry,  any 
decrees  that  may  be  entered  upon  the  libels  before 
me  will  be  satisfied  out  of  the  proceeds  in  the  fol- 
lowing order : — First,  the  wages  decreed  the  mate ; 
next,  the  pilotage  decreed  to  Eugene  Gallagher ; 
next,  the  sum  decreed  Cnmmings,  the  master ; 
next,  the  sum  decreed  Timothy  Darling  upon 'the 
bottomry  bond.  The  priority  of  the  other  demands 
arising  thereunder  need  not  be  determined,  as  the 
demands  above  mentioned  will  absorb  the  whole 
fund. 


COV&T    OF    ADXI&AIiTT. 

Beported  by  J.  P.  Aspxvall,  Esq^  Barrister*at-Law. 


Nov.  13  and  14, 1873. 

The  Fbosfbring  Palasso. 

Damage  to  ca/rgo^'Onue  of  proof— -Bill  of  lading 
'•  shipped  in  good  order  and  condUion^* — "  Quan- 
tity and  quaUty  unknovm** — Effect  of. 
In  a  suit  against  shipowners  for  damage  to  cargo 
the  onus  is  upon  the  plaint^s  to  show  in  the  first 
instance  thai  ihe  goods  were  shipped  inpood  order 
and  condition  before  they  can  caU  upon  the  ship' 
owners  to  show  excuse  for  the  injury  done  to  ike 
goods. 
A  bill  of  lading  slcUing  that  goods  were  shipped  in 
good  order  and  condition,  out  also  containing  an 
endorsement  by  ike  master, "  quantUy  and  quaUty 
wnknoum"  does  not  admit,  as  against  the  ship- 
ovmers,  that  the  goods  were  shipped  in  good  order 
wad  condition. 
Evidence  of  the  condition  of  goods  on  delivery  fend* 
ing  to  snow  that  the  damage  sustained  could  not 
be  accounted  for  by  any  damage  existing  at  the 
time  of  shipment,  and  that  such  damage,  had  it 
existed,  must  have  been  noticed  by  the  master  or 
officer  in  charge  of  ihe  ship  at  the  time  of  ship* 
ment,  will  not,  where  goods  are  shipped  under  a 
biU  of  ladmg  endorsed  "  quantity  and  quality 
unknown"  satisfy  the  onus  cast  upon  ptaint^s 
seeldng  to  recover  against  shipowners  for  damage 
to  the  goods.    Positive  evidence  of  the  condition 
of  the  goods  when  shipped  must  be  given. 
This  was  a  cause  of  damage  to  cargo  iostitoted 
under  the  6th  section  of  the  Admiralty  Court  Act 
1861  on  behalf  of  Messrs.  G.  Konig  and  Co.,  mer- 
chants, London,  against  the    vessel  Prosperino 
Palasso,  her  tackle,  apparel,  and  furniture,  and 
asainst  Goisseppe  Lavarello  of  (}enoa,  in  the  king- 
dom of  Italy,  the  owner  of  the  vessel  intervening. 
The  Pro^erino  Palasso  was  an  Italian  vessel,  of 
which  no  owner  or  part  owner  was  at  the  time  of 
the  institution  of  the  cause  domiciled  in  England 
or  Wales.    In  the  months  of  January  and  Feb. 
1  1873  Messrs.  £.  B.  Liddell  and  Co.,  of  Alexandria 
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^pped  on  board  the  said  TesBel  then  lying  at 
Port  Said,  in  Egypt,  5630  ardobs  of  cotton  seed 
(ftboat  704  tons),  in  pursuance  of  a  charter-party 
entered  into  between  tbemsel^es  and  the  master 
of  the  ship.  The  persons  oonstitnting  the  firm  of 
Messrs.  E.  B.  Liddell  &  Oo.  were  identical  with 
the  members  of  the  plaintiffs'  firm.  The  charter- 
ptrty  was  in  the  nsaal  form,  and  contained  this 
itipalation:  The  merchants  engage  to  provide 
mats  and  the  ship  the  necessary  wood  for  dun- 
ntge.**  The  master  received  and  accepted  the 
cotton  seed  so  loaded  to  be  carried  on  board  the 
nid  vessel  on  the  terms  of  three  bills  of  lading, 
nipied  by  the  master,  and  delivered  by  him  to 
Messrs.  E.  B.  Liddell  &  Oo.  The  wording  of 
these  bills  of  lading  was  as  follows : 

Shipped  in  good  order  and  well  oonditioned  by  E.  B. 
Liddelf  &  Co.,  Alexandria  (Egypt),  in  and  npon  the  good 
■hip  oalled  the  Profperttio  Pala$80,  whereof  is  master  for 
tkk  present  voyage  Agoetino  Delia  Oasa,  and  now  riding 
it  anchor  in  the  port  of  Port  Said  (Egypt),  and  honnd  for 
Hill.  5$30  aidebs  ootton  aeed,  being  marked  and  nom- 
hered  as  in  the  margin,  and  are  to  be  delivered  in  the 
Eke  good  order  and  well  oonditioned  at  the  aforesaid 
port  of  HnU  (the  act  of  €k>d,  the  Qaeen's  enemies,  fire, 
isd  all  and  every  other  dangers  and  aooidents  of  the 
•m,  rivers,  and  navigation  of  whatever  nature  and  kind 
wtmty  save  risk  of  boats  so  far  as  ships  are  liable  thereto 
•xeepted)  nnto  order  or  to  assigns  paying  freight  for  the 
mid  floods  at  the  rate  of  (19a.),  say  nineteen  shillings  ster- 
fiag  »  fall  per  ton  of  20owt.  delivered  with  JBIO  gratuity. 
Other  oondmons  as  per.'charter-party  dated  London,  25th 
Oet  1872,  with  primage  and  average  aoonstomed.  In  wit- 
seia  whereof  the  master  or  parser  of  the  said  ship  hath 
afimied  to  three  billa  of  lading  all  of  this  tenor  and  date 
the  one  of  which  three  bills  being  accomplished,  the 
other  two  to  stand  void.  Dated  in  Port  Said  (Egypt) 
4th  Feb.  1873.  400  dunnage  mats.  Fifteen  working 
di^  remain  for  discharging. 

Across  these  bills  of  lading  the  master  wrote  the 
words  "ignoro  quantita  e  qualita"  and  after  SQ 
doing  signed  the  bills  of  lading. 

The  vessel  sailed  from  Port  Said  on  her  voyage 
for  Holl  on  5th  Feb.  1873,  and  arrived  in  Hall  on 
the  2nd  May  1873,  and  when  she  had  discharged 
her  cargo  was  found  to  be  heated  and  damaged. 

The  plaintiff's  petition  after  setting  out  the  above 
kots  continued  as  follows : 

6.  The  said  ootton  seed  was  not  delivered  to  the  plaintiffs 
aooording  to  the  terms  of  the  said  billa  of  lading  in  aa  good 
order  and  condition  aa  it  was  in  when  it  waa  shipped  on 
board  the  said  vessel  at  Port  Said  as  af  oreaaid ;  but  on 
the  contrary,  the  same  was  delivered  to  the  plaintiffs  in 
much  worae  order  and  condition  and  grnatly  damaged. 

7.  Sach  non-deli?ery  as  aforesaid  to  the  plaintiffs  of 
the  aaid  cotton  aeed  in  as  good  order  and  condition  as 
when  it  was  shipped  was  not  ocoaaioned  by  any  of  the 
perils  or  causes  in  the  said  bills  of  lading  excepted. 

8.  The  plaintiffs  paid  to  the  master  of  the  aaid  vessel 
the  freight  and  gratdty  due  according  to  the  terms  of 
the  aaid  bills  of  lading,  and  did  and  were  ready  to  do  all 
things  necessary  to  entitle  the  plaintiffs  to  have  the  said 
eotton  aeed  deUvered  to  them  in  aa  good  order  and  condi- 
tioa  as  it  was  in  when  ship|)ed  at  Port  Said  aa  aforeaaid. 

9.  Bj  reason  of  the  premises  the  plaintiffs  lost  a  great 
part  of  the  value  of  the  said  cotton  seed,  and  were  put  to 
peat  expense  In  and  about  keeping,  warehousing,  and 
nsproring  the  oondition  of  the  said  ootton  seed,  and  in 
•nd  about  haying  the  same  surveyed. 

The  defendant's  answer,  after  denying  the  6th, 

7th,  and  9th  articles  of  the  petition  proceeded  as 

follows: 

8.  As  to  the  5th  article  of  the  said  petition,  he  aays 
that  the  Prosverino  Palasso  duly  arnyed  at  Hull  on 
the  2ad  May  1»73,  and  after  her  arrival  she,  by  order  of 
the  plaintiffs,  remained  in  the  roads,  with  the  cotton  seed 
ia  the  petition  mentioned,  until  the  10th  day  of  the  said 
BKNith.when  she  went  into  the  Victoria  Docks. 

1  The  deterioration  and  damage,  if  any,  to  the  ootton 


seed  in  the  said  petition  mentioned,  were  oooasioned  by 
the  oharaoter  and  quality  of  the  said  ootton  seed  when 
shipped  on  board  the  Prospermo  Palasso,  and  by  the 
inherent  qualities  of  the  said  ootton  seed,  and  by  the 
dangers  and  aooidents  of  the  aeaa,  rivera,  and  navigation, 
or  by  some  or  one  of  auoh  cauaea,  and  not  by  any  breach 
of  contract  on  the  part  of  the  defendant. 

5.  Save  as  appears  by  the  last  preceding  article,  the 
defendant  admita  the  tmth  of  the  allegations  in  the  8th 
article  of  the  said  petition. 

On  this  the  plaintiffs  concluded  the  pleadings. 

The  cause  came  on  for  the  examination  of  wit- 
nesses, and  for  hearing  on  Nov.  13th  and  14th 
1873.  In  a  similar  case  (a)  tried  immediately 
before  the  present,  the  plaintiffs  (who  were  the 
same  as  in  this  case)  hsul  produced  evidence  to 
show  that  the  damage  had  been  occasioned  by 
reason  of  the  ship  being  improperly  dunnaged, 
but  had  failed  to  establish  by  positive  evidence 
that  the  cargo  had  been  shipped  in  good  order  and 
condition,  and  consequently  that  case  had  resulted 
in  a  decree  for  the  defendants.  In  oonsequenoe  of 
this  result  it  was  suggested  on  the  part  of  the 
plaintiffs  that  in  the  present  case  evidenoe  should 
first  be  given  to  establish  the  condition  of  the 
cotton  seed  when  shipped,  and  that  the  court  should 
upon  that  evidenoe  express  its  opinion  as  to 
whether  the  plaintiff  had  established  a  primdfaeie 
case,  before  hearing  other  evidence  on  thepartofthe 
plaintiffs ;  such  other  evidence  being  for  the  pur- 
pose of  showing  that  the  injury  to  the  cotton  seed 
was  such  as  would  have  been  caused  by  heating, 
from  some  portion  of  the  cargo  becoming 
wetted  by  salt  water  coming  in  contact  with  it 
through  insufficient  dunnage;  if  the  plaintiffs 
failed  in  establishing  the  good  oondition  of  the 
seed  when  sbipped,  the  other  evidence  would  be 
unnecessary,  upon  the  authority  of  the  Ida  (6). 


(a)  A  case  entitled  The  Po, 

(6)  The  Ida. — ^This  was  also  a  cause  of  damage  to  cargo. 
The  plaintiffs  and  shippers  were  the  same  aa  in  the 
Prosperino  Palasso ;  the  ahip  was  also  an  Italian  yessel. 
The  facts  stated  in  the  pleadings  in  the  two  cases  were 
identical,  changing  only  the  names  of  the  ship,  defendant, 
master,  and  the  quantity  shipped,  and  the  same  charges 
were  made  and  the  samo  defences  raised  in  the  same 
words.  The  same  witneeaea  were  called  aa  to  the  oon« 
dition  of  the  aeed  when  ahipped,  but  the  evidence  of  the 
witness  Liddell  was  as  follows :  "  The  cargo  was  shipped 
as  far  as  I  know  in  good  oondition.  No  complaint  waa 
made  by  the  master.  The  weather  was  fine  during  the 
loading  of  the  vessel.  We  do  not  attend  to  the  preparA- 
tion  of  the  ships  for  the  cargo.  We  provide  the  mats, 
and  expect  the  ship  to  provide  wood  for  dunnage.  There 
is  no  difficulty  in  getting  wood  in  Alexandria,  nor  stone 
ballast."  Cross-examined:  "Alexandria  is  120  miles 
from  Port  Said.  The  ship  came  from  Port  Said.  I  never 
saw  this  ship,  her  captain  or  crew.  I  saw  aamplea  of  the 
cargo,  but  nothing  more  of  the  cargo.  My  knowledge  of 
the  weather  dependa  on  the  daily  reports,  I  being  at 
Alexandria.  I  had  the  reports  and  letters  from  Port  Said 
about  this  cargo,  but  they  are  not  here.  The  samplew  I 
got  at  Alexandria  are  not  here.  We  do  not  keep  the 
aamplea  after  the  ahip  ia  deapatobed.  We  reoeived 
aamples  every  day  of  the  day's  work.  The  average  of 
cargoes  of  that  season  were  worse  than  usual." 

^idenoe  waa  also  called  bv  the  plaintiffs  for  the 
purpose  of  establishing  that  the  dunnage  of  the  ship, 
both  permanent  and  temporary,  was  insufficient,  part 
being  aand,  and  more  wood  being  required ;  and  that  in 
consequence  thereof  the  aea  water  had  come  in  contact 
with  and  damaged  the  cargo;  that  the  damage  done 
waa  auoh  aa  would  reault  from  qea  water:  tnat  aand 
ballast  was  likely  to  abaorb  the  water,  ana  injure  the 
oargo.  The  defendants  called  evidence  to  show  that  the 
ship  was  properly  dunnaged,  and  that  the  injury  to  the 
cargo  resulted  from  the  heating  of  the  oargo  by  its  in- 
herent vice,  except  in  snoh  places  where  the  salt  water 
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[Adh. 


This  was  assented  to  by  the  Goart. 
Butt,  Q.O.  and  Cohen  appeared  for  the  plaintiffs. 
MUward,  Q.C.  and  Clarkeon  appeared  for  the 
defendants. 

had  oome  in  aotaal  oontaot  with  it,  and  that  this  last 
damaffe  was  oooasioned  by  the  excepted  perils. 

Bvitf  Q.C.  and  Cohen^  appeared  for  the  plaintiffs. 

Millwardy  Q.C.  and  ClwrKson^  for  the  defendants. 

Aug,  2,  1878. — Sir  B.  Phillivobe  commented  on  the 
evidenoe  as  to  the  dunnage,  found,  as  a  fact,  that  it  was 
iosufficient,  and  proceeded  ;  There  still  remains  an  im- 
portant qoestion  whether  this  insnfficienoy  of  dnnnage 
did  or  did  not  lead  to  the  mischief  done  to  the  cargo. 
The  bad  state  of  the   cargo   when   it   was   delivered 
must  have  arisen  from  one  or  two   causes.     Either 
from  the  greenness  of  the  seed  at  the  time  when  it 
was    put  on   board   the  yessel,   or   from   sea   water 
oozing  through  and  affecting  the  sand  at  the  bottom 
of  the  yessel,  and  so  affecting  the  cotton  seed  which 
was  on  the  sand.    It  was  contended  on  the  one  side 
that  there  was   sufficient  evidence  in  this   case,  to 
show  that  the  seed  was  shipped  in  good  order   and 
condition,  on  the  bill  of  lading,  and  the  bill  of  lading  does 
say  that  it  was  "  shipped  in  good  order  and  well  condi* 
tioned,"  and  it  is  signed  by  the  master ;  but  also  what 
is  not  stated  in  the  petition  appears  on  reference  to  the 
original  document.     There   was  written  across   that 
"ignore  quantita  h  qualita"— that  is  to  say,  in  other 
words,  the  captain  distinctly  averred  that  he  was  ignorant 
of  the  quantity  and  quality  of  seed  so  put  on  board  his 
vessel.     It  might  be  a  question  perhaps  whether  by 
**  qualita''  was  intended  the  same  thing  as  **  order  and 
condition,"  or  whether  it  was  onlv  intended  to  say  that 
the  captain  made  no  admission  with  respect  to  the  parti- 
cular quality  of  the  seed  that  was  put  on  board ;  but, 
assuming  it  to  be  the  same  thing  as  good  order  and  good 
condition — which,  upon  the  whole,  I  think  ^e  court 
ought  to  assume,  having  reference  to  the  cases  which 
were    referred    to    a    good    deal   in   argument,   viz., 
Jesael  v.   Bath   (L.  Bep.   2  Ex.  267)   and  the  earlier 
case  of  Haddon  v.  Parry  (3  Taut.  305),  in  which  the 
reporter  expressed  the  decision  of  the  court  in  a  very 
summary  and  pithy  manner,  viz.,  as  follows  :   **  On  this 
day  the  court  declared  that  the  words  *  contents  un- 
known' " — which,  I  think,  must  be  taken  on  the  whole  to 
be  pret^  much  the  same  as  *  ignore  quantita  b  qualita'  " 
— "  rendered  the  bill  of  lading  no  declaration  of  what  the 
chests  of  dollars  contained ;  it  was  therefore  no  evidence 
at  alL"    Chief  Justice  Mansfield  had  previously  said,  in 
the  course  of  the  argument,  **  If  the  master  qualifies  his 
acknowledgment  by  the  words  *  contents  unknown,'  he 
acknowledges  nothing  "—I  say,  assuming  the  words  to  be 
the  same  as  **  good  order  and  condition,"  there  is  other 
evidence  in  the  case  with  respect  to  the  condition  in 
which  this  cotton  seed  was  laden  on  board  the  vessel,  and 
that  evidecDce  was  furnished  b^  Mr.  Liddell,  who  was  one 
of  the  plaintiffs,  and  was  examined.    He  was  a  merchant, 
carrying  on  business  in  Alexandria  and  also  in  London, 
and  ne  said,  in  answer  to  a  question  whether  the  cargo 
was  shipped  in  good  order  and  condition,  that  it  was, 
and  he  gave  as  the  ground  of  his  opinion  that  he  knew  it 
was  from  the  samples  which  he  had  seen  of  it  at  Port 
Said.    It  is  very  true  that  his  personal  knowledge  seems 
to  have  been  founded  on  that  fact ;  but  I  am  of  opinion 
myself  upon  the  whole  that  that  furnishes  the  court  with 
sufficient  primA  facie  evidence,  at  least,  that  the  seed 
was  shipped  in  proper  condition.    This  is  evidence,  of 
ooune,  that  may  be  very  easily  rebutted  on  the  other 
tide ;  but  the  question  is,  has  it  been  so  P    H  it  has  been 
rebutted  at  all,  it  must  be  by  the  opinion  of  the  witnesses 
who  saw  it  in  its  blackened  and  burnt  and  bad  condition, 
no  other  evidence  having  been   nroduced   before   the 
court  on  this  point.     [His  Lordship  then  commented 
on  the  evidence  given  by  the  defendants  for  the  purpose 
of  showing  that  ^e  damage  was  occasioned  by  salt  water 
shipped  by  perils  of  the  sea  and  by  the  greenness  of  the 
seed  when  shipped,  found  as  a  fact  that  the  sand  ballast 
got  wet  by  salt  water  at  the  bottom  and  sides,  and  that 
the  water  got  into  the  ship  b^  her  being  thrown  on  her 
beam  ends  and  by  her  straining  in  severe  weather  and 
continued.]    The  question  of  course  arises,  how  did  the 
water  get  awayP    It  was  very  strongly  urged  for  the 
defendants  that  the  lower  part  of  the  sand  was  quite  dry. 
I  am  not  quite  certain  that  this  is  proved  in  every 


The  following  evidence  was  prodaced  on  behalf 

of  the  plaintiffs : 

Edward  6.  Liddell,  examined  by  Butt,  Q.O. : 

I  am  a  memberof  the  plaintiffs'  firm  cariTingoii  bunness 
at  Alexandria.  Our  firm  is  largely  engaged  in  the  purchase 
and  export  of  cotton  seed  from  Egypt.    Cotton  is  there 
grown  in  pods,  and  before  it  is  gathered  the  pods  burst 
open,  and  the  white  cotton  and  the  seeds  appear  mixed 
together.    Cotton  cannot  be  gathered  until  the  pod  is 
burst.    The  bursting  of  the  pod  indicates  ripeness.    The 
seed  is  separated  from  the  cotton  by  a  machine  called  a 
cotton  gin.    If  the  cotton  and  the  seed  were  unripe  it 
would  l^  almost  impossible  to  separate  the  seed  from  the 
cotton ;  the  seed  would  be  aU  crushed  in  the  process  of 
ginning.    If  the  seed  can  be  extricated  from  the  cotton 
at  all  it  follows  that  it  must  be  ripe,  as  otherwise  it  would 
be  extremely  difficult,  in  fact  practically  impossible  to 
separate  them  by  grinning.    AU  seed  coming  from  Egypt 
is  ginned  before  it  comes.    The  cotton  scm  is  conveyed 
from  the  interior  to  the  ports  of  loading  principally  by 
rail,  sometimes  by  boat.    At  the  ports  of  lading  the 
cotton  seed  is  stored  in  our  own  warehouses,  either  at 
Port  Said  or  at  Alexandria,  which  are  about  125  milea 
apart.    At  Port  Said  the  ships  lie  a  short  distance  from 
tiie  wharf.    The  seed  is  sent  on  board  the  ships  in  saoks 
by  meams  of  covered  barges,  holding  20  to  40  tons 
each.     From  the  warehouse  to  the  barge  the  seed  ia 
carried  in  sacks  on  camels  backs.    On  bcKEird  the  ship 
it  is  shot  out   of   the   saoks  into   bulk.     It  addom 
rains  at   Port   Said,   but   if  it  does   cotton  seed    is 
never  loaded  during  the  rain.    When  a  cargo  is  beinir 
loaded  we  always  take  samples  of  it.    This  at  Port  Said 
is  done  in  the  ordinary  course  of  business  by  my  agent 
there.    [Milwardj  on  the  witness  admitting  that  he  had 
never  seen  the  samples  drawn  at  Port  Said,  objected 
to  these   last  two  answers,  on  the  ground   that  the 
witness  never  having  seen  the  samples  drawn,  could 
only  have  derived  his  knowledge  from  hearsay.    Tlie 
ooiut   sustained    the   objection.]      In    the  course    of 
my  business  I  got  samples  of  all  snipments  at  Port  Said 
sent  to  my  office  in  Alexandria.     [Milward  objected  to 
this  answer  on  the  ground  that  the  witness  not  having 
seen  samples  drawn  could  not  say  that  the  packets  of 
seed  which  he  received  were  samples  of  shipments.    The 
objection  was  overruled  on  the  ground  that  the  evidence 
bemg  merely  as  to  the  custom  of  trade  was  admissible.  | 
The  ordinary  course  of  business  is  to  have  a  large  basket, 
into  which  a  sample  is  put  out  of  each  barge  load  shipped, 
and  when  the  whole  is  shipped  a  sample  is  taken  out  of 
this  basket,  or  perhaps  two  or  three  samples,  in  the 
course  of  the  loading,  and  the  samples  are  sent  to  Alexan- 
dria.   Sales  by  sample  are  common  in  the  trade,  and  the 
sales  are  affected  by  the  samples  so  taken.    In  the  oourse 
of  business  I  receive  a  number  of  samples  purporting  to 
be  samples  of  cargoes  landed  at  Port  Said.    Amongst 
others  I  received  some  seed  purporting  to  be  a  sample  of 
the  cargo  of  the  Prosperino  Palaaso,    [Objected  to,  but 
allowed.]    That  seed  was  in  perfectly  sound  oondition, 
and  was  ripe.    In  my  ex[>erienoe  such  seed  as  that  would 
not  heat  from  its  own  inherent  nature.     I  have  neyer 
seen  sound  seed  heat  from  its  own  inherent  greenness 
or  vice.    By  sound  seed  I  mean  seed  that  has  not  b^n 
damM^d  by  external  causes.     Seed  gathered   nnripe 
would  heat  from  its  own  internal  quauties.    Damaged 
seed  will  also  heat  of  itself.    From  my  experience  of 

respect,  but  if  it  were  so  I  find  a  solution  of  the  difficulty, 
I  trust,  in  Dr.  Yoelcker's  (a  chemist  called  by  the  defen- 
dants) evidence.  He  said  if  the  sea  had  damaged  a  por- 
tion of  the  cargo  it  would  set  the  heat  going  in  another 
part  of  that  cargo,  which  was  not  sea  damag^ed  and  in 
that  part  he  should  not  expect  to  see  salt ;  and  in  answer 
to  a  question  put  by  me  ne  said,  *'  If  the  sand  got  wet 
and  the  seed  was  warm,  the  seed  would  draw  up  the 
water  through  the  mats.*'  Upon  the  whole  the  resmt  of 
the  evidence  in  my  mind  is  that  the  defendants  have  not 
shown  that  the  great  amount  oi  damage  to  her  cargo  was 
caused  by  the  excepted  perils  in  the  bill  of  lading  or  by 
the  improper  oondition  of  the  seed  when  put  on  board. 
I  must,  therefore,  make  the  usual  reference  to  the  regis- 
trar to  determine  what  quantity  was  affected  in  conse- 
quence of  the  imperfect  dunnage  to  which  I  have  ad- 
verted, and  the  registrar  will  make  his  report  accordingly. 
I  Solicitors  for  the  plaintiff,  Thomas  and  HollafM, 
I      Solicitor  for  the  defendant,  Thomas  Cooper, 
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aottoD  seed  I  do  not  think  that  a  cargo  of  cotton  seed 
shipped  green,  that  it,  unripe,  wonld  heat  from  its  own 
inherrat  Tioe  to  an  extent  of  10  per  cent. ;  still  leas  to 
ao  or  90  per  oent.  If  a  cargo  of  ansonnd  seed  or  some 
barge  loada  of  nnsoand  seed  were  shipped  so  nnsonnd 
that  it  would  tend  to  heat  materially,  that  would  be 
apparent  to  the  eye;  even  a  small  quantity  wonld  be 
apparent.  No  experience  of  cotton  seed  is  required  to 
lay  wbeth«r  it  is  damaged  or  not.  The  cotton  seed  pro- 
dneed  in  bags  (marked  Nob.  1  and  2)  is  sound.  Judging 
from  its  appiMunuioe,  feel,  and  taste,  this  could  not  have 
been  shipped  in  a  green  unripe  state.  This  bag  of  seed 
produoed  (marked  No.  3)  is  damaged,  as  I  should  judge, 
hf  salt  water.  This  bag  (No  4)  I  should  judge  was 
damaged  by  heat.  I  oonsider  that  the  heating  of  this 
aisd  waa  not  caused  by  its  being  shipped  green  ;  it  does 
let  present  the  appearance  that  seed  shipped  green 
voold  have  presented.  There  is  no  difficulty  in  detecting 
the  difference.  I  have  never  known  green  cotton  seed 
shipped,  and,  consequentlv  never  knew  of  cotton  seed 
beating  from  being  shipped  unripe. 

Cross-examined  by  Mihoard,  Q.C. 

I  do  not  think  unrli>e  ootton  seed  can  be  procured  for 
shipment.  It  may  be  got  out  of  the  pod,  but  the  cotton 
eoold  not  be  ginned  unless  perfectly  ripe,  and  there  would 
bs  no  nae  in  sathering  it.  It  may  be  unsound,  neverthe- 
less. It  may  be  damaged  in  transport  to  the  place  of  load- 
ing in  oourse  of  shipment.  I  have  not  known  it  shipped 
when  damaged.    I  have  not  got  here  the  sample  which 

Sported  to  come  from  the  Prosperino  Palasao.  It  was 
troyed  at  the  end  of  the  cotton  season  in  March  or 
April.  My  agent  at  Port  Said,  who  haa  charge  of  the 
Bupments  at  that  place  is  alive. 

Evideooe  was  then  given  identifying  the  foar 
bags  of  samples  referred  to  as  having  been  taken 
oat  of  the  Frosperino  Palouso  on  her  arrival  in  this 
ooontry. 

Cohen  for  the  plainti£E. — The  onus  does  not  lie 
in  this  case  npon  the  plaintiff  as  to  the  condition 
of  shipment ;  if  the  court  holds  that  that  onus  is 
OQ  the  pUdntifif,  no  oCfect  will  be  given  to  the 
words  in  the  bill  of  lading,  '*  shipped  in  good  order 
sod  oondition.'l  No  doabt  the  words  '*  ignoro 
fuaUUa  e  quaUta  "  are  important,  bat  some  mean- 
ing mast  Be  given  to  hoth  sets  of  words.  The 
effects  of  both  sets  is  that  the  master  represents 
that  the  cargo  appeared  to  him,  using  the  judg- 
inent  of  a  person  of  ordinary  care  and  skill,  to  be 
m  good  order  and  condition,  but  by  adding  the 
woids  "  ignoro  quanlita  e  qualUa  *'  he  declines  to 
warrant  its  weight  or  condition.  He  says,  "  it  is 
apparently  in  good  condition,  bat  may  have  defects 
which  I  cannot  detect."  According  to  The  Freedom 
(ante.  Vol.  1.  p.  28;  L.  Bep.  3  P.  C.  594,  600; 
24  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.  452)  it  is  safficient  to  show  that 
the  goods  were  delivered  in  worse  condition  than 
ibey  were  when  shipped.  [Sir  R.  Philumore 
--Then  the  condition  in  which  they  were  shipped 
mnst be  proved  in  the  first  instance  by  the  plaintiff.] 
It  lies  upon  the  plaintiff  to  show  that  the  goods 
were  delivered  in  worse  order  than  when  shipped, 
bat  they  need  not  establish  the  actual  condibion 
at  the  port  of  shipment.  It  is  enoagh  to  prove 
facts  which  show  that  the  damage  to  the  goods 
discovered  on  delivery  was  such  th&*i  they  could 
not  have  been  shipped  io  a  condition  likely  to 
produce  that  damage  withoat  being  noticed  by  the 
niaster.  The  condition  of  these  goods  on  delivery 
WIS  sach  that  if  they  had  been  shipped  in  a  con- 
dition likely  to  produce  such  damage  the  master 
most  have  noticed  iL  Moreover,  goods  shipped  in 
a  coodition  which  would  have  produced  such  in- 
jory  before  delivery  would  have  been  still  more 
damaged  than  these  were.  Hence  the  master, 
baviog  represented  hj  his  bill  of  lading  that  the 
goods  were  shipped  in  good  order  and  condition, 

Tou  n.,  N.  S. 


cannot  by  inserting  words  as  to  ignorance  of  their 
condition  relieve  himself  from  his  former  represen- 
tation, namelv,  that  the  goods  were  primd  facie  in 
good  order  when  shipped.  Then  if  we  have  proved 
that  they  were  in  bad  order  when  delivered,  we 
havo  given  prima  facie  proof  that  they  were  in 
worse  order  than  when  shipped,  which  is  all  we 
need  prove  to  entitle  us  to  call  npon  the  other  side 
to  prove  excuse. 

MUward  O.O.,  for  the  defendants. — ^This  point 
has  already  been  decided  in  the  Ida  (see  note, 
ante  p.  159).  The  plaintiff  must  prove  positively 
that  the  goods  were  in  good  order  and  condition 
when  shipped,  and  of  this  there  is  no  evidence. 

Sir  B.  Phillimobe. — The  court  has  been  re- 
quested by  counsel  on  both  sides  to  consider  the 
case  as  it  now  stands,  and  to  express  an  opinion 
on  the  effect  of  the  evidence  now  before  it.  I 
am  of  opinion,  as  I  expressed  more  at  length 
in  the  Ida  (see  note,  ante  p.  159),  that  the  mw 
requires  the  party  complaining  that  his  goods 
have  been  damaged  by  the  fault  of  those  who 
undertook  to  carry  them,  to  establish  the 
order  and  condition  in  which  the  goods  were 
put  on  board  the  ship  bv  proper  evidence.  The 
question  as  to  what  evidence  will  establish  that 
proof  must  depend  upon  the  circumstances  of 
each  case.  In  the  present  case  the  proof  which  is 
offered  to  the  court  is,  first  of  all,  the  bill  of 
lading,  in  which  the  goods  are  stated  to  be  shipped 
in  good  order  and  condition,  but  on  the  margin  of 
which  the  master  has  inserted  the  words  "ignoro 
auantitaeqitalita**  Inthecaseof  the  J£2a(u&i  suv.) 
I  expressed  my  opinion  that  those  words  must  do 
considered  to  have  the  same  meaning  as  "  quan- 
tity and  quality  unknown,"  and  that  by  appending 
these  words  the  master  cancelled  any  admission 
he  would  otherwise  have  made  as  to  the  quality 
and  condition  of  the  goods  when  shipped.  I  am 
of  opinion,  therefore,  that  the  bill  of  lading  in 
this  case  does  not  furnish  the  proof  which  the  law 
requires  from  the  plaintiffs  as  to  the  state  of  the 
goods  when  put  on  board.  The  other  proof  fur- 
nished is  of  a  very  circuitous  character,  consist- 
ing of  evidence  of  the  state  of  samples  of  the  cargo 
on  arrival  in  this  country,  and  not  of  the  condition 
of  the  cargo  when  shipped  at  Port  Said.  If  I  am 
called  upon  to  express  my  opinion  at  this  stage 
of  the  case  I  must  pronounce  that  the  plaintiff  has 
not  proved  the  order  in  which  the  goods  were 
shipped  at  Port  Said,  and,  therefore,  the  defendant 
has  a  right,  in  default  of  other  evidence,  to  be  dis- 
missed from  the  suit  with  costs. 

Milward,  Q.C— Then  I  must  ask  what  course 
the  plaintiffn  propose  to  take. 

BtUt,  Q.C. — I  have  no  further  evidence  on  this 
point.  I  can  produce  evidence  which  will  show 
that  the  damage  might  have  been  produced  by 
another  cause,  viz.,  by  sea  water  getting  at  the 
cargo  and  heating  it  through  defective  dunnage, 
but  after  your  Lordship's  decision  that  would  be 
useless. 

Sir  B.  Phillimobe. — ^Then  I  must  dismiss  the 
suit  with  costs. 

Solicitors  for  plaintiffs,  Thomas  and  HollamB. 
Solicitor  for  defendants,  Thomas  Cooper. 
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Deo.  9  and  18, 1873. 

Thb  Pibye  Suferiose. 

Damage  to  cargo-^^furisdietion — Admiraliy  Court 
Act  1861  (24  Vict.  c.  10,  sect.  6)—**  Goods  carried 
into  any  port  in  England  or  Wales  " — Ship  caU 
Ung/or  orders — Goods  delivered  at  foreign  port. 
When  a  foreign  ship  carrying  cargo,  acting  in  pur- 
suance  of  the  contract  of  affreightment,  which  gives 
the  option  of  several  ports  of  call,  English  and 
foreign,  puts  into  an  English  port  of  call  for  orders, 
she  carries  her  cargo  into  the  English  port  mithin 
the  meaning  of  the  Admiralty  Court  Act  1861  (24 
Vict,  c.  10),  sect.  6;  and  though  she  he  ordered  to  a 
foreign  port,  and  there  discharge  her  cargo,  the 
Court  of  Admiraliy  has  jurisdiction  to  entertain 
against  her  a  suit  oy  the  assignees  of  the  biUs  of 
lading  of  the  cargo,  for  damage  to  cargo,  and  to 
arrest  her  on  her  return  to  this  country. 
This  was  a  cause  of  damage  to  cargo  instituted 
under  the  6th  section  of  the  Admiralty  Court  Act 
1861  (24  Yict.  c.  10),  against  the  Italian  ship  Pieve 
Suj^eriore,    and   her    owners   intervening.      The 
plam tiffs  were  Messrs.  Gladstone,  Wyllie,  and  Co., 
merchants,  of  London,  and  Messrs. 
merchants,  of   Hambarsh.    The  defendants  ap- 
peared under  protest,  and  filed  the  following  peti- 
tion on  protest : — 

(1.)  By  charter-party,  dated  London,  the  90th  Maroh, 
1872,  and  Genoa,  the  6th  April,  1872,  between  the  defen- 
dant and  Ferdinand  Sohiller,  for  self  and  partners  of 
MeasrB.  Borrodaile,  Schiller,  and  Co.,  of  Oalcntta,  mer- 
chants and  freighters,  it  was  mntnally  agreed  that  the 
above  named  ship  should,  with  all  convenient  speed, 
having  liberty  to  take  ontward  cargo  and  passengers 
from  Europe  to  a  port  on  the  way  for  owners'  benefit, 
sail  and  proceed  thence  to  Akyat  for  orders  to  load 
at  either  Akyat,  Bangfoon,  or  Bassein,  and  there  load 
for  the  agents  of  the  said  freighters,  a  cargo  of 
rice  in  bags^  which  the  said  frmghters  bonnd  them- 
selves to  ship,  and  being  so  loaded,  shonld  proceed 
therewith  to  Belle  Isle,  ScUly,  Qneenstown,  or  Falmoath, 
at  the  option  of  the  master  for  orders,  whether  to  dis- 
charge at  a  good  and  safe  port  in  the  United  Kingdom 
or  on  the  Continent  between  Havre  and  Hambnrgh,  both 
ports  indosive,  or  so  near  thereunto  as  she  might  safely 
get,  and  deliver  the  same  in  any  dock  freighters  might 
appoint,  agreeably  to  bills  of  lading,  on  being^  paid  freight 
as  therein  mentioned ;  the  master  to  sign  bills  of  lading 
at  any  current  rate  of  freight  required,  without  preju- 
dice to  such  charter-party  f  but  not  under  charterea  rate. 

(2.)  Pursuant  to  the  said  charter*  party,  the  said  ship 
proceeded  to  Bangoon,  and  there  loaaed  a  cargo  of  rice  in 
bags,  for  which  the  master  of  the  said  vessel  signed  and 
delivered  a  bill  of  lading,  in  the  words  and  figures  fol- 
lowing, that  is  to  say : 

**  Shipped  in  good  order  and  well-conditioned  by  Glad- 
stone. Wyllie,  and  Co.,  in  and  upon  the  good  ship  or 
vessel  called  the  Pieve  Superiore,  whereof  is  master 
for  the  present  voyage,  Consigliere.  and  now  riding  at 
anchor  in  the  Bangoon  river,  and  bound  for  Belle  Isle, 
Queenstown,  or  Falmouth,  for  orders  to  discharge  at  a 

e>rt  in  the  United  Kingdom  or  on  the  Continent,  l^tween 
avre  and  Hamburgh,  both  inclusive,  5000  bags  of  rice, 
each  2101b.  nett,  5300  bags,  each  1981b.  nett,  being  marked 
and  numbered  as  per  margin,  and  are  to  be  delivered  in 
the  like  order  and  condition  at  the  aforesaid  port  of 
,  as  ordered  (all  and  every  the  dangers  and 
accidents  of  the  seas,  rivers,  and  navigation  of  whatever 
nature  or  kind  soever  eicepted),  unto  order  or  its  assigns, 
he  or  they  paying  freight  fox  the  said  goods  at  the  rate  of 
3^  15«.  (three  pounds  fifteen  shillings  sterling)  per  ton  of 
20  cwt.,  nett  weight,  with  average  accustomed.  In 
witness  thereof  the  master  or  purser  of  the  said  ship 
hath  affirmed  to  three  bills  of  laaing,  all  of  this  tenor  and 
date  the  first  of  which  bills  being  accomplished,  the 
others  to  stand  void.  Dated  in  Bangoon,  this  26th  day  of 
March,  1873.— F.  Combiglibbb." 

(3.)  The  said  ship  sMled  with  the  said  cargo  from  the 
Baogoon,  and  her  master,  in  the  exercise  of  his  said  op- 


tion.'proceeded  therewith  to  the  said  port  of  Fslmouth 
for  oilers,  and  there  received  orders  from  the  plaintiffs, 
or  their  agents  to  prcoeed  with  the  said  cargo  to  Bremen, 
which  is  a  port  on  the  Continent  between  BEavre  and 
Hamburgh,  and  to  discharge  the  said  cargo  at  Bremen. 

(4.)  The  said  master  accordingly  sailed  from  Ftdmouth 
in  the  said  vessel  with  the  sua  cargo  to  Bremen,  and 
there  delivered  the  said  cargo. 

(5.)  The  said  vessel,  after  having  discharged  her  said 
cargo  of  rice  at  Bremen,  left  Bremen  on  a  second  voyage 
for  Cardiff  to  load  coals  there,  and  subsequently  arrived 
at  Cardiff,  where  she  has  been  arrested  by  the  plaintiffs 
in  this  suit. 

(6.)  The  plaintiffs  allege  themselves  to  be  assfgaees 
for  valuable  consideration  of  the  said  bill  of  lading,  and 
allege  that  the  said  cargo  of  rice  suffered  damage  in  the 
said  vessel,  and  they  have  instituted  this  suit,  as  such 
assignees,  for  the  recovery  of  losses,  which  they  allege 
themselves  to  have  sustained  by  negligence  or  miscon- 
duct, or  by  breach  of  duty,  or  by  breach  of  oontmot,  on 
the  part  of  the  master  or  crew  of  the  said  vessel. 

(7.)  Save  as  aforesaid,  the  said  cargo  of  rioe  was  never 
brought  into  any  port  in  England  or  Wales. 

(8.)  The  defendants  submit  that  the  said  cargo  of  rice 
was  not  carried  into  any  port  in  England  or  Wales, 
within  the  true  intent  and  meaning  of  the  ('>th  section  of 
the  Admirallrv  Court  Act  1861,  and  that  by  reason  thereof 
this  honourable  court  has  not  jurisdiction  to  entertain 
this  suit. 

The  plaintiffs  now  moved  to  reject  this  petition 
on  protest,  on  the  ground  that,  under  the  circam- 
stances  therein  stated,  the  court  had  jurisdiction. 

Dee.  9,— Butt,  Q  C.  and  Cohen,  for  the  plaintiffs, 
in  support  of  the  motion. — To  sustain  the  protest'it 
must  be  made  oat  by  the  defendants  that  the 
words  of  the  Admiralty  Court  Act  1861  (24  Yict. 
0.  15),  sect.  6,  '*  any  goods  carried  into  any  port  iu 
England  or  Wales  in  any  ship,"  mean  u^oods 
**  imported  into,"  or  *'  finally  discharged  in  "  this 
conntry.  It  is  clear  that  this  cargo  was  carried  into 
Falmouth,  within  the  literal  meaning  of  those  words, 
and  hence  to  oust  ourright  of  remedy  here  the  defen- 
dants must  show  that  the  words  have  a  more  re- 
stricted meaning.  The  owner,  consignee  or  assignee 
of  any  bill  of  lading  of  an^  goods  so  carried  have, 
nnder  the  section  the  right  to  proceed  in  this 
court  for  damage  done  to  the  goods,  or  for  breach 
of  contract,  provided  the  owner  of  the  ship  be  not 
domiciled  in  this  country.  We  are  assignees  of 
the  bills  of  lading,  and  the  ship  is  the  property  of 
a  Genoese.  This  right  may,  b^  sect.  35  of  the 
same  Act,  be  exercised  either  tn  personam  or  in 
rem.  The  right  of  proceeding  tn  rem  is  a  power 
given  to  prevent  the  defeat  of  the  ends  of  justice 
by  reason  of  no  person  being  resident  in  England 
or  Wales  who  would  be  liable  to  be  sued  in  an 
action  at  common  law.  If  the  defendant  was  in 
this  country  there  would  be  no  difficulty  in  suing 
him,  but  as  he  is  not  here,  the  only  question  is, 
whether  there  can  be  a  proceeding  in  rem.  There 
is  undoubtedly  jurisdiction  in  some  court;  does 
the  Act  give  this  court  jurisdiction  P  The  point 
has  already  been  decided.  In  The  Bahia  (Bro.  & 
Lush.  61),  the  ship  only  came  into  an  English  port 
by  accident,  and  it  was  there  argued  that  the 
action  was  for  a  breach  of  contract,  and  that  to  give 
the  court  jurisdiction,  the  contract  must  be  per* 
formable  in  England ;  that  is  to  say,  that  the  words 
"  carried  into,"  mean  *'  carried  under  a  contract 
into"  England  or  Wales.  This  argument  was 
rejected  and  the  jurisdiction  upheld.  Here, 
although  the  place  of  delivery,  as  eventually 
ordered,  was  not  in  England  or  Wales,  still  the 
goods  were  carried  into  Falmouth  under  a  con- 
tract, the  ship  going  there  for  orders,  in  pursu- 
ance of  the  terms  of  the  charter-party  and  bill  of 
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kdini;.  This  ia  a  remedial  statute,  and  the  de- 
feodftDts  shoald  be  called  upon  to  show  why  the 
oonrt  should  not  nphold  a  jarisdiction  which  its 
pbin  words  give.  No  argament  as  to  the  inoon- 
▼eoience  of  upholding  this  jurisdiction  is  here 
appIieaUe.  It  must  be  assumed  that  the  ship  has 
been  guilty  of  a  breach  of  duty,  and  if  the  court 
has  once  had  jurisdiction,  the  ship  can  be  arrested 
at  any  time.  Her  cargo  belonged  to  one  person, 
and  when  she  went  to  OardifE  she  was  going 
to  load ;  hence  no  third  person  is  inconvenienced 
by  her  arrest.  Moreover,  the  same  argument 
would  equally  apply  to  all  cases  of  proceeding  in 
nmm  as  in  oolbsion,  salvage,  and  oUier  causes, 
and  yet  it  is  not  raised.  The  inconvenience  is 
really  balanoed  by  the  advantages  on  the  other 
side.  The  question  has  in  fact  been  decided  in  the 
recent  cases  arising  out  of  the  Franco-German 
war: 

The  Te^donia,  afUe,  vol.  1,  pp.  32, 214 ;  24  L.  T.Bep. 

N.  S.  521 ;   26  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.  48 ;    L.  Bep.  3 

Adm.  A  Eoo.  894 :  L.  Bep.  4  P.  0. 171 ; 
2^  Patria,  ante,  vol.  1.  p.  71 ;  24  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S. 

810;  L.  Bep.  3  Adm.  &  Eoo.  486 ; 
The  Heinrieh.  ante,  vol.   1,  p.  79 ;  24  L.  T.  Bep. 

N.  S.  915 ;  L.  Bep.  3  Adm.  A  Eoo.  424 ; 
The  fFUkelm  Schmidt,  ante,  vol.  1,  p.  82 ;  25  L.  T. 

Bep.  N.  S.  34. 

The  Act  applies  mainly  to  foreign  ships,  and  its 
ipbit  and  policy  is  to  give  reciprocity  of  remedy, 
whidi  would  not  exist  if  its  meaning  were  to  be 

MUward,  Q.C.  and  Olarkaon,  for  the  defendant, 
in  support  of  the  protest. — Before  this  court  can 
have  jurisdiction,  the  ship  must  be  bound  for  some 
port  of  delivery  in  this  country.  There  must  be 
an  intention  to  deliver  here.  A  mere  accidental 
potting  into  an  English  port  will  not  give  jnris- 
dickion.  Where  ship,  contract,  and  place  of  delivery 
are  all  foreign,  the  mere  accident  of  a  call  for 
orders  can  give  no  jurisdiction.  The  real  question 
ia,  whether  the  cargo  was  carried  into  port  a/nimo 
remanendi.  If  a  master  carries  into  a  port  in 
England,  with  the  intention  of  keeping  the  goods 
there  wrongfully  and  against  the  terms  of  his 
contract  to  carry  elsewhere,  there  is  no  dopbt 
jorisdiction ;  but  if  his  sole  intention  in  coming 
into  port  is  to  wait  for  orders,  having  the  right  to 
do  so  under  his  contract,  without  acting  wrong- 
fully towards  the  cargo,  no  jurisdiction  can  accrue, 
however  long  he  stays,  because  he  cannot  be  said 
to  be  doing  anything  wrongful  within  the  jurisdic- 
tion. In  Tfc^  Patria  (ante,  vol.  1,  p.  71 ;  24  L.  T. 
Bep.  N.  8.  840 ;  L.  Bep.  3  Adm.  and  Ecc.  436), 
the  master  committed  a  breach  of  contract  by 
refusing  to  proceed  on  his  voyage  whilst  in  an 
Bogliah  port,  whilst  here  there  was  no  refusal. 
Th^  are  not  suing  for  an  act  done  in  Falmouth, 
entering  which  port  must  be  considered  a  mere 
step  in  a  foreign  voyage  by  a  foreign  ship.  The 
tort  here,  if  any,  was  committed  under  a  foreign 
fltg  abroad,  and  in  violation  of  a  foreign  contract, 
>o  that  to  uphold  the  jurisdiction  the  court  must 
hold  that  the  British  Legislature  can  give  juris- 
diction over  foreigners.  The  ship  could  have  been 
tned  at  Bremen.  [Sir  B.  Phillimore. — By  general 
iotematbnal  law  she  could  be  sued  in  the  compe- 
tent courts  of  any  country  whose  port  she  entered.] 
Kfen  if  the  ship  had  been  ordered  to  London,  it 
would  have  been  illegal  to  arrest  in  Falmouth, 
^ynae  the  carrying  into  that  port  was  not  a 
cvrying  into  an  English  port  within  the  meaning 
tf  the  statute.    The  right  of  arrest  does  not  arise 


until  arrival  at  the  port  of  delivery.  The  statute 
is  intended  to  provide  a  remedy  where  British 
subjects  are  sunerers,  not  foreigners ;  to  compel 
foreign  ships  coming  into  the  jurisdiction,  to 
give  a  remedy  for  breach  of  contract  with 
British  subjects. 

But  even  if  the  words,  "  goods  carried  into 
any  port,"  have  a  more  extensive  meaning 
than  goods  carried  into  a  port  for  delivery, 
that  meaning  will  only  include  goods  carried  into 
a  port  for  the  purpose  of  being  done  something 
with,  which  gives  a  right  of  action.  The  Bahia 
(Bro.  &  Lush.  61)  decides  that  goods  must  be 
carried  into  a  port  where  the  goods  are  dealt  with, 
as  at  the  termination  of  a  voyage,  or  where  the 
shipowner  commits  a  tort,  which  ffives  a  right  of 
action,  [Sir  B.  Phillimore. — In  The  Patria  {ubi 
sup.),  and  the  other  Franco-German  war  cases,  the 
goods  were  not  brought  into  court  for  the  purpose 
of  delivery.  There  was  a  refusal  to  prooeea  during 
war  risk.]  In  those  cases,  that  very  refusal  was  a 
breach  of  doty.  In  The  B(ihia  (uhi  attp.),  the  wrong 
complained  of  was  the  refusal  to  carry  on,  and  the 
shipowner  had  thereupon  the  right  to  make  the 
port  in  which  the  ship  then  was  the  port  of  de- 
livery, and  this  founded  the  jurisdiction.  In 
The  Ironsides  (6  L.  T.  Rep.  N.  S.  69 ;  Lush.  458 ; 
1  Mar.  Law  Gas.  0.  S.  200),  it  was  decided 
that  there  was  no  jurisdiction,  because  tho  goods 
were  not  carried  into  port  in  the  ship ;  that  is, 
because  there  must  be  an  actual  carrying  into  port 
by  the  ship  entering  into  the  contract.  In  The 
Danzig  (9  L.  T.  Rep.  N.  S.  236 ;  Bro.  &  Lush.  102 ; 
1  Mar.  Law  Gas.  0.  S.  392),  however.  Dr.  Lush- 
ington  held  that  "  carried  into  "  meant  "  carried  or 
to  be  carried  into,"  and  that  the  court  had  juris- 
diction over  a  claim  for  non-delivery  of  goods  which 
had  been  wrongfully  thrown  overboard.  Tbisisinoon- 
sistent  with  the  former  case,  and  the  question,  owing 
to  the  di£Eerence  of  decision,  is  so  far  open,  that  it 
is  practically  res  nova.  Then  the  evil  which  the 
statute  sought  zo  remedy  was  the  inability  to  pro« 
ceed  against  foreign  shipowners  whose  ships  in  the 
performance  of  their  contracts  brought  goods  to 
this  country.  The  master  it  was  useless  to  sue ; 
the  owners  could  not  be  sued  because  not  here. 
The  statute  gave  power  to  proceed  against  the 
ship,  and  so  provided  a  remedy  for  the  evil ;  and 
this  is  sufficient  to  satisfy  the  terms  of  the  statute. 
If  it  is  held  to  extend  further,  there  will  be  great 
inconvenience.  In  the  case  of  a  general  ship,  the 
action  of  one  shipper  might  delay  the  goods  of  all 
the  rest  at  the  port  of  call.  The  reasonable  con- 
struction of  the  statute  is,  that  the  word  "  port " 
in  the  statute  must  mean  the  port  of  delivery 
named  in  the  contract,  or  the  final  port  of  delivery 
in  fact.  Would  the  court  have  jurisdiction  over  a 
foreign  ship  loaded  by  a  foreigner  in  America  for 
a  port  on  the  Gontinent,  merely  because  the  ship 
came  by  accident,  such  as  stress  of  weather,  into 
an  English  port  P  In  such  a  case  the  ship  could 
be  proceeded  against  in  the  foreign  port,  and  there 
would  be  no  hardship  that  the  Legislature  intended 
to  remedy  by  this  Act.  Here  the  ship  is  foreign; 
the  master  may  call  either  at  an  English  or  a 
French  port  for  orders ;  the  contract  for  deliveiy 
is  inchoate ;  there  is  no  contract  to  deliver  at  a 
particular  port  until  orders  given;  orders  are 
given  to  deliver  at  Bremen,  and  are  accepted ;  then 
the  shipowner  is  under  a  contract  to  deliver  at 
Bremen,  a  foreign  port;  the  contract  must  then  be 
considered  as  if  it  had  stipulated  in  the  first  in- 
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siaDce  that  deliyery  should  take  plaoe  at  Bremen ; 
that  is  to  say,  a  contract  to  be  entirely  performed 
abroad.  [Sir  B.  Fhillimobe.— At  the  same  time 
the  ship  calls  at  Falmouth,  in  obedience  to  her 
contract.  She  was  not  there  by  accident.  All  that 
the  plaintiffs  need  contend  is,  that  a  ship  which,  in 
pDrsuance  of  her  contract  goes  into  an  English 
port  for  orders,  submits  to  the  jurisdiction.]  The 
ship  was  not  bound  to  call  at  an  English  port ;  she 
could  call  at  one  of  several  ports ;  there  was  no 
compulsion  by  the  contract.  Sir  B.  Phillimobe. 
— She  did  amye  at  Falmouth  in  the  execution  of 
her  contract,  and  that  is  an  English  port.  The 
question  is,  does  the  Act  apply  under  these  cir- 
cumstances P]  Putting  into  a  port  of  call  cannot 
give  jurisdiction  over  a  foreign  contract. 

Butt,  Q.C.,  in  reply. — If  the  owner  of  the  ship 
were  in  this  country,  there  would  be  no  difficulty 
in  suing  him  at  common  law ;  and  if  these  goods 
were  carried  into  an  English  port  within  the 
meaning  of  the  Act,  he  would  be  sued  in  personam 
in  this  court.  Then  all  the  arguments  as  to  incon* 
yenience  would  fail  Can  it  be  said  that  the  doing 
of  an  act  which  compels  the  shipowner  to  enter  an 
appearance  in  this  cotirt,  which  he  would  have  to 
do  at  common  law,  if  by  chance  in  this  country,  is 
such  an  inconvenience  as  can  be  used  as  an  argu- 
ment against  a  jurisdiction.  It  is  not  pretended 
that  the  act  creates  a  maritime  lien ;  it  only  gives 
the  power  to  compel  appearance  by  a  proceeding 
in  rem.  If  the  ship  bad  left  the  English  port 
and  had  been  sold  to  a  third  person,  the  plaintiff 
could  not  have  arrested  her.  But  here  she  still 
belongs  to  the  same  owners,  and  they  being  liable 
for  a  breach  of  contract,  may  they  not  be  made 
answerable  through  their  ship,  even  when  she  is 
on  a  new  voyage.  If  the  owner  had  been  on  board 
the  ship  and  had  landed  here,  he  could  have  been 
summoned,  why  not  the  shipP  This  cannot  be 
called  a  foreign  contract ;  the  plaintiffs  are  British 
subjects  ;  the  contract  is  in  the  English  language, 
and  under  it  the  ship  calls  for  orders  at  an  English 
port.  The  Bahia  (ubi  sup,)  is  an  d,  fortiori  case,  as 
there  it  was  never  contemplated  by  the  contract 
that  the  master  should  come  into  an  English  port 
at  alL 

Gw,  adv,  wit. 

Dec.  18th, — Sir  B.  Philumore. — ^This  is  a  mo- 
tion to  reject  a  petition  on  protest.  A  suit  was 
instituted  for  damage  to  cargo  on  behalf  of  certain 
consignees  against  the  vessel  Pieve  Superiore^ 
whose  owners  are  foreigners.  They  have  appeared 
under  protest,  and  set  forth  their  defence  m  the 
petition.  The  petition  states  that  the  ship  was 
chartered  in  March  and  April  1872  to  taKe  an 
outward  cargo  from  Europe  to  a  port  in  the  East 
Indies,  and  there  to  load  a  cargo  of  rice,  to  "  pro- 
ceed therewith  to  Belle  Isle,  Scilly,  Queenstown, 
or  Falmouth,  at  the  option  of  the  master  for 
orders,  "  whether  to  discharge  at  a  good  and  safe 
port  in  the  United  Kingdom,  or  on  the  Continent 
between  Havre  and  Hamburg."  The  ship  pro- 
ceeded to  Bangoon  and  loaded  the  cargo ;  and  the 
master  signed  and  delivered  a  bill  of  lading  to 
Gladstone,  Wyllie,  and  Co.,  in  which  the  vessel  is 
described  to  be  bound  for  the  places  mentioned  in 
the  charter  party.  The  bill  of  lading  and  charter 
party  are  in  English,  and  the  freight  is  to  be  paid 
in  English  money.  The  vessel  sailed  from  Ban- 
goon to  Falmouth,  and  then  received  orders  to  go 
to  Bremen,  which  is  between  Havre  and  Hamburg, 
and  there  discharged  her  cargo.    She  sailed  from 


thence  to  Cardiff  on  a  new  voyage,  and  was  then 
arrested  on  this  suit. 

The  contention  on  behalf  of  the  protestors, 
which  was  very  ably  conducted,  proceeded  up<m 
two  grounds.  The  first  and  principal  ground 
was,  that  the  words  in  the  statute  (24  Vict, 
c.  10,  sect.  6),  "Any  goods  carried  into  any 
port  in  England  and  Wales  in  any  ship,' 
must  mean  carried  in  for  the  purpose  of  delivery 
in  that  port.  The  second  ground,  which  was,  I 
think,  more  reluctantly  put  forward,  was,  that  the 
goods  must  at  idl  events  be  carried  into  a  port, 
which  from  circumstances  became  the  final  port ; 
or,  according  to  a  different  form  of  the  same  pro- 
position, that  the  goods  must  be  carried  into  a 
port,  in  which  port  a  wrong  was  done  to  the 
shipper.  It  is  proper  here  to  observe  that  the 
petition  on  protest  does  not  allege  that  whatever 
aamage  was  done  happened  after  the  vessel  had 
left  the  English  port  and  was  on  her  wa^  to 
Bremen.  It  is  obvious  that  the  second  proposition 
of  the  counsel  for  the  protest  cannot  be  reconciled 
with  the  first,  inasmuch  as  the  second  admits  that 
circumstances  may  happen  which  found  the  juris- 
diction, although  the  goods  are  not  carried  into 
the  port  of  discharge  mentioned  in  the  charter 
party  or  bill  of  lading. 

Various  cases  have  been  decided  by  my  imme- 
diate predecessor  upon  this  point,  and  also  by 
myself ;  and  in  the  arguments  addressed  to 
the  court  upon  former  occasions,  as  upon  the 
present,  the  principal  topic  has  been  the  incon- 
venience which  would  result  from  the  plain 
and  literal  construction  of  the  words  of  the 
statute,  which  it  cannot  be  denied  are  in  favour  of 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  court.  And  I  must  here 
remark  that  the  large  and  descriptive  words  are 
not  narrowed  or  restricted  by  any  subsequent 
proviso,  though  it  seems  that  when  a  restriction  is 
intended  to  be  imposed,  as  in  the  case  of  the 
domicile  of  the  defendant,  it  is  plainly  expressed. 
If  the  words  are  plain  and  unambiguous,  I  do 
not  think  m^elf  at  liberty  to  oonsioer  the  argu- 
ment from  inconvenience,  although  it  is  very 
possible  that  a  full  investigation  into  this  topic 
would  show  that  the  inconveniences  are  balanced 
by  contrary  advantages. 

In  The  Bahia  (Bro.  &  Lush.  61),  the  ship  car- 
rying the  cargo  was  bound  for  Dunkirk.  She 
put  into  the  port  of  Bamsgate,  and  the  master 
refused  to  proceed  to  Dunkirk,  or  to  give 
delivery  at  Bamsgate,  and  the  court  held  that 
it  had  jurisdiction.  In  The  Fatria  (Law  Rep. 
3  Adm.  &  Eoc.  436,  459),  I  referred  to  that  case, 
and  upon  its  authority  decided  one  portion  of  the 
case  then  before  me,  and  from  that  judgment 
there  has  been  no  appeal.  Also  in  The  Patria  the 
vessel  was  bound  for  a  port  in  Germany,  and  put 
into  Falmouth  from  accidental  circumstances,  and 
the  master  refused  to  proceed  further,  on  the 
ground  of  French  cruisers.  I  held  that  the  juris- 
diction of  the  court  was  founded  under  the  statute. 
It  is  true  that  in  both  these  cases  the  ship  had  not 
left  the  English  port  in  which  she  was  arrested. 
In  the  present  case  she  has  deposited  her  cargo, 
alleged  to  have  been  damaged,  in  the  foreign  port, 
and  is  seized  on  her  return  to  this  country  for  a 
new  cargo.  But  it  is  to  be  observed  that  it  is  not 
averred  in  this  case  that  the  shipper  has  had  re- 
course to  the  tribunals  of  Bremen.  If  he  has,  as 
he  alleges,  sustained  an  injury  for  which  the 
owner  of  the  ship  is  liable,  it  is  still  unredressed ; 
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and  I  have  already  obsorred  npon  the  pervading 
Eoglish  oharacter  of  the  transation.  It  beoomes 
ODDAceenry  to  refer  to  the  other  German  oases 
arising  ont  of  the  reoent  war.  It  appears  to  me 
that  the  prinoipal  of  these  decisions  must  govern 
my  judgment  in  the  present  case,  more  especially 
as  the  vessel  bad  come  into  an  English  port  in 
compliance  with  the  terms  of  the  charter-party, 
aod  that  there  was  thereby  a  partial  fnlfilmentof 
the  contract;  and  the  order  which  she  received 
there  might  have  been  to  discharge  in  the  English 
port,  and  perhaps  in  that  particular  port. 

On  the  whole,  having  regard  to  the  particular  cir- 
comstanoes  which  I  have  stated,  and  being  unable 
to  distinguish  this  case  in  principle  from  those 
which  have  been  already  determined  on  this  point, 
I  see  no  adequate  reason  for  not  following  the 
plain  words  of  the  statute,  and  I  must  overrole 
the  protest  and  direct  the  party  to  appear  abso- 
\ukAj,  with  costs. 
Ssiicitor  for  the  defendants,  Thomas  Cooper, 
Solicitors  for  the  plaintiffs,  Pritehard  and  iS^ons, 
agents  for  BcUeson  and  Co.,  Liverpool. 


OOUBT  OF  APPEAIi  UT  CHANCE&T. 

B«port6d  by  £.  Stswakt  Boch>  and  U.  Peat,  Esqrs., 
Baxristen-at*Law. 

Dec.  9  and  12, 1873. 

(Before  the  Lobd  Chancellor  (Selborne)  and  Lord 

Justice  James.) 

Ex  parte  Ntholu  ;  Be  Child. 

Skwping  law — Oharter-pariy — Lien  for  freight — 
Part  payable  on  eigning  of  biUs  of  lading — Ba/nk" 
ryplcy  ^charterer — Disclaimer  of  contract. 
By  a  charter-party,  after  providing  that  the  freight 
was  to  be  at  certain  specified  rates,  it  was  agreed 
thai  2502.  should  be  advanced  in  cash  on  signing 
bill  of  lading  and  clearir^g  at  the  custom  house  of 
ike  port  of  shipment,  and  the  remainder  on  a  true 
and  fai^ful  delivery  of  the  cargo  at  the  port  of 
diickarge;  and  thai  for  the  security  and  payment 
ofaU  freight,  dead  freight,  demur  rage,  and  other 
charges,  the  master  or  owners  should  have  an 
absolute  lien  and  charge  on  the  cargo. 
The  loading  of  the  ship  was  completed,  and  t?»e  ship 
was  cleared,  but  she  never  started  on  her  voyage, 
nor  were  the  bilis  of  lading  signed. 
The  charterer  filed  a  liquidation  petition,  and  the 
trusteeunderthe  liquidation  disclaimed  all  interest 
Wider  the  charter  parly. 
•B<sU  {afirming  the  decision  of  the  Chief  Judge  in 
Bankruptcy),  that  the  shipowner  was  not  entitled 
to  a  lien  in  respect  of  the  2502.  agreed  to   be 
paid  in  advance,  tncLsmuch  as  the  ship  had  never 
earned  freight;  the  compensation  to  which  the  ship' 
owner  was  entitled  for  the  loss  sustained  by  reason 
of  (he  charterer's  default  was  not  freight,  and  the 
2502.  did  not  come  within  the  lien  given  by  the 
charter-party. 
Tbis  was  an  appeal  from  a  decision  of  the  Chief 
Jodge  in  Bankruptcy,  affirming  a  decision  of  the 
Jodgeof  the  Manchester  County  Court. 

The  facts,  which  will  be  found  more  fully  stated 
in  the  judgment  of  the  court,  were  shortly  as 
follows : 

Messrs.  Child,  Mills,  and  Co.,  merchants,  of  Man- 
chester, entered  into  an  agreement  by  charter- 
party  with  one  Nyholm,  the  owner  of  the  Danish 
urig  Vaering,  by  which  it  was  agreed  that  the 


vessel  shoald  take  a  general  cargo  to  Lagos*  on  the 
west  coast  of  Africa,  and  should  bring  back  a 
cargo  from  Lagos,  at  *I*?8.  6d.  per  ton  for  freight 
and  hire,  the  payment  of  which  was  to  be  made  aa 
follows :  2502.  to  be  advanced  in  cash  on  signing 
bills  of  lading  and  clearing  at  the  Custom  House, 
Liverpool,  and  the  remainder  on  delivery  at  the 
port  of  discharge. 

After  the  vessel  was  loaded,  but  before  she 
sailed,  Messrs.  Child,  Mills,  and  Co,  filed  a  petition 
for  liquidation,  and  the  trustee  under  the  liquida- 
tion disclaimed  the  charter- party. 

The  bills  of  lading  were  not  signed,  the  2502. 
payable  in  advance  not  having  been  forthcoming. 

Nyholm  claimed  a  lien  on  the  cargo  for  freight 
and  demurrage,  but  his  claim  was  disallowed,  both 
by  the  County  Court  Judge  and  by  the  Chief  Judge 
in  Bankruptcy. 

He  now  appealed  from  the  decision  of  the  Chief 
Judge,  but  on  the  appeal  restricted  his  claim  to  a 
lien  for  the  2502.,  payable  in  advance. 

Cohen  (of  the  Common  Law  Bar),  and  F.  Thomp* 
son,  for  the  appellant.  We  were  ready  and  will- 
ing to  sign  the  bills  of  lading  at  the  time  when 
the  trustee  under  the  liquidation  disclaimed  the 
contract.  Therefore  the  2o02.  had  become  payable 
as  a  sum  certain,  and  was  immediately  recoverable, 
notwithstanding  the  disclaimer  of  the  contract,  and 
were  entitled  to  a  lien  on  the  goods  for  the 
amount : 

Paynter  v.  James,  2  Mar.  Law  Cas.  O.  S.  450 ;  15 

L.  T.  Eep.  N.  S.  660 ;  L.  Bep.  2  C.  P.  348 ; 
Black  V.  Boh,  2  Moore  P.  C,  N.  S.,  277 ; 
8maU  v.  Moates,  9  Bing.  574. 

It  is  true  that  this  2502.  is  not  a  sum  in  respect 
of  which  the  usual  lien  for  freight  would  have 
arisen,  but  we  claim  the  lien  under  the  clause 
in  the  charter-party  which  gives  us  an  absolute 
lien  on  the  cargo  for  the  payment  of  all  freight, 
dead  freight,  demurrage,  and  other  charges,  and 
when  that  clause  is  read  in  connection  with  the 
preceding  clause,  which  provides  that  2502  is  to 
be  paid  in  advance,  that  sum  clearly  comes  within 
the  words  of  the  clause  giving  us  an  express  lien, 
as  that  sum  is  in  the  preceding  clause  expressly 
stated  to  be  payable  as  part  of  the  freight.  This 
contention  is  supported  by  what  Lord  Kingsdown 
says  in  Kirchiner  v.  Venus  (12  Moo.  P.  C.  301) : 
"No  doubt  parties  who  have  superseded  by  a 
special  contract  the  rights  and  obligations  which 
the  law  attaches  to  freight  in  its  legal  sense  may, 
if  they  think  fit,  create  a  lien  on  the  goods  for  the 

Eerformance  of  the  agreement  into  which  they 
ave  entered,  and  they  may  do  this  either  by  ex- 
press conditions  contained  in  the  contract  itself,  or 
by  agreeing  that  in  case  of  failure  of  peformance  of 
that  agreement,  the  right  lien  of  what  is  due 
shall  subsist  as  if  there  had  been  an  agreement  for 
freight.  But  in  such  case  the  right  of  lien  de- 
pends entirely  on  the  agreement."  They  also  re- 
ferred to : 

Qilkison  v.  MiddUton,  2  C.  B.,  N.  S.,  134; 

Byrne  v.  Schiller,  ante,  vol.  1,  p.  HI ;  25  L.  T.  Eep. 

N.  S.  211 ;  L.  Bep.  6  Ex.  319 ; 
The  Norway,  2  Mar.  Law  Cas.  O.  S.  17, 168, 254 ;  12 

L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.  67;  B.  &  Lush.  377,  384  ; 
Watson  arid  Co.  y.  Shankland,  ante,  p.  115 ;  L.  Bep. 

2So.  App.  304; 
Denoon  v.  The  Home  and  CoUmiaX  Assurance  Com- 

pany,  ante,  vol.  1,  p.  309 ;  26  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  L.  628 ; 

L.  Bep.  7  C.  P.  341 ; 
Hicks  V.  Shield,  7  £U.  &  Bl.  633, 638 ; 
Andrew  y.  Moorehovse,  5  Taunt.  435 ; 
Tindall  v.  Taylor,  4  EU.  &  Bl.  219. 
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Dec  12 — ^The  Goubt  intimated  that  they  woald 
not  call  npon 

Swanaton,  Q  C.  and  Winelovo  who  appeared  for 
the  respondent,  and 

Lord  Jastice  James  delivered  the  following 
written  judgment  of  the  court. — This  is  an  appeal 
from  the  decision  of  the  Chief  Judge  in  Bank- 
ruptcy, affirming  the  decision  of  the  County  Court 
judge  of  Manchester. 

The  circumstances  are  shortly  these :  The  ap- 
pellant is  the  owner  of  the  Fessel  called  the 
Vaering,  The  bankrupts,  or  ^u«i*bankrupts, 
entered  into  an  agreement  with  him  for  the 
chartering  of  his  vessel.  The  particular  lan- 
guage of  the  charter-party  relied  on,  I  shall 
refer  to  later.  One  of  the-  terms  of  the  charter- 
party  was  that  2502.  should  be  paid  in  ad- 
vance on  account  of  freight  when  the  bills  of 
lading  were  signed  and  the  ship  cleared.  The 
cargo  was  put  on  board,  and  the  mate's  receipts 
given  for  it.  The  ship  was  cleared  at  the  Custom 
House,  and  the  captain  was  ready  and  willing 
to  sign  the  bills  of  lading  in  exchange  for  the 
2502.  The  250Z.  was  not,  however,  forthcoming, 
and  the  bills  were  consequently  not  signed.  The 
allegation  in  the  affidavit  avers  that  no  bills  of 
lading  had  been  tendered  to  him  for  signature. 
The  charterer  became  insolvent.  The  trustee 
gave  notice  that  he  abandoned  all  interest  under 
the  charter-party.  Conflicting  claims  were  made 
to  the  cargo,  and  an  order  was  made  by  the 
County  Court  judge  for  taking  it  from  the  ship, 
and  selling  it,  and  bringing  the  proceeds  into 
court,  except  some  parts  that  were  given  over  to 
some  owners,  and  an  issue  was  directed  by  the 
County  Court  judge  as  follows  :  *'  Whether  H.  C, 
Nyfaolm  had  on  the  10th  April,  or  the  25th  April  ' 
1873,  being  the  date  of  the  final  discharge  of  the 
cargo  and  goods  laden  on  board  the  Danish  brig 
Vasring,  under  a  charter-party  dated  the  6th  Nov. 
1872,  and  made  between  H.  C.  Nyholm  and  the 
above-named  debtors,  a  complete  or  some  lien  and 
charge  on  the  cargo  and  goods  so  laden  on  board 
the  vessel,  or  some  part  thereof,  for  damages 
freight,  demurrage,  detention,  and  other  charges, 
for  some  of  them."  The  learned  judge  of  the 
County  Court  decided  that  issue  in  the  negative. 
That  decision  was  affirmed,  and  from  that  affirm- 
ance the  appeal  has  been  brought  before  ue. 

It  was  admitted  in  the  argument  that  the  claim 
must  be  confined  to  the  2502.  It  was  not  con- 
tended that  there  was  any  such  lien  by  the  ordi- 
nary mercantile  law.  It  was  also  admitted  that 
the  ship  had  not  commenced  her  voyage,  and 
had,  in  fact,  elected  to  free  herself  from  the 
charter-party  by  reason  of  the  insolvency  and 
default  of  the  charterers,  and  therefore  that  no 
freight,  properlv  so-called,  had  been  earned  or 
commenced  to  be  earned,  and  consequently  that 
there  was  nothing  in  respect  of  which  the  ordinary 
mercantile  lien  forfreight  would  arise.  But  the  daim 
was  raised  on  what  was  alleged  to  be  the  peculiar 
language  of  the  instrument.  The  clauses  referred 
to  for  that  purpose  are  the  clauses  for  payment 
"In  consideration  whereof  and  of  everythiog  here- 
inbefore mentioned,  the  said  Child,  Mills,  and  Co., 
of  Manchester,  do  hereby  promise  and  agree  to 
load  and  receive,"  and  so  on,  "  and  pay  or  cause  to 
be  paid  as  freight  for  the  use  and  hire  of  the  vessel 
in  respect  of  the  said  voyage  out  and  home,  at  and 
after  the  rate  of  776.  6c{  per  ton  of  20  cwt.,"  if  she 
went  to  some  particular   port,   and    something 


different  if  she  went  to  any  other  port,  "  the  pay- 
ment of  which  is  to  become  due  and  be  made  as 
follows :  250L  to  be  advanced  in  cash  on  signing 
bills  of  lading  and  clearing  at  the  Custom  House, 
Liverpool,  less  5  per  cent,  for  all  charges,  insurance 
thereon  included.  Such  money  as  the  master  may 
require  for  the  ordinary  disbursements  of  the 
vessel  at  Lagos,  on  the  west  coast  of  Africa,  to  be 
advanced  free  of  interest  and  commission,  or  other 
charge,  and  the  remainder  ou  a  true  and  faithful 
delivery  of  the  cargo  at  the  said  port  of  discharge." 
Then  there  is  another  clause  :  *'  It  being  agreed 
that  for  the  security  and  payment  of  all  freight, 
dead  freight,  demurrage,  and  other  oharses,  the 
said  master  or  owners  shall  have  an  absolute  lien 
and  charge  on  the  said  cargo,  or  goods  laden  on 
board."  It  was  contended  first,  on  the  principle 
of  the  cases  as  to  concurrent  acts,  that  the  250L 
became  payable  as  a  sum  certain  under  the  con- 
tract as  soon  as  the  captain  was  ready  and  willing 
to  sign  the  bills  of  lading,  and  that  thiitt,  therefore, 
constituted  a  sum  certain  immediately  and  still 
recoverable  as  such,  notwithstanding  that  the 
whole  contract  was  determined  and  the  voyage 
put  an  end  to.  If  it  were  necessary  to  decide  that 
point  there  would  be  very  great  difficulty  in 
applying  the  principle  of  the  cases  referred  to  to 
the  case  of  the  payment  in  advance,  or  at  a  parti- 
cular stage,  of  an  instalment  of  one  entire  con- 
sideration for  one  complete  voyage  or  other  service, 
where  the  complete  voyage  or  other  service  had 
never  been  performed, and  was  on  the  non-payment 
entirely  given  up.  But,  assuming  even  that  it 
were  so,  how  does  it  become  freight  for  which 
the  nautical  lien  arises  P  It  was  admitted  that  it 
would  not  be  ordinarily  so,  but  it  was  contended 
that  the  lien  was  created  by  the  express  clause  of 
lien.  The  express  clause  is,  however,  for  freight, 
dead  freight,  demurrage,  and  other  charges.  It  is 
not  dead  freight  nor  demurrage  nor  other  chargp^ 
and  it  is  not  freight  in  the  ordinary  sense  of  the 
word.  But  the  contention  was  that  the  word 
'*  freight  "  here  was  not  to  be  read  in  the  ordinary 
sense,  but  that  the  clause  was  to  be  read  in  con- 
nection with  the  previous  clause  as  to  the  payment 
of  freight.  The  2502.,  it  is  said,  is  there  expressly 
stated  to  be  payable  as  part  of  the  freight,  and  the 
freight  is  to  be  paid  as  follows :  2501.  in  advance. 
Therefore  it  was  contended  that  the  clause  of  lien 
was  to  read  thus :  *'  for  freight,  which  word  is 
to  include  the  250L  hereinbefore  made  payable  in 
advance,  and  hereinbefore  spoken  of  as  a  part  pay- 
ment of  freight,"  There  is  some  ingenuity,  but, 
in  our  judgment,  no  substance,  in  this  contention. 
It  would  be  an  unwarranted  thing  to  lay  hold  of  a 
particular  form  of  expression  in  one  part  of  a 
charter  party  or  other  instrument,  in  order  to  give 
to  plain  unequivocal  language  in  another  part  of 
the  instrument  a  meaning  different  from  its  ordi- 
nary meaning.  The  ship  never  earned  freight,  and 
never  began  to  earn  freight.  That  it  was  prevented 
from  doing  so  by  the  default  of  the  other  party 
entitles  the  owner  to  full  compensation  for  all  the 
loss  sustained  thereby,  but  the  compensation  is 
not  freight,  and  the  nautical  lien  for  freight  does 
not  extend  to  such  compensation.  The  order  of 
the  Chief  Judge  is  right,  and  the  appeal  will 
therefore  be  dismissed  with  costs. 

The  LoKD  Chancellor  (Solborne)  concurred. 
Appeal  accorditigly  dtsmieaed  with  costs. 

Solicitors  :  Fieldt  Eoscoet  and  Oo.,  for  BcUeson 
and  Co  ;  Phelps  and  Sidgwiek. 
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y.  a  XALZV8'  OOV&T. 

lUported  bj  T.  H.  Oaxsov,  and  F.  Gould,  Eaqn.» 


Thursday,  Dec,  18, 1873. 
Glovse  v.  Botdon. 

Asioeiaiion — BegUtry  of  ships — Certificate  of  merit 
—  bona  fide  opinion — Laches — Injunction, 

The  defendants  were  an  association  for  the  registry 
of  iron  ships^  and  classed  the  ships  in  a  register 
of  merit  according  to  the  reports  of  their  own 
surseyora.  A  list  from  the  register  might  he 
obtained  by  anyone. 

The  jpiainiijfs  were  members  of  the  association  and 
ike  owners  of  a  ship  which  in  1870  was  ranked 
in  the  highest  dass  in  the  register.  The  plaintiffs 
in  1870  made  an  alteration  i/n  the  ship,  ond  sub' 
mitted  her  to  the  defendants*  inspection,  who  not 
approving  of  the  alteration,  entered  in  the  register 
'*dass8tispended  1871,"  and  refused  to  restore  the 
previous  first'cUuts  entry  unless  some  further 
aUeralion  W€U  made.  The  advisability  of  the 
aUeration  was  a  matter  of  opinion,  as  since  the 
aUeration  the  vessel  wou  classed  in  the  highest 
rank  at  '*  Uoyd^s  "  (London). 

The  plaintiffs  continued  to  use  the  vessel,  but  it  was 
priwed  that  her  value  had  been  depreciated  in  con- 
sequence  of  the  entry  in  the  defendants*  register, 

OnabiU  being  filed  by  the  plaintiffs  in  Nov.  1873 
to  restrain  the  defendants  from  disposing  of  any 
copies  of  their  list  containing  the  words  **  Class 
suspended  1871.** 

Hdd  on  motion  that  the  plaintiffs  were  not  entitled 
to  relief,  first,  because  the  entry  was  the  bond  fide 
opinion  withotU  malice  of  the  society  to  wnose 
judgment  the  plaintiffs  had  submitted  the  vessel; 
secondly,  because  of  their  laches  in  applying  to 
the  court  for  relief. 

This  was  a  motioa  by  the  plaintiffs  to  restraiD  the 
dalendants,  the  chairman  and  committee  of  an 
Bssociation  called  The  Underwriters  Begistry  for 
Iron  Vessels,  from  printing  or  disposing  of  any 
copy  of  their  list  of  iron  yessels  having  the  words 
"  class  sDspended  1871,"  placed  opposite  or  so  as 
to  apply  to  the  plaintiff's  ship,  the  Tyne  Queen,' 

The  defendant's  a890oiation  was  formed  at 
Liverpool  abont  the  year  1862,  the  purpose  of  the 
issociation  being  to  keep  a  registry  of  all  iron 
vessels  classed  according  to  their  quality.  The 
committee  published  annually  on  behalf  of  the 
Association  a  list  of  iron  vessels  for  the  use  of  their 
Bobsoribers,  a  copy  of  which,  however,  an  7  person 
might  obtain  by  paying  the  annual  sabscription  of 

A  vessel  considered  by  the  surveyors  of  the 
■siociation  as  satisfactory  was  classed  by  them 
under  the  term  of  "  twenty  years  red."  This  was 
the  highest  classification,  and  entitled  the  owner  to 
a  red  certificate. 

The  following  is  an  extracb  from  the  rules  of  the 
issociation : — 

2.  The  oommittee  propose  to  olass  ships  on  their 
fenetsl  merits,  having  special  reference  to  the  quality  of 
the  materials,  to  the  character  of  the  workmanship,  to 
the  arrsngeoient  and  size  of  the  parts  where  the  princi- 
pal ttrains  are  experienoed.  and  to  the  equipment,  a 
*7Stem  of  olaaaiiloation  whioh  is  eonsidered  preferable  to 
one  based  mer«lj  on  tables  of  scantling. 

3.  The  oommittee  continuing  the  classification  adoDted 
1^^  Liverpool  Underwriters'  Aseooiation  for  the  last 
SSI  years  will  olass  in  red  for  periods  varjing  from  ten  to 
twenty  years,  all  iron  vessels  whether  steamers  or  sailing 


ships,  which  have  been  or  may  be  snbmitted  to  the 
inspection  of  the  snnreyors  of  that  association  or  of  this 
committee  during  oonstmotion,  and  be  built  and  oom* 
pleted  to  iheir  satisfaction.  t 

7.  A  thorough  surrey  will  be  required  ouoe  in  every  four 
years  for  vessels  with  a  certificate  for -twenty  years. 
When  vessels  are  abroad  at  the  time  they  become  due  for 
survey  they  must  be  thorough^  examined  on  their 
return  to  the  United  Kingdom.  The  surveyors  are  at  all 
times  to  have  free  access  to  examine  vessels  holding  a 
certificate  from  this  committee,  and  in  case  of  defeKsts 
reported  by  them  not  being  made  good,  the  classification 
of  ihe  ship  shall  be  revisedl, 

10.  Vessels  due  for  periodical  survey  whioh  leave  ^e 
United  Kingdom  without  being  duly  surveyed  and  passed 
by  the  surveyors  to  tMs  registry  will  have  their  class 
suspended  until  such  survey  has  been  properlv  made 
Notice  of  suspension  of  olass  will  be  ^ven  m  the  first 
monthly  supplement  issued  after  the  ssiiling  of  the  vessel. 
Vessels  remaining  abroad  for  two  years  after  they  become 
due  for  periodical  survey  will  have  their  class  suspended 
until  they  have  been  re-surveyed. 

The  Tyne  Queen  was  built  in  1865,  and  was  sub- 
mitted to  the  inspection  of  the  surveyors  of  the 
association  during  construction,  and  was  built  and 
completed  to  their  satisfaction,  and  was  thereupon 
entered  in  the  highest  class  as  "twenty  years 
red."  and  a  red  certificate  was  given.  The  plain- 
tifi's  purchased  the  vessel  in  1870,  and  haviuff 
determined  to  have  her  lengthened  they  entered 
into  a  contract  for  the  purpose,  the  contractors 
for  the  work  having  the  option  to  execute  it  in 
such  a  manner  as  to  entitle  the  ship  either  to  be 
retained  in  the  highest  class  in  the   Liverpool 

registry,  or  to  be  classed  ^  at  Lloyds  (London). 

The  bill  stated  that  the  said  class  ^  at  Lloyds  was 

considere«l  folly  equivalent  to  the  class  **  twenty 
years  red,"  in  the  Liverpool  registry.  The  con- 
tractors elected  Lloyds'  classification,  but  executed 
the  alterations  in  such  a  satisfactory  manner  that 

the  vessel  was  classed  ^  1  at  Lloyds'  (London),  a 

higher  classification  than  ^.    The  vessel  was  not 

at  this  time  withdrawn  from  the  Liverpool  regis- 
try, where  for  some  little  time  longer  she  con- 
tinued to  appear  as  belonging  to  the  hishest  class, 
viz.,  **  twenty  years  red." 

In  November  1871.  the  plaintiffs'  added  to  the 
"  awning  "  or  "  spar  '*  deck  over  the  engine-room, 
so  as  to  make  it  cover  in  the  whole  length  of  the 
main  deck.  This  alteration  was  approved  by  the 
surveyors  of  Lloyds,  but  the  surveyors  of  the 
Liverpool  registry  objected  to  it,  and  in  the  follow- 
ing publication  of  their  list  of  iron  vessels  for 
the  year  from  September  1872  to  August  1873, 
the  vessel  appeared  with  the  following  words 
printed  m  the  margin  under  the  figures  *'  twenty 
red,"  class  suspended,  1871." 

The  mani^ing  .directors  of  the  vessel,  Messrs. 
Girvin  and  Slater,  having  applied  for  an  explana- 
tion of  this,  they  received  from  the  secretary  of 
the  Liverpool  registry,  a  letter  dated  2od  Sept. 
1872,  informing  them  that  on  certain  alterations 
being  made  in  the  vessel  under  the  inspection  and 
to  the  satisfaction  of  the  surveyors  of  the  re- 
gistry, the  committee  would  be  ready  to  reinstate 
her  to  her  former  class. 

Messrs.  Girvin  and  Slater  replied  as  follows  on 
the  3rd  Sept.  1872 :  "  We  are  m  receipt  of  your 
favour  of  yesterday,  and  as  it  will  not  be  in  our 
power  at  present  to  comply  with  the  request  con* 
tained  therein  for  the  continuation  of  the  (s.s.) 
Tyns  Q,ueen  in  your  book  of  classification,  we  have 
to  request  that  you  will  in  the  meantime  withdraw 
the  vt^Bsel  altogether  therefrom." 
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Paragraph  18  of  the  bill  was  as  follows :  "The 
said  request  to  withdraw  the  said  vessel  entirely 
from  the  said  register  is  in  aooordanoe  with  the 
constant  practice  of  the  said  aes'.ciation,  in  fact, 
in  their  present  list  of  steamers  published  in  Sept. 
1873  no  less  than  twelve  different  vessels  are 
marked  in  the  said  list  as  having  been  withdrawn 
by  the  owners,  and  the  plaintiffs  show  that  it  is 
the  absolute  right  of  the  owners  of  any  ship  in  the 
said  list  to  have  it  withdrawn  therefrom,  and  so 
marked  in  such  list  or  to  have  it  entirely  with- 
drawn." 

Further  correspondence  ensued,  but  the  associa- 
tion still  declined  to  remove  the  words  "  class  sus- 
pended "  from  the  register,  stating  in  one  of  their 
letters  that "  until  the  cause  for  suspension  of  class 
has  been  removed  to  their  satisfaction,  the  com- 
mittee will  be  unable  to  insert  the  words  '  with- 
drawn by  request  of  owners.' " 

The  plaintiffs  filed  their  bill  on  the  19bh  Nov. 
1873,  stating  in  addition  to  the  abo^e  facts,  that 
the  book  being  commonly  referred  to  by  insurance 
brokers,  and  underwriters  and  shippers,  for  the 
purpose  of  ascertaining  the  merits  of  the  various 
vessels  in  the  list,  the  words  '*  class  suspended  *' 
would  not  only  injure  the  vessel  for  selling  pur- 
poses, but  also  prejudice  the  plaintiffs  in  effecting 
insurances  on  tne  vessel,  and  diminish  the  amount 
of  freight  which  they  could  otherwise  earn  by  her. 
It  appeared  that  the  alterations  required  by  the 
committee  would  cost  about  2001.  The  alterations 
required  were  for  the  further  strengthening  of  the 
vessel  on  account  of  the  alterations  previously 
made  with  regard  to  which  different  views  pre- 
vailed between  the  defendants'  association  and 
Lloyd's.  The  value  of  the  vessel  was  stated  to  be 
about  25,0001. 

The  case  now  came  on  on  motion  for  injunction. 

In  answer  to  paragraph  18  of  the  bill  above  set 
out  the  secretary  of  the  association  by  his  affidavit 
stated  as  follows : 

"The  nature  of  the  entry  referred  to  in  the 
18th  paragraph  ....  when  a  ship  has  been  with- 
drawn and  which  entry  the  plaintiffs  desire  to 
have  substituted  for  the  entry  '  Class  suspended 
1871.'  in  the  said  register  is  as  follows  : 


in  nd  1       withdrawn  by  owners. 


tains  a  representation  that  the  ship  has  not 
forfeited  her  class  at  the  time  of  withdrawal  and 
to  have  substituted  that  entry  in  the  case  of  the 
Tyne  Queen  in  lieu  of  the  entry  *  Class  suspended 
1871 '  would,  in  the  opinion  of  the  committee, 
have  misled  underwriters  into  supposing  that  the 
cause  of  the  suspension  of  the  certificate  had 
been  removed  since  the  date  when  the  entry  'Class 
suspended  1871,'  occurred  in  the  registry,  and 
before  the  time  when  the  requested  entry  '  Class 
withdrawn  by  owners '  was  inserted,  and  for  that 
reason  thecommittee  declined  to  make  the  required 
alteration." 

The  vessel  had  been  nsed  by  the  plaintiffs  since 
the  suspension  of  her  class  and  it  was  proved  that 
the  effect  of  the  entry  complained  of  had  had  an 
injurious  effect  upon  the  character  of  the  vessel. 

Olasse,  Q.C.,  W.  F.  Bobtnson,aknd  B.  O.  WtUiama 
(Common  Law  Bar)  for  the  plaintiffs. — ^Tbe  words 
"olass  suspended"  are  calculated  to  injure  the 
character  of  the  ship,  for  they  will  be  understood 
by  the  public  as  meaning  "  untrustworthy  "  but 

the  vessel  is  classed  ^1  at  Lloyd's.    It  is  said  no 


legal  right  is  threatened,  but  our  right  is  to  use 
the  ship  free  from  any  imputation  on  its  merits. 
The  defendants  are  a  self-elected  body.  The  face 
of  suspension  which  appears  on  the  register  is  only 
half  the  truth,  as  the  reason  of  the  suspension  is 
not  given.    They  cited 

Dixon  y.  Holden,  L.  Bep.  7  £q.  488;  20  L.  T.  Bep. 
N.  8.  ^7 ; 

Springhead  Spinning  Company  v.  RUmi,  L.  Bep.  6 
Eq.  551 :  19  L.  T.  Bep.  Nl  S.  64 ; 

Clark  V.  Freeman^  11  Beay.  112. 
Cotton,  Q.C.,  Cohen  (Common  Law  Bar),  and 
F,  Thomson  for  the  defendants. — We  need  show 
only  that  the  committee  have  acted  bond  fide  in 
making  the  entry,  which  is  their  candid  opinion, 
and  which  it  is  their  duty  to  publish.  There  is  no 
violation  or  threatened  violation  of  any  legal  right. 
The  words  complained  of  do  not  mean  '*  unsea- 
worthy."  The  standard  of  merit  required  may  be 
high,  but  the  plaintiffs  have  previously  had  the 
benefit  of  it,  and  must  also  take  the  correlative 
disadvantage.  In  Springhead  Spinning  Company 
V.  BiUy  the  qnestion  was  as  to  jurisdiction,  and 
there  was  a  criminal  offence.  In  Dixon  v.  Holden 
the  statement  was  false  and  libellous.  We  admit 
that  if  the  defendants'  act  was  libellous,  or  would 
give  rise  to  an  action,  the  court  would  interfere, 
but  no  action  would  lie  in  this  case.  They 
referred  to 

Starkie  on  Libel,  8rd  edit.  pp.  41,  42 ; 

Pater  T,  Baker,  3  C.  B.  868;  11  Jur.  370;  16  L.  J. 
124,  C.  P. 
Glaese,  Q.C.  replied,  and  referred  to 

Evans  y.  Harlow,  5  Q.  B.  6i4;  13  L.  J.  130,  Q.  B.  : 
8  Jnr.  571. 

The  Yiok-Chancellor  said  that  the  plaintiffs 
had  proved  that  the  vessel  was  ',a  first-class  vessel, 

registered  at  Lloyd's  as  ^1,  and  that  the  altera- 
tion which  had  been  made  in  her  was  not  calcu- 
lated to  weaken  her,  but  that  the  entry  in  the 
defendants'  registry  was  calculated  to  injure  her, 
and  had  done  so.  But  everyone  entering  the 
association  must  know  that  the  committee  were  to 
exercise  their  own  discretion  as  to  the  class  in 
which  thej  would  place  a  vessel  in  their  register. 
The  plaintiffs  had  already  submitted  the  Tyne 
Queen  to  the  inspection  of  the  society,  and  had, 
in  his  Honour's  judgment,  bound  themselves  to 
admit  the  society's  right  to  form  its  own  opinion 
as  to  her  merits.  The  whole  book  was  a  matter  of 
opinion,  and  if  in  the  honest  exercise  of  their 
judgment  the  committee  thought  that  the  vessel 
did  not  come  up  to  their  standard,  they  had  a  right 
to  enter  that  in  their  books.  But  what  was  the 
meaning  of  the  entry  '*  class  suspended  P  "  Did  it 
mean  any  more  than  that  at  present  the  society 
had  not  made  up  their  minds  as  to  how  the  vessel 
was  to  be  classed  P  If  that  were  so  they  had  a 
right  to  enter  that.  There  was  no  malice,  no  want 
of  truth  or  plain  dealing  on  the  defendants'  part. 
No  doubt  the  plaintiffs  liad  sustained  injury,  but 
it  was  through  their  own  mistaken  view.  If  they 
had  been  willing  to  expend  2002.  on  a  ship  which 
was  worth  25,000L,  she  would  have  remained  on 
the  register  under  her  former  classification  as 
"  twenty  years  red."  But  considering  Uiat  htr 
class  had  been  suspended  in  1871,  that  she  had 
been  used  since,  ana  the  evil  had  only  just  been 
found  out,  his  Honour  was  of  opinion  that  the 
plaintiffs  were  barred  from  relief  by  lapse  of  time, 
if  by  nothing  else.  Motion  refused. 

Solicitors :  O,  L,  P.  Eyre  and  Go.,  for  Qwrneii 
and  Tarhe/l ;  Fields  Boscoe  and  Go, 
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London  and  Psovincial  Marine  Insurance  Gompant  v.  Seymour. 


[V.O.  B. 


y.a  BA00V8  ooirsT. 

Bflporltd  bj  tb*  Hoo.  Bobbbt  Butlxs  and  F.  OovLn» 
Esq.,  BMtiiteri  at  Tiiw. 

Wednesday,  Dee.  10, 1873. 

London  and  Provincial  Marine  Insurance 
CoMFANT  V.  Seymour. 

Fraudr^Aetion  cU  law  on  policy  of  inav/rance-^ 

Belief  in  equity — Cancellation, 
The  defendants  brought  an  action  at  law  against 
(ks  iHmntiffs  on  a  policy  which,  with  another 
policy,  had  been  effected  by  gross  fraud.     There 
being  several  actions  arising  out  of  the  same 
transaction,  all  the  actions  but  that  of  the  defen- 
dants were  stayed,  and  a  special  case  was  agreed 
upon,  and  judgment  t^as  to  be  delivered  at  law 
vpon  the  facts  stated  and  found. 
The  facts  showed  gross  fraud  on  the  part  of  the 
plaintiffs  at  law,  and  judgment  was  given  against 
ihem. 
Held,  thai  the  defendants  at  law  were  entitled  to  a 
decree  in  equity  for  cancellaiion   of  both  the 
foUcies. 
Thi  bill   in    this  suit  was  filed  against  Greorge 
8ejmoar  and  certain  shippers  and  other  persons 
interested  in  two  poUoies  of  insurance  effected 
with  the  plaintiff  company  by  Seymoar,  and  the 
relief  sought  by  the  amended  bill  at  the  hearing, 
WIS  that  the  policies  might  be  cancelled  so  far  as 
ooooemed  the  plaintiffs. 

The  policies,  which  were  effected  npon  certain 
goods  which  were  shipped  on  board  the  British 
vessel  Peterhoff,  were  dated  the  3rd  Deo.  1862,  and 
the  10th  Deo.  1862,  and  were  for  the  sums  of 
£3000  and  £3000  respectively. 

At  the  time  the  policies  were  effected,  a  state  of 
war  was  existinff  between  the  United  States  of 
America  and  the  Confederate  States.  At  this 
time  the  ports  of  the  Confederate  States  were 
blockaded  by  the  United  States,  bnt  the  month  of 
the  Bio  Grande,  which  divided  Texas  from  Mexico, 
WIS  not  included  in  the  blockade,  and  neutral  com- 
merce with  the  port  of  Matamoras,  which  was 
on  the  Mexican  side  of  the  Eio  G-rande,  was 
with  the  exception  of  contraband'of ^war,  entirely 
free. 

The  goods  covered  by  the  policy  were  shipped 
by  varioas  persons,  and  oomprised,  besides  inno- 
cent arttolesy  certain  articles  contraband  ^  of  war, 
and  were,  as  it  afterwards  appeared,  intended 
from  the  beginning  to  go  to  Matamoras,  not  to  be 
disposed  of  there  as  part  of  the  merchandise  of 
rach  port,  bnt  for  the  purpose  of  being  transhipped 
to  Texas,  and  delivered  to  the  Confederate  Grovern- 
meot 

The  plaintiffs  were  not  aware  when  they  sub- 
scribed the  policies  of  the  nature  of  the  goods 
intended  to  be  covered  by  the  policies,  but  it  was 
represented  to  them  that  no  contraband  of  war 
would  be  allowed  to  be  carried  on  board  the  vessel. 
The  vessel  sailed  from  London  in  Jan.  1863,  and 
OQ  her  way  was  oaptured  by  a  vessel  of  the  United 
States,  and  the  vessel  and  cargo  were  condemned 
sod  forfeited. 

The  defendants  thereupon  commenced  an  action 
It  law  against  the  plaintiffs  on  the  policy  of  the 
10th  December  1862,  in  the  Court  of  Common 
Pleas,  and  other  actions  also  were  brought  against 
the  anderifriters.  In  November  1865,  an  order 
was  made  staying  all  the  actions  except  one,  and 
the  action  ultimately  proceeded  with  was  that  by 


the  defendants  against  the  plaintiffs  on  the  policy 
of  the  10th  December  1862.  The  original  bill  in 
this  suit  was  filed  on  the  31st  January  1866,  pray- 
ing that  the  last-named  policy  might  be  cancelleid, 
and  the  defendants  restrained  from  proceeding 
with  the  action,  bnt  the  bill  was  amended  on  the 
19th  February  following,  stating  further  as  fol- 
lows :  That  the  said  action  came  on  for  trial  in  the 
sittings  after  Michaelmas  Term  1866,  when  a 
special  case  was  ordered  to  be  stated  for  the 
opinion  of  the  court,  and  that  by  the  order  it  was 
dnrected  that  the  facts  found  in  the  special  case 
might  be  used  in  the  suit  in  Chancery.  The 
amended  bill  also  stated  that  an  action  was  pend- 
ing against  the  underwriters  on  the  policy  of  the 
3rd  December  1862.  The  amended  bill  prayed 
that  both  the  policies  might  be  cancelled  so  far  as 
concerned  the  plaintiffs. 

The  special  case  was  argued  in  Trinity  Term 
1872,  when  judgment  was  given  for  the  defendants 
in  the  action.(a) 

Kay,  Q.C.  and  A.  O,  Marten  for  the  plaintiffs. — 
The  court  will  entertain  this  suit,  though  there  is 
an  action  at  law  with  a  complete  defence.  The 
only  remedy  in  such  a  case  as  this  is  to  file  a  bill 
to  set  the  policy  aside.  The  court  will  take  the 
verdict  of  the  common  law  court,  and  if  the  court 
is  satisfied  with  the  result  of  the  action  on  one 
policy  it  will  stay  proceedings  on  both  by  ordering 
them  to  be  given  up.    They  cited 

De  Coda  v.  Scandret,  2  P.  Wms.  169 ; 

India/n  and  London  Life  Assurance  Company  V. 
Dalby,  4  De  G.  &  Sm.  462  ; 

British  Equitable  Assurance  Company  v.  Great 
Western  Railway,  19  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.  476 ;  38  L.  J. 
132  Ch. ;  8.  0.  on  app.  20  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.  422  ;  38 
L.  J.  Bep.  314,  Ch. ; 

Traill  v.  Baring,  4  De  G.  J.  &  Sm.  318  ;  10  L.  T.  Bep. 
N.  S.  215 ; 

Hoare  v.  Bremridge,  L.  Bep.  8  Ch.  22 ;  27  L.  T.  Bep. 
N.  S.  593 ; 

Wittingham  v.  Thorriburgh,  2  Vem.  206. 

Little,  Q.C,  De  Qex,  Q.C.,  Heath,  Dundas 
Gardiner,  Westlake,  and  Linklaler  for  the  defen- 
dants.— There  is  no  necessity  for  a  double  litiga- 
tion. The  only  question  is  whether  the  means  of 
this  court  are  greater  than  those  of  a  court  of  law, 
but  the  constituted  proceedings  at  law  are  amply 
sufficient.  There  can  be  no  object  in  cancelling  a 
policy  after  a  verdict  against  it  in  an  action.  In 
De  Costa  v.  Scandret  it  does  not  appear  that  any 
action  had  been  brought.    They  oited 

Ochsenhein  v.  PapeUer,  L.  Bep.  8  Ch.  695;  28  L.  T. 
Bep.  N.  S.  58. 

Kay,  Q.C.  was  not  called  upon  to  reply. 

The  Vice-chancellor. — I  thought  that  a  man 
who  had  been  defrauded  had  a  right  to  come  to 
this  court  to  be  relieved.  This  is  au  attempt  to 
oonfnse  the  plain  equity  of  the  case  by  referring  to 
the  action  at  law.  There  was  an  agreement  for  a 
special  case,  and  that  judgment  should  be  delivered 
upon  the  facts.  Those  facts  show  as  gross  a  fraud 
as  could  be  expressed  in  words.  I  cannot  hesitate 
to  make  the  decree  for  cancelling  the  policies. 
Flainiiffd'  solicitors,  Walfon,  Bubb,  and  WaVon, 
Defendants'  solicitors,  Travers,  Smith,  and  De 
Qex ;  Phelps  and  Sidgwick  ;  Elmslie,  Forsyth,  and 
Go,  i  LinhUUer  and  Uo, 

(a)  For  a  report  of  the  hearinBT  of  the  speoial  case,  the 
material  facts  of  which  are  incorporated  in  the  statement 
in  this  report,  see  Seymour  v.  London  and  ProviTicial 
Marine  Insurance  Company  {ante,  vol.  1,  p.  428 ;  41 L.  J. 
193.  C.  P. ;  affirmed,  42  L.  J.  Ill,  C.  P. ;  27  L.  T.  Bep. 
N.  S.  417). 
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Baxter  v.  Chapman  and  othbbs— Hathbsing  v.  Laing. 
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Tuesday,  Deo.  16, 1873. 

Baxtee  v.  Chapman  and  othebs. 

Bill  of  exchange — Bille  of  lading— 'Acceptance — 

Mierepreaentation. 
The  U.  Bank  presented  ahill  of  exchange  to  B.  and 
Co,,  the  drawees,  for  their  acceptance,  accompanied 
hy  a  ticket  representing  that  the  bank  held  bills 
of  lading  to  cover  if,  B.  and  Oo,  thereupon  ac 
cepted  the  bill  relying  on  the  statement  that  the 
bank   held  bills   of  lading  which   both    parties 
thought  to  be  genuine.     The  bills  of  lading  had 
been  forged  by  the  drawer  of  the  biil  of  exchange. 
Held  that  B.  and  Co,  were  n^t  entitled  to  demand 
from  the    bank   genuine    bills  of  lading  before 
paying  the  amount  of  the  bill  of  exchatige. 
The  bill  in  this  case  was  filed  to  obtain  a  declara- 
tion  that  the  plaintiffs  were  not  liable  in  eqaity 
on  a  bill  of  exchange  for  59322.  49.,  which  had 
been  accepted  by  them,  unless  the  defendants  or 
some   of    them    handed  over  to   the    plaintiff^s 
genuine  bills  of  lading  of  certain  bales  of  cotton, 
and  to  restrain  a  threatened  action  at  law  against 
the  plaintiffs  on  the  bill.     The  facts  were  as 
follows :  The  plaintifif  Baxter  carried  on  the  busi- 
ness of  a  merchant  and  commission  agent  in  New 
York,  under  the  firm  of  A.  Baxter  and  Co.»  and 
carried  on  the  same  business  with  the  two  other 
plaintiffs,    Steedman    and   Coates,  at  Liverpool, 
under  the  firm  of  Baxter,  Steedman,  and  Coates. 
The  defendant  Chapman  was  the  registered  public 
officer  of    the   Union  Bank  of  London,  and  the 
other  defendants  were  the  firm  of  F.  Schnchardt 
and  Son,  G.  B.  Shute,  who  carried   on  business 
in  New  Orleans  as  an  exporter  of  cotton  to  Eng- 
land, and  the  bank  of  New  Orleans. 

In  May  1870,  Shute  having  arranged  with  the 
plaintiff  Baxter  that  he  would  consign  to  the 
'  plaintiffs  Baxter,  Steedman,  and  Coates,  certain 
cotton,  by  the  ship  William  Cummings,  shipped 
350  bales  accordingly,  and  sent  to  Baxter,  Steed- 
man, and  Co.,  the  invoice  and  a  letter  as  follows  : 

New  Orleans,  26th  May,  1870. 
Messrs.  Baxter,  Steedman,  and  Co.,  Liverpool. 

Dear  Sirs, — 1  have  much  pleasure  in  handing  yon  the 
inclosed  invoice  of  350  bales,  per  WilUam  Oummings,  and 
heg  yonr  kind  protection  of  my  draft  for  the  advance  of 
59321. 4«.— Yours  tmly,  Geobgb  B.  Shuts. 

The  bill  was  drawn  by  Shute  on  the  plaintiffs  at 
sixty  days  sight,  and  was  dated  25th  May  1870. 
The  bill  was  sold  by  Shute  to  the  New  Orleans 
Bank,  who  received  what  purported  to  be,  and 
what  they  believed  to  be,  the  bills  of  lading  of  the 
cotton. 

The  bill  of  exchange  was  indorsed  by  the  New 
Orleans  Bank  to  the  defendants  Schuchardt  and 
Son,  their  agents,  who  forwarded  it,  and  the  sup- 
posed bills  of  lading,  and  also  a  letter  by  which 
the  bales  of  cotton  had  been  hypothecated  to  meet 
the  bill,  to  the  Union  Bank  of  London,  where  they 
arrived  about  the  12th  Jone  1870.  The  Union 
Bank  sent  the  bill  to  their  agents  at  Liver- 
pool, in  order  that  they  might  get  it  accepted 
by  the  plaintiffs.  The  Union  Bank  had  attached  a 
ticket  to  the  bill  of  exchange  as  follows: — "The 
Union  Bank  of  London  holds  bills  of  lading  for 
350  bales  cotton,  per  William  Cummings," 

The  plaintiffs  accordingly  accepted  the  bill  of 
exchange  on  13th  June  1870,  believing  that  the 
Union  Bank  held  genuine  bills  of  lading,  and  tho 
bill  remained  in  the  possession  of  the  Union 
Bank. 

The  William  Cummings  arrived  at  Liverpool  at 


the  end  of  July  1870,  and  on  the  plaintiffs  being 
applied  to  by  the  Union  Bank  to  know  whether 
they  were  desirous  of  retiring  the  bill,  their 
brokers  sent  to  the  Union  Bank  the  customary 
undertaking  that  on  reoeiying  the  bills  of  lading 
they  would  hold  them  and  the  property  therein 
represented  in  trust  to  secure  the  payment  of  the 
bill.  It  was  subsequently  discovered  that  the 
supposed  bills  of  lading  held  by  the  Union  Bank 
were  forgeries,  the  genuine  bills  of  lading  being 
held  by  a  firm  of  J.  N.  Beach  and  Co.,  who  were 
also  correspondents  of  Shute,  and  who  claimed  to 
hold  them  against  another  bill  of  exchange  drawn 
npon  them  by  Shute. 

The  plaintiffs  on  their  bill  of  exchange  becoming 
due  refused  to  pay  the  amount  to  the  Union  Bank 
except  on  receiving  in  exchange  the  genuine  bills 
of  lading ;  and  on  the  Union  Bank  threatening  to 
bring  an  action  against  them  for  the  amount,  they 
filed  their  bill  in  Aug.  1870,  stating,  in  addition  to 
the  above-mentioned  facts,  that  Shute  bad  no 
authority  to  draw  bills  upon  them  except  against 
bills  of  lading,  and  praying  as  above. 

Benjamin,  Q.C.  and  W,  F,  Robinson,  for  the 
plaintiffs. — ^The  question  is  merely  between  the 
plaintiffs  and  the  New  Orleans  Bank.  The  plain- 
tiffs accepted  the  bill  only  on  the  representation 
that  the  Union  Bank  held  bills  of  lading  for  the 
cotton.  We  do  not  put  the  case  on  the  ground 
of  a  statement  of  fact.    They  referred  to 

Leather  y.  Bimpson^  ante^  vol.  1,  p.  5 ;  L.  Bep.  11  £q. 

398  ;  24  L.  T.  Eep.  N.  S.  286  ; 
OompeHx  v.  BaHletty  2  Ell.  &  Bl.  849. 

Kay,  Q.C.,  Jackson,  Q.C.  and  Stevens,  for  the 
defendants,  were  not  called  upon. 

The  Yice-Chavcelloe  said  that  unless  there  was 
a  representation  by  the  Union  Bank  that  they 
held  good  bills  of  lading,  the  plaintiff's  case  must 
fail.  He  was  of  opinion  that  the  plaintiffs  had 
failed  to  show  such  a  representation  as  was  neces- 
sary to  found  their  argument.  The  case  was  that 
of  an  ordinary  mercantile  transaction  in  good  faith 
as  between  the  plaintiffs  and  the  Bank,  and  was 
covered  by  the  authorities  referred  to.  The  biU 
mast  be  dismissed. 

Plaintiffs*  solicitors.  Field,  Roscoe  and  Co,,  for 
Bateson  and  Go,,  Liverpool. 

Defendants'  solicitors,  Lyne  and  Holman, 


Dec.  12  and  13, 1873. 

Hathbsing  v.  Laimo. 

Broker*s  lien — Maters  receipt — Endorsement — Bills 
of  lading — Hypothecation, 

C.  and  Go.  were  cotton  brokers  in  Bombay,  who 
used  to  buy  and  ship  cotton  for  H,  and  Co.^  re- 
taining the  mate*s  receipts  for  the  cotton  until  the 
payment  of  their  charges,  C.  and  Co.  having 
purchased  and  shipped  for  H.  and  Oo,  amMmiity 
of  cotton,  took  receipts  from  the  mate  in  me  name 
ofH,  and  Go,,  which  were  endorsed  to  them  by 
H.  and  Go, 

U.  and  Co,  obtained  from  the  captain  of  the  ship,  to 
whom  G.  and  Go.  gave  no  notice  of  their  lien,  bills 
of  lading  for  the  cotton  which  were  hypothecated 
to  a  firm  of  bankers  who  also  had  no  fiotioe  of 
G.  and  Go.*s  daim : 

Held,  that  G.  and  Co.*s  lien  was  gone  when  they 
had  shipped  the  cotton  ;  that  the  bankers'  aecuriiy 
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H^THSSING  V.  LaING. 


[V.O.  B. 


wu  not  affeded,  nor  ike  eaptain  ehargeahle  with 

default, 
Tbi  plaintiffs  were  a  firm  of  ootton  broken  carry- 
ing on  basinesB  in  Bombay  nnder  tbe  name  of 
Carramcbond  Premohnnd,  and  tbe  principal  de- 
fendants were  a  firm  of  merchants  (who  also  car- 
ried on  business  in  Bombay  under  the  name  of 
Harbord  and  Ca,  and  in  London  under  the  name 
of  Harbord,  Wilkinson  and  Co.)f  the  Oomptoir 
d'Eaoompte  de  Paris,  which  was  a  corporation  of 
bankers  carrying  on  basiness  in  Bombay,  Paris, 
and  London,  and  James  Laing  and  Mary  Gonrley, 
tbe  owners  of  the  steamship  Alaba/ma,  The  bill 
pnytd  a  declaration  that  the  plaintiffs  were  en- 
titled to  have  deliTered  to  them  certain  bales  of 
€otton  comprised  in  two  mate's  receipts,  or  to  a 
lien  on  the  ootton  for  tbe  purchase  money,  or  tbat 
tbe  defendants  Laing  and  Gourley  were  liable  to 
make  good  to  the  plaintiffs  the  value  of  the  cotton, 
and  an  injunction  restraining  the  delivery  of  the 
ootton  to  the  Comptoir  d'Escompte,  tbe  present 
holders  of  tbe  bills  of  lading  thereof. 

The  bill  stated  as  follows : 

For  some  time  previous  to  the  month  of  May 
1870,  the  plaintiffs  used  in  the  course  of  their 
bosioess  to  purchase  in  Bombay  cotton  for  Harbord 
and  Co.,  the  course  of  business  being  that  the 
plaintiffs  should  pay  for  tbe  cotton,  and  have  it 
delivered  to  themselves,  and  load  it  on  board  ship 
at  Bombay,  taking  the  usual  receipts  for  the 
ootton  from  the  mate  or  officer  in  charge  of  the 
ship,  which  receipts  were  retained  by  the  plaintiffs 
and  taken  by  them  to  the  firm  of  Harbord  and 
Co.,  in  order  tbat  the  receipts  might  be  endorsed 
to  the  plaintiffs  by  the  firm  of  Harbord  and 
Co.,  without  tbe  firm  of  Harbord  and  Co.  at  any 
time  having  possession  of  them.  The  plaintiffs  so 
kept  the  receipts  in  order  that  they  might  pre- 
■erve  their  right  to  the  possession  of  the  cotton, 
and  the  receipts  so  k<»pt  and  endorsed  to  them 
were  retained  by  them  till  the  cotton  represented 
by  the  receipts  was  paid  for  by  Harbord  and  Go. 
Upon  such  payment  the  receipts  were  handed  over 
to  Harbord  and  Co.,  in  order  that  they  might  pre- 
sent them  to  the  captain  of  the  ship  and  obtain 
bills  of  lading  which  they  could  not  get  without 
tbe  receipt. 

In  the  beginning  of  the  year  1870,  the  plaintiffs 
having  received  orders  from  Harbord  and  Go.  to 
porolmse  for  them  a  large  quantity  of  cotton, 
iooh  ootton  was  purchased  by  the  plaintiffs*  agent, 
Cormmchund,  and  according  to  the  usual  conrde 
of  business  between  the  plaintiffs  and  Harbord 
and  Co.,  it  was  loaded  on  board  the  Alabama,  then 
commanded  by  Captain  Bland.  Amongst  the 
ootton  were  two  lots  of  eighty  and  eighty*  two 
bales,  the  subject  of  the  suib,  for  which  receipts 
were  given  to  Corrumchund  by  the  mate  of  the 
ship.  The  receipts  were  taken  in  the  name  of 
Harbord  and  Co.,  and  were  taken  by  Currnm- 
cbnnd  to  Harbord  and  Co.,  and  were  without  his 
parting  with  the  possession  of  them,  handed  to 
Harbord  and  Co.,  who  endorsed  them  and  handed 
them  back  to  Currumchund  as  the  plaintiffs' agent. 
A  few  days  after  the  endorsement  of  the  receipts, 
Haibord  and  Go.  requested  the  plaintiffs,  or  Cur- 
mmohund,  to  give  up  the  receipts  for  the  eighty 
and  eighty-two  bales,  in  order  that  Harbord  and 
Ga  might  get  from  the  captain  of  the  ship  bills  of 
lading  for  tbe  cotton,  but  they  refused  to  do  so 
withmit  first  receiving  payment  for  tho  cotton. 
Tbe  bill  then  stated,  that  upon  such  refusal,  Har- 


bord  and  Co.  induced  the  captain  of  the  ship  im- 
properly to  sign  and  hand  to  them  bills  of  lading 
for  the  cotton,  represented  by  the  mate's  re- 
ceipts. The  bill  of  lading  was  dated  30th  May 
1870. 

The  bill  stated  that  the  plaintiffs'  solicitors,  on 
the  13th  June  1870,  by  a  letter,  demanded  from  the 
captain  bills  of  lading,  to  be  signed  by  him,  for  the 
eighty  and  eightv-two  bales,  but  he  refused,  on  the 
ground  that  he  had  already  signed  and  delivered 
other  bills  of  lading  for  the  same  ootton  to  Har- 
bord and  Co. 

Tbe  bills  of  lading  which  had  been  signed  by  the 
captain,  and  delivered  to  Harbord  and  Co.,  were 
hypothecated  with  tbe  Comptoir  d'Escompte  de 
Paris,  as  security  for  advances  made  by  them  to 
Harbord  and  Co. 

The  Alabama  sailed  from  Bombay  on  the  13th 
June  1870,  and  arrived  at  Liverpool  in  August  fol- 
lowing. 

The  plaintiffs  filed  their  bill  on  the  16 tb  Sept. 
1870,  and  prayed  as  above. 

There  was  no  question  that  the  Comptoir  d'Ei^- 
compte  de  Paris  had  made  their  advances  on  the 
bills  of  lading,  without  notice  of  any  other  claim. 

The  affidavit  of  Curramohuud  and  another  stated 
as  follows : 

Far.  10.  The  said  cotton  mentioned  in  the  eaid  set  of 
bUls  of  lading  and  mate's  reoeipts,  bo  prodaced  and 
marked  as  aforesaid  was  shipped  by  the  direction  of  me, 
this  deponent,  as  moonim  and  agent  for  the  said  firm  of 
Corrnmchand  Premohond,  in  the  name  of  the  said  firm  of 
Harbord  and  Co. 

Par.  11.  In  aooordanoe  with  the  naaal  course  of  bnsiness, 
the  said  receipts,  marked  respectively  B.  and  C.  wero 
taken  by  me  ae  the  agent  of  the  said  firm  of  Cnrmmohnnd 
Premohnnd  to  the  said  firm  of  Harbord  and  Co.,  and 
withont  my  parting  with  or  quitting  possession  of  the 
same,  the  said  receipts  were  indorsed  by  the  said  firm  of 
Harbord  and  Co.,  as  appears  from  the  said  receipts,  and 
immediately  after  such  indorsement  the  said  reoeipts 
were  handed  back  to  and  retained  by  me  as  the  agent  of 
the  said  firm  of  Cnrrumchnnd  Premohnnd. 

Part  12.  A  few  days  after  the  eaid  mate's  receipts  were 
so  indorsed  and  handed  back  to  me  as  aforesaid,  the  said 
firm  of  Harbord  and  Co.  requested  me  togive  np  the  said 
reoeipts,  in  order  that  tiie  eaid  firm  of  Harbord  and  Co. 
might  be  enabled  to  obtain  bills  of  lading  for  the  same 
from  the  captain  of  the  said  ship,  but  I  refused  to  deliver 
up  the  said  mate's  receipts  without  first  receiving  pay- 
ment for  the  said  ootton,  as  I  do  not  wish  to  let  the  said 
firm  of  Harbord  and  Co.  have  possession  of  the  same 
without  the  usual  payment. 

Evidence  of  two  Bombay  merchants,  as  to  the 

custom  of  Bombay,  was  produced  as  follows : 

We  say  that,  according  to  the  usage  and  customs  of 
merchants  in  Bombay,  snch  mates'  reoeipts  represent  the 
property  in  the  goods  therein  specified,  and  are  always 
negotiable  in  the  Bombay  market,  and  are  sold  and 
pledged,  and  pass  the  property  in  such  goods,  in  tbe  same 
manner  as  bills  of  lading.  And  that  captains  or  masters 
of  ships  are  bound  to  have  the  mate's  reoeipts  returned 
to  them  before  they  sign  any  bill  or  bills  of  lading  for  the 
goods  mentioned  in  such  mate's  receipts. 

The  evidence  of  Capt.  Bland  was,  that  he  nover 
signed  any  bills  of  lading  the  mate's  reoeipts  for 
which  were  not  before  him,  and  that  no  document 
demanding  bills  of  lading  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiffs 
bad  ever  been  delivered  to  him. 

EddUt  Q.C.  and  Morshead,  for  the  plaintiffs. — 
According  to  the  custom  of  Bombay,  the  mate's 
receipts  are  considered,  to  a  certain  extent,  as  the 
dtle  deeds  of  the  property,  and  are  negotiable.  If 
they  never  left  our  hands,  the  captain  could  not 
properly  sign  bills  of  lading — the  production  of 
them  is  a  condition  precedent  to  the  signing  of  the 
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bills  of  lading.    We  are  at  least  entitled  to  come 

upon  the  owners  of  the  ship.    They  cited 

Craven  y.  JBydet*,  6  Taunt,  433 ; 
Ruck  y.  Halfieldj  5  B.  &  A.  632 : 
Schuster^  y.  McKellar,  29  L.  T.  Eep.  O.  S.  225 ;  7 

E.  &  B.  704;  26  L.  J.  281,  Q.B. ; 
Turner  y.   Trustees  of  Liverpool  Docks^  20  L.   J. 

393.  Ex. ;  6  Ex.  543 ; 
Evans  t.  Nicholl,  3  Man.  &  Gr.614. 

^cLy»  Q-0.  and  B,  B,  Rogers,  for  the  Comptoir 
d'Escompte. — We  are  purchasers  for  value  witLoat 
notice.  Where  there  has  been  a  fraud  upon  the 
shipper,  snch  as  by  stealing  the  bills  of  lading,  it 
may  be  that  they  cannot  be  indorsed  so  as  to  give 
a  good  title ;  but  this  is  a  case  of  the  shippei^  him- 
self parting  with  the  bills  of  lading.  That  is  the 
distinction  between  this  case  and  Oumey  v.  Beh' 
rends  (3  Ell.  &  Bl.  634).  Harbord  and  Co.  were 
the  only  persons  who  could  give  a  bill  of  lading. 
No  fraud  committed  by  persons  other  than  them 
and  their  indorsees  could  affect  the  indorsees'  title. 
They  cited 

Pease  v.  Qloahec,  2  Mar.  Law  Cas.  O.  S.  394;  15 

L.  T.  Rep.  N.  S.  6;  L.  Bep.  1  P.  C.  219 ; 
Cowa^ee  y.  Thompson,  5  Moo.  P.  C.  165. 

MiUer,  Q.C.  and  E,  Beaumont,  for  the  ship- 
owners. 

Buckley  and  H.  Giffard  for  other  parties. 

Eddis,  Q.C.  in  reply. 

The  Vicb-Chancbllor. — This  case  is  very  im- 

Eortant,  if  the  several  topics  which  have  been  urged 
ave  any  application  to  it,  or  ought  to  regulate 
the  decision  ;  but,  in  my  opinion,  it  can  be  disposed 
of  upon  much  shorter  grounds,  and  for  the  consi- 
deration of  those  legal  grounds,  I  turn  first  to  the 
bill  itself,  and  I  here  find  that  the  course  of 
business  between  the  plaintiffs  and  the  firm  of 
Harbord  and  Co.  was,  that  the  plaintiffs  should 
purchase  and  pay  for  the  cotton,  and  have  it  deli- 
vered to  themselves.  [His  Honour  then  went  on 
to  describe  the  course  of  business  between  the 
plaintiffs  and  Harbord  and  Co.,  and  continued.] 
That  is  the  course  of  trade  as  it  is  described,  and 
that  as  I  read  it  is,  that  the  plaintiffs  were  brokers 
for  Harbord  and  Co.,  and  boufl;ht  on  behalf  of 
Harbord  and  Co.,  the  cotton  in  this  case,  which 
they  had  a  right  to  retain  until  they  were  paid 
their  chargep,  which  charges  included  the  amount 
that  they  had  laid  out  for  their  principals,  and  that 
that  would  give  them  a  lien  is  beyond  all  doubt ; 
but  any  other  title  than  that  of  lien  is  not  pleaded 
and  cannot,  according  to  the  circumstances  of  the 
case,  exist.  If  the  value  of  the  cotton,  after  the 
plaintiffs  had  bought  it  for  Harbord  and  Co.,  had 
increased,  no  matter  to  what  extent,  can  it  be 
doubted  that  Harbord  and  Co.,  upon  this  state- 
ment of  the  course  of  business,  would  have  been 
entitled  to  the  increase,  upon  paying  the  price 
contracted  for  P  If  there  had  been  any  diminution 
in  the  value,  the  plaintiffs  would  have  suffered  no 

Eart  of  the  loss  occasioned  by  that  diminution. 
»rokers  they  were  according  to  their  own  state- 
ment— brokers  with  a  lien,  and  brokers  gene- 
rally, if  not  alwavp,  have  a  lien  upon  the  goods 
which  they  pnrcnase  for  their  principals,  and  the 
possession  of  which  they  retain.  Other  rights 
than  that  they  do  not  allege  they  have,  and  it  would 
be  inconsistent  with  every  fact  of  the  case  to  sup- 
pose they  had  any  other  right.  Then  they  go  on 
to  say,  '*  Among  the  said  cotton  were  two  lots  of 
eighty  and  eighty-two  bales,"  and  so  on  ;  and,  in 
accordance  with  the  usual  course   of  business, 


*'they  were  respectively  put  on  board  the  said 
ship.  Whatever  their  possession  was,  their  right 
being  only  to  a  lien,  that  lien  was  discharged  as  to 
the  possession  of  the  property  in  the  bales  of 
cotton  when  they  put  them  on  board  Harbord's 
ship.  There  is  no  question  about  stoppage  in 
transitu.  They  were  Harbord  and  Co.'s  goods 
from  the  beginning,  subject  to  Harbord  and  Co. 
paying  the  price ;  they  were  by  Harbord  acd  Co.'s 
agents,  the  brokers,  put  on  board  Harbord  and 
Co.*s  ship,  and  a  receipt  was  taken  from  the  mate 
in  the  name  of  Harbord  and  Co.  The  bill  states  it 
distinctly,  and  the  affidavit,  ii  anything,  more  so. 
[His  Honour  then  read  par.  10  of  Currumchnnd's 
affidavit,  and  continued:]  That  is  to  say,  the 
lighter  coming  alongside  Harbord  and  Co.'s  ship, 
delivers  the  goods  on  to  the  ship,  and  takes  a 
receipt,  describing  the  things  which  have  been  so 
delivered  to  or  on  account  of  Harbord  and  Co.  The 
broker's  lien  was  then  gone.  I  am  at  a  loss  to  see 
that  they  had  any  other  lien  or  right,  or  that  they 
can  by  any  perversion  of  terms  be  called  vendors. 
If  they  were  vendors  to  anybody,  they  were  vendors 
to  Harbord  and  Co.,  through  their  agency,  and 
there  were  no  other  vendors,  properly  speaking,  in 
the  case.  [His  Honqur  then  read  from  pars.  1 1 
and  12  of  Carrumchund's  affidavit,  and,  referring 
to  par.  11,  continued.]  Now,  the  bill  does  not 
state  when  that  was  done,  nor  does  the  affidavit 
state  when  that  was  done,  and  when  that  was  done 
appears  to  me  to  be  a  point  of  vital  importance  in 
this  case,  because  from  the  statements  and  from 
the  nature  of  the  transaction,  it  is  quite  clear  that 
the  plaintiffs  thought  that  the  mere  possession  of 
the  receipts  was  nothing.  The  possession  of  the 
receipts  by  them  was  simply  an  act  of  agency,  and 
in  proper  course  the  receipts  ought  to  have  been 
banded  to  Harbord  and  Co.,  and  so  the  plaintiffs 
thought.  They  felt  they  had  parted  with  their 
lien ;  that  the  receipts  held  by  them  were  good  for 
nothing,  for  they  were  Harbord  and  Co.'s  receipts, 
and,  therefore,  they  procured  an  indorsement  to  be 
made  upon  them. 

What  is  the  effect  of  that  indorsement?  lb 
is  a  transfer  of  the  right  which  Harbord  and 
Co.  had  by  virtue  of  the  delivery  of  the  mate's 
receipts  to  the  plaintiff's,  and  it  is  upon  that 
that  they  claim.  Upon  that  the  whole  of  their 
complaint  against  the  present  defendant  [ie ,  the 
CSomptoir  d'Escompte  J  is  founded.  It  is  the  in- 
dorsement on  the  receipts,  and  the  possession  of 
the  receipts,  upon  which  they  found  their  claim, 
nor  could  they  claim  otherwise,  for  in  everyone  of 
the  cases  that  have  been  referred  to,  in  which  the 
mate's  receipts  are  mentioned,  they  are  mate's 
receipts  taken  by  the  true  owner  of  the  property, 
in  order  that  his  right  to  and  possession  of  that 
property  may  not  be  questioned  or  disturbed  by 
the  fact  of  his  having  deposited  the  goods  on  board 
somebody  else's  ship.  AH  that  the  skipper  has  to 
do,  under  those  circumstances,  is  to  satisfy  himself 
that  the  receipt  expresses  no  more  in  quantity  and 
description  than  the  goods  which  are  then  received 
by  him.  Having  done  that,  he  has  discharged  his 
duty ;  he  has  given  vouchers  which  prevents  him 
ever  thereafter  saying  he  did  not  receive  the  bales 
of  cotton.  That  is  the  extent  of  his  liability,  and  if 
he  discharges  himself  from  that  liability,  the  pos- 
session of  the  mate's  receipts  by  somebody  else  than 
Harbord  and  Co.,  does  not  signify  at  all,  and  as 
between  himself  and  Harbord  and  Co.,  it  is  not 
necessary  even  to  produce  them.    The  goods  were 
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delivered  ai  Harbord  and  Oo/s  goods ;  he  aokoow- 
todged  the  receipt  of  them  for  Harbord  and  Co.,  and 
gftve  it  to  the  man  who  came  alongside,  that  he 
might  oarry  it  to  whomever  it  belonged.  It  went 
into  the  hands  of  the  plaintiffs,  and  it  was  held  by 
them  to  be  of  no  earthly  use  to  them  until  they 
got  a  transfer  of  Harbord  and  Co.'s  right. 

Now,  in  my  opinion,  it  would  add  greatly  to  the 
perils  of  the  sea  and  the  perils  of  oommerce,  if  I  were 
(0  hold,  in  opposition  to  every  principle  which  regu- 
lates such  transactions  in  this  court,  that  they  ac- 
quired that  title,  which  they  say  they  had  acquired 
by  means  of  indorsements,  of  which  they  gave  no 
notice  to  the  captain  or  to  anybody  else,  until  after 
it  was  too  late  for  the  captain  to  do  anything  for 
them.  Without  such  notice  being  given,  I  am  of 
opinion  that  their  right  cannot  avail  against  the 
rights  which  the  defendants  acquired  through  the 
bills  of  lading.  See  to  what  mischief  it  might  lead, 
without  saying  at  the  present  moment  a  word 
about  the  custom — ^what  difference  is  there  between 
tbe  mate's  receipts,  taken  as  the  plaintiffs  took 
them,  and  any  other  ehoae  in  action,  or  any  other 
chattel  ?  A  book  debt,  a  policy  of  insurance,  or 
anything  else,  may  be  well  assigned  in  equity,  but 
the  assignment  is  of  no  avail  except  notice  is  given 
to  the  person  who  is  to  be  charged  with  it  The 
captain,  from  the  time  he  receives  the  goods,  is 
chargeable  with  those  goods.  If  he  has  no  notice  that 
any  other  owner  in  the  world  exists  but  the  man  in 
whose  name  he  has  given  the  receipt,  what  liability 
does  he  incur  when  he  either  transfers  or  assigns 
the  bills  of  lading,  or  pays  a  deb^,  or  anything  else 
to  the  person  who,  as  far  as  he  is  concerned,  is  the 
lole owner?  It  is  the  universal  principle,  and 
in  my  opinion  it  is  directly  applicable  to  the  trans- 
action in  this  case.  K I  were  to  consider  that  that 
prindple  required  any  support  from  the  facts  of 
this  case,  nothing  can  by  any  possibility  be  stronger 
than  they  are.  Here  is  a  captain,  sailing  from  the 
port  of  London,  going  to  Bombay  for  the  first 
time,  knowing  nothing  about  local  customs,  but 
knowmg  very  well  what  his  duty  as  skipper  is ;  he 
is  fourteen  days  in  the  port  of  Bombay,  half  of 
which  time  is  occupied  in  delivering  the  cargo 
that  he  brought  there  and  the  other  half  in  taking 
in  the  new  cargo.  During  that  time,  as  I  gather, 
a  great  many  things  were  done.  The  plaintiffs 
here  say  that  for  965  bales  they  got  bills  of  lading, 
and  yet  upon  none  of  thoso  occasions,  when  those 
bills  of  lading  were  applied  for,  was  any  notice 
inven  to  the  captain,  or  any  intimation  to  him  that 
they  had  a  claim  upon  those  goods.  They  were 
assignees,  it  is  said,  by  the  indorsement.  Surely, 
for  the  common  protection  of  innocent  persons  in 
mercantile  transactions,  it  was  incumbent  upon 
them  to  give  him  notice.  They  saw  him  sign  bills 
of  lading  daily;  they  knew  he  might  sign  a  bill  of 
lading  at  any  time,  and  there  was  not  the  slightest 
iotimation  or  notice  given  to  him  at  any  time  until, 
according  to  their  statement,  the  13th  June,  a  date 
which  I  will  mention  on  the  subject  herealter. 
The  bill  of  lading  bears  date  the  30th  May.  On 
the  30th  May,  when  the  goods  were  in  the  posses- 
sion of  the  captain,  he,  upon  the  request  of  the 
only  person  he  knew  of  in  the  transaction,  at  the 
place  of  business  of  Harbord  and  Co.,  the  proper 
place  for  the  transaction  af  such  matters,  is  called 
npon  to  sign,  and  he  does  sign,  a  variety  of  bills  of 
hiding,  965  bales  being  comprised  in  those  bills. 
Now  the  captain's  account  of  what  he  did  upon 
that  is  very  clear,  and  I  shall  mention  it  a  little 


hereafter  when  I  come  to  deal  with  tbe  evidence, 
but  looking  at  the  case  only  as  a  matter  of  law, 
what  is  there  to  induce  me  to  say  that  by  the 
transfer  by  Harbord  and  Co.,  by  indorsement,  of 
the  mate's  receipts,  no  notice  having  been  given  to 
tbe  captain,  he  is  in  the  slightest  degree  indefault. 
I  can  apply  no  principle  to  the  case  as  the  plain- 
tiffs themselves  state  it. 

Then  the  evidence  is  not  to  be  disregarded, 
and  the  evidence  stands  thus :    With  the  mate's 
receipts  in  their  possession,  the  plaintiff's  agents 
go  to  Harbord  and  Co.  to  df^sire  them  to  in- 
dorse the  notes;    I  have  already  said  to  what 
end    the    indorsements    were    required.      The 
mate's  receipts,  if  they  were  the  things  that  had 
the  effect  the  plaintiffs  here  contended  for,  no  in- 
dorsement in  the  world  would  make  good.    Then 
between  the  30th  May  and  the  13th  June  the  ship 
was  loaded.    There  is  no  pretence  that  an  appli- 
cation was  made  to  Capt.  Bland  till  the  13t«h  June, 
and  upon  that  there  is  a  conflict  of  statement. 
During  that  period  the  bills  of  lading  were  signed, 
and  the  ship  sailed,  I  suppose,  on  the  13th  June. 
Then  the  evidence  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs  is, 
that  having  these  notes  so  indorsed,  they  never 
parted  with  the  possession  of  them.    That  ex- 
pression is  not  satisfactory,  since  they  were  get- 
ting these  other  bills  of  lading   signed.      Con- 
sidering the  nature  of  the  transactions,  the  hurry 
with  which  they  were  performed,  as  appears  by 
Capt.  Bland's  evidence,  his  sole  business  being 
to    see   that  he    did   not   incautiously   or    im- 
properly sign  bills  of  lading,  the    business    of 
Harbord  and  Co.  being   that  they   should  pro- 
duce   mate's   receipts  for   the  goods  for  which 
they  required  bills  of   lading,   he  says,  that  he 
never  signed  any  bills  of  lading  for  which  the 
receipts  were   not  before  him.    Upon  comparing 
the  evidence  I  cannot  hesitate  to  say  that  I  adopt 
and  believe  what  Captain  Bland  says  upon  this 
subject,  and  it  is  perfectly  consistent  with  the 
plaintiffs'  case,   that  although  they  did  not  part 
with    the  possession,    the  mate's  receipts*  were 
before  Captain  Bland  at  the  time.    [Then  refer- 
ring to  the  conflict  of  statement  as  to  the  demand 
made  upon  Captain  Bland  to  sign  a  bill  of  lading 
to  the  plaintiffs,  his  Honour  said  that  upon  the 
evidence  he  must  adopt  Captain  Bland's  state- 
ment.   Then  referring   to   the   evidence  of  the 
Bombay  merchants  as  to  the  custom  of  Bombay, 
his  Honour  continued :] 

But  that  must  be  r^ul  with  the  proper  under- 
standing of  the  custom.  They  represent  what  P 
Not  that  the  holder  of  the  note,  but  that 
the  person  in  whose  favour  the  note  is  made, 
is  entitled  to  the  possession  of  the  goods  in 
question.  But  is  that  a  custom  I  can  adopt? 
Is  it  a  local  custom  yon  can  fix  upon  a  cap- 
tain from  Stepney  who  saw  Bombay  for  the 
first  time  in  his  life  in  1870  P  That  may 
be  a  custom  between  the  parties  concerned,  but 
even  taking  it  in  the  terms  they  express  it,  there 
is  not  a  word  about  indorsing  the  mate's  receipts, 
nor  any  suggestion  that  the  indorsement,  if  it  is 
of  any  use  at  all,  does  not  create  a  new  title,  of 
which  title  notice  must  be  given.  They  go  on  to 
say  what  is  clear  [i.e.  as  to  the  captain's  being 
bound  to  have  the  mate's  receipts  returned  to 
them  before  signing  bills  of  lading].  Why  should 
I  adopt  that?  It  cannot  be  true.  Suppose  a 
mate's  note  to  be  lost,  are  the  goods  the  captain's, 
so  that  he  cannot  be  called  upon  to  sign  a  receipt  F 
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If  the  captain  satisfies  himself  that  the  goods  are 
on  board,  then  the  mate's  receipts  become  to  him 
a  matter  of  perfect  indifference.    He  is  told,  and 
he  knows  they  are  the  goods  of  Harbord  and  Co., 
therefore  he  signs  the  bill  of  lading.    [Then  re- 
ferring to  the  custom  of  the  brokers  to  retain  the 
mate's  receipts  by  way  of  lien  on  the  goods  shipped 
by  them  in  the  name  of   a  firm,  his   Honoar 
continued:]  The  custom  cannot  override  the  plain 
well  established  law,  which  is,  that  to  assert  a  lien 
yon  must  be  entitled  to  possession.    Capt.  Bland 
did  not,  as  he  says,  sign  the  bill  of  lading  without 
seeing  the  receipt,  and  if  he  had  signed  ic  withoat 
seeing  the  receipt  at  the  instance  of  the  plaintiffs, 
I  think  he  would  have  been  perfectly  justified, 
and  that  nobody  would  have  had  any  right  to 
oomplain.    Well,  if  that*  be  so,  and  that  is  the  law 
and  conclusion  to  be  drawn  from  the  facts,  what 
case  is  there  as  far  as  the  Comptoir  d'Escompte  is 
concerned  P  In  the  most  ordinary  coarse  of  trade, 
without  notice,  I  can  see  nothing  which  could  at 
all  affect   the  validity  of   the  security  in  their 
hands. 

But  then  come  the  owners,  and  they  are  sought 
to  be  made  liable  upon  the  authority  of  Schuater 
y.  M^Kellar,    Schuater  v.  M'KeiUar  does  not  fur- 
nish the  slightest  foundation  for  any  such  con- 
tention.   In  Schtjuder  y.  M*KeUar,  the  owners  had 
given  directions  to  the  captain  to  do  what  he. 
did  in  storing  the  goods  at  Calcutta,  and  it  was  by 
his  unjust  interference  that  he  was  made  liable. 
The  qaestion  was  put  to  the  jury,  and  it  was 
found  by   the  jory  against  the  owner,  and  the 
judges  were  of  opinion  that  that  was  properly  so 
found,  and  they  saw  no  reason  to  disturb  it,  it 
being  a  question  of  fact,  and  the  law  applicable  to 
it  being  the  result  of  the  facts.    But  it  has  no 
kind  of  application  to  the  present  case,  and  so  far 
from  being  any  authority  for  it,  in  that  case  the 
only  question  that  was  considered  was,  whether 
Schuster  who  had  shipped  the  ^^oods  was  the  real 
owner  of  the  goods.    Then,  having  sent  the  goods 
on  boaid  the  particular  ship,  and  having  taken  a 
mate's  receipt,  which  was  an   acknowledgment 
that  the  goods  were  his  and  that  the  skipper  held 
them  for  him,  he  is  afterwards  induced  to  part 
with  the  receipt  for  a  short  time.    Then  he  gets 
them  back,  but  Cole  persuades  the  captain  to  sign 
the  bill  of  lading.    He  had  no  more  right  than  I 
have,  or  anybody  else  has,  either  with  regard  to 
the  bill  of  lading   or    any   other  transaction  to 
assign  or  give  away  another  man's  property.    Bat 
in  all  the  cases  that  Mr.  Eddis  referred  to,  the 
validity  of  the  mate's  receipts  was  only  in  question 
because  they  were  title  deeds  held  by  the  owner 
of  the  goods.    Here  the  plaintiffs  never  were  the 
owners  of  the  goods  in  the   true  sense,  they  were 
not  their  goods,  they  were  not  cotton  merchants, 
but  they  were  cotton  brokers,  and  they  thought 
they  had  a  right  to  retain  these  goods  until  they 

Baid  their  purchase  money,  but  they  have 
with  it,  and  they  try  to  perfect  their  title 
„  ting  Harbord  and  Co.  to  endorse  the  re- 
ceipts to  them.  Now  I  observed  that  the  time 
when  that  transaction  took  place  was  of  most 
vital  importance.  The  plaintiffs  have  brought 
their  case  into  court  without  saying  when  that 
took  place,  and  that  it  might  take  place  afterwards 
is  perfectly  dear,  and  thereby  a  very  gross  fraud 
might  be  committed  if  I  yielded  to  the  claim  that 
the  plaintiff's  have  made. 
In  my  opinion  there  is  no  ground  whatever  upon 


which  the  suit  can  be  sustained  against  the  Comp- 
toir d'Escompte,  or  the  owners  of  the  ship.  The 
other  parties  who  appear  are  merely  ornamental 
parties.  Therefore  I  must  dismiss  the  bill  with 
costs  against  the  defendants  whom  I  have  men- 
tioned, and  they  must  also  pay  the  costs  of  the 
other  parties. 

Plaintiffs'  solicitor,  E,  M.  Hore. 

Defendants'  solicitors,  Lyne  and  Holman ;  Low- 
less,  Nelson  and  Jones, 
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Dec.  9  and  10, 1873. 
Attouhbt-Genbral  v.  Tebry. 

Namgable  river — Erection  of  piles  in  bed  of  river 
by  wharf  owner  ^~  Obstruction — Nuisance — In^ 
junction. 

An  information  was  filed  by  the  Aftorney-Chneral 
at  the  relation  of  the  Mayor  a/nd  Oorporation  of 
Sandwich  to  restrain  by  injunction  ihe  defendant, 
who  was  the  owner  of  a  wharf  abutting  on  the 
river  Stour,  a  public  navigaible  river  forming  the 
harbour  of  Sandwich,  from  erecting  a  structure^ 
having  its  foundation  in  the  bed  of  the  river, 
which  interfered  with  the  navigation : 

Heldf  that  no  person  has  a  right  to  put  an  obstruclion 
in  the  bed  of  a  navigable  river,  although  at  the 
time  it  may  not  be  a  nuisance. 

Held,  also,  that  the  erection  of  the  structure  was  a 
nuisance  to  persons  using  and  ruivigating  the 
river ;  that,  the  erection  being  for  the  purposes  of 
the  defendants  trade^  it  was  too  remote  a  benefit 
to  the  public  to  say  that  the  encouraaement  of  the 
trade  of  a  single  individual  was  a  benefit  to  the 
public;  and  that  the  injunction  must  be  granted. 

The  question  whether  erections  made  in  a  harbour 
are  a  nuisance  or  not  depends  on  whether,  upon 
the  whole,  they  produce  public  benefil,  not  giving 
to  Oie  words  **  public  benefit "  too  extended  a  sense, 
but  applying  them  to  the  public  frequenting  the 
port.  The  benefit  to  the  public  must  be  a  airect 
oenefit, 

Bex  V.  Bussdl  (6  B,  &  (7. 566)  disapproved  of.  (a) 


(a)  The  oaseof  Rex  y.  Russell  has  been  twice  called  in 
question  within  a  short  period.  In  the  case  otJolliffe  v. 
The  Wallawy  Loral  Board  {a/nte  p,  146),  Denman,  J. 
said,  **  1  have  lone  understood  that  Rex  v.  Russell  was 
practically  ovemiled,  and  I  am  of  opinion  that  JS.  v. 
Ward  (4  Ad.  &  Ell.  384),  does  practically  ovemila  it. 
Since  the  date  of  R.  v.  iTard  no  case  foUowinfffie^'v. 
Russell  can  be  found."  Hence  it  may  be  taken  for 
granted  thsktRex,  v.  Rtusell  can  no  lonffer  be  cited  as  of 
anthoritv :  (See  also  R,  v.  Betts,  16  Q.  B.  1022.) 

The  right  of  the  public  to  the  free  paseage  over  a 
navigable  river  has  always  been  most  strennoasly  npbeld 
by  tbe  courts  of  this  country,  and  even  was  one  of  the 
rights  expressly  reserved  by  Magna  Charta.  Even  the 
right  of  fishing  was  not  aJlowed  to  interfere  with  the 
right  of  navigaUon,  and  many  statntes  were  passed  snp- 
pressing  fisheries  which  obstructed  navigable  rivers : 
(see25£d.  3,Bh.  4,c.4:  45  Ed.  3,  c.  2;  1  Hen.  4,  o.  12; 
4  Hen.  4,  c.  11 ;  12  Ed.  4,  c.  7).  The  rule  of  law  in  the 
country  seems  to  be  that,  to  justify  an  obstruction  being 
placed  in  a  navigable  river,  there  must  result  therefrom 
a  public  convenience  which  overbalances  the  public  in- 
convenience caused  thereby ;  and  the  word  **  public  *' 
must  naturally  be  applied  to  such  persons  as  use  the 
navigable  river. 

In  the  United   States  no   less   care  has   been  ob- 
served in  securing  the  navigable  rivers  as  pnblio  high- 
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This  was  an  information  filed  bj  the  Attorney- 
General  at  the  relation  of  the  Mayor  andOorporation 
of  Sandwich  to  restrain  by  injunction  the  defendant, 
who  was  the  owner  of  a  wharf  abutting  on  the 
riyer  Stonr,  from  erecting  or  allowing  to  remain 
any  piles  or  works  in  or  above  the  river  beyond  the 
fine  of  his  wharf,  and  from  otherwise  obstructing 
the  free  navigation  of  the  river. 

The  facts  of  the  case  are  fully  stated  in  the 
judgment. 

UooBhurghf  Q.O.,  and  Hanson,  in  support  of  the 
information  cited  : 

Biehett  v.  Morris,  L.  Eep.  1  H.  L.  So.  47 ;  14  L.  T. 

Bep.  N.  S.835; 
AttoTMy-Owerdl  v.  Earl  of  Lonsdale,  L.  Bep.  7  Eq. 

377;  29 L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.  64. 

Fiiher,  Q.O.  and  Beaumont  for  the  defendant 
oontmded  upon  the  authority  of  J^  v.  Buasell 
(6  B  A  C.  566)  that  the  proposed  erection  would 
be  beneficial  to  the  public.  They  referred  to  Hale's 
Treatise  De  Jure  Maris,  pars.  II.  cap.  5;  Har. 
greave's  Law  Tnusts,  p.  85;  where  he  says: — 
*'An  erection  in  a  river  is  not  to  be  deemed  a 
miisance  simply  becanse  it  infringes  on  the  water 
hjf?bway," 

They  also  cited  .* 

RetY.  Ward,  4  Ad.  &  E.  384 ; 
AUomey-Qsneral  y.  Sheffield  Qae  Consumers*  Com' 
IMiny,3D.M.  &G.  304. 

Sir  G.  Jessel  : — ^l^he  facts  of  this  case,  on  which 
there  is  really  no  controversy  whatever,  or  no  sab- 
Btantial  controversy,  are  as  follows:  The  river 
Stoar  appears  to  be  a  small  river.  I  am  not  per- 
■cmslly  acquainted  with  it,  though  I  believe  the 
oonrt  is  supposed  to  know  the  topography  of  all 
England,  it  is  a  small  navigable  river,  forming 
the  port  or  harbour  of  Sandwich.  That  portion  of 
the  river  is  a  public  navigable  river,  that  is,  the 
tide  flows  and  reflows  there,  and  the  defendant  is 
aociuied  of  obstructing  the  harbour  or  haven  of 
Sandwich.  Now  there  is  no  dispute  that  this  is  a 
pablic  navigable  river,  that  the  soil  is  in  the 
Crown,  that  the  defendant  has  a  wharf  there,  and 
that  he  has  erected  the  works  which  I  will  men- 
tion more  particularly,  and  which  are  complained 
of  bj  the  information.  The  defendant,  it  appears, 
fifteen,  or  at  all  events  less  than  sixteen,  years 
ai^  acquired  the  wharf  in  question,  now  called 
Terry's  Wharf,  and  at  that  time  he  did  what  was 
certainly  illegal  and  entirely  indefensible ;  what 

vaji.  By  Tariona  Acta  of  Con&rresa  it  is  provided  that 
iU  the  naTicable  rhrera  within  jme  United  States  territory 
ihaU  bo  and  xemain  pablio  highways,  and  it  mast  be 
noembered  that  there  it  is  even  more  important  than  in 
this  ooontry,  beoanse  the  United  States'  riyers  are  nayi- 
gible  far  awaj  above  the  highest  point  to  which  the  tide 
mebss,  and  form  in  many  casea  the  principal  means  of 
ooeuinmeation  from  point  to  point.  There,  howeyer, 
the  question  of  the  right  to  obstmot  has  naoally 
iriseii  in  oasea  where  bridges  have  been  erected  across 
UTigable  rivers,  and  it  has  always  been  held  that  bridges 
if  erected  by  and  in  accordance  with  State  authority,  so 
1m  as  they  were  not  a  material  obstraction  to  the  nayi- 
gaaon,  might  be  erected.  At  the  same  time  it  is  there 
udTeraally  held  that  obstmctioDs  to  navigation  whether 
bj  bridges  or  in  any  other  manner,  without  direct  antho- 
nty  from  the  legislature  within  whose  jurisdiction  the 
waters  He,  are  public  nuisances :  (see  State  of  PensyU 
niMta  T.  The  Wheeling  Bridge  Company,  13  How.  (11  S. 
Sod.  Ct.)  518 ;  WilUams  y.  Beardsley,  2  Carter  (Ind.) 
5»1;  Knom  y.  OhaUmer,  4Q  Maine,  150 ;  HaH  v.  The  City 
0/  AUnaty^  9,  Wendell,  571 ;  Angell  on  Watercourses, 
V.  748.  et  seq.)  Before  such  an  obstruction  can  become 
lawful,  the  erection  or  works  causing  it  must  be  prodno- 
ttre  of  public  benefit  greater  than  tw  injury.— Sd> 


no  doubt  many  wharf  owners  do  if  they  have  the 
opportunity — he  took  in  a  portion  of  the  river.  It 
is  clearly  proved  in  evidence  that  there  was  a 
small  creek  or  portion  of  the  river  between  an  old 
boat-house  and  a  former  wharf  he  bought,  that  he 
filled  in  this  and  extended  his  wharf,  and  literally 
took  in  a  portion  of  the  river.  Nobody  seems  to  have 
prevented  him,  and  he  remained,  and  has  remained 
ever  since,  in  quiet  possession  of  the  wharf  as  far 
as  he  has  extended  ic.  In  addition  to  that,  he  put 
a  campshore  outside  his  newly  formed  wharf, 
which  projected  some  two  feet,  as  I  understand  it, 
beyond  the  wharf,  and  within  a  short  distance  of 
the  campshore  he  put  in  some  sloping  piles,  which 
in  the  evidence  are  called  fender  piles.  This  struc- 
ture seems  to  have  been  as  much  unauthorised  as 
the  extension  of  the  wharf. 

Sandwich  Harbour  is,  or  ought  to  be,  under 
the  especial  protection  of  the  corporation,  who 
have  an  Act  of  Parliament  which  was  obtained 
in  1847,  which,  although  not  appointing  them 
in  form  and  in  terms  conservators  of  the  river, 
really  gave  them  much  larger  powers  than  ordi- 
nary conservators  have  of  maintaining  and  im- 
provinflT  the  harbour.  They  do  not  seem  to 
have  been  so  much  alive  to  the  interests  of  the 
harbour  fifteen  or  sixteen  years  ago  as  they  are 
now.  They  allowed  these  encroachments  to  take 
place  without  objection  or  resistance,  the  natural 
result  of  which  is  that  the  defendant  now  thinks 
that  it  is  a  hardship  when  farther  encroachments 
are  resisted,  and  I  am  not  surprised  at  it.  Re- 
cently, that  is  in  the  course  of  this  year,  the 
defendant  thoaght  he  would  improve  his  wharf, 
and  I  must  say  he  seems  to  have  acted  bond 
fide,  and  in  the  belief  that  he  had  a  right  to 
do  what  he  is  doing.  What  he  did  was  this,  he 
took  away  the  old  campshore  and  piles,  which 
having  been  there  only  fifteen  years,  it  is  not  pre- 
tended that  he  had  actually  any  right  to— I  do  not 
mean  to  the  piles  themselves,  or  to  the  campshore 
— bat  to  the  maintenance  of  them  in  that  parti- 
cular place.  The  time  required  for  prescription 
had  not  run,  or  anything  like  it,  so  that  he  had 
not  acquired  any  right;  but  although  he  had  not 
acquired  any  right,  he  seems  to  have  considered 
that  he  hod,  and  that  if  he  did  not  by  his  new 
work  do  much  more  mischief  to  the  navigation 
than  the  old  work  had  done,  he  was  entitled  to 
erect  the  new  work.  Having  taken  away  the  old 
structures,  he  put  in  their  place  three  very  strong 
piles  opposite  his  wharf,  at  a  distance  below  of 
something  under  3fb.,  but  at  the  top  they  were 
3ft.  3in.,  from  the  face  of  the  wharf— that  is,  from 
the  face  of  the  wharf  as  he  had  formed  it  fifteen 
years  ago.  Upon  this  he  was  going  to  put  some 
planking,  or  something  of  the  kind,  so  as  to  make 
a  platform.  Upon  this  platform  he  intended  to 
raise  a  structure  of  beams  about  22ft.  in  height, 
and  then  he  was  going  to  put  a  sort  of  hut  at  the 
top,  or  an  erection  of  that  shape  and  appearance, 
which  would  project  4fc.  Sin.  over  the  river,  and 
would  be  connected  with  his  warehouse  behind, 
which  was  no  doubt  a  very  cooTenient  arrangement 
for  carrying  on  his  business,  and  the  landing  and 
carrying  away  of  his  goods.  That  is  what  he  pro- 
posed to  do,  and  which  he  partly  execated  by 
putting  in  the  piles.  It  seems  he  had  gone 
throagh  the  formality  of  asking  the  consent  of  the 
Corporation  as  being  the  recognised  guardians  of 
the  public  interest  at  this  part  of  the  town,  and 
that  permission  had  been  refused.    Thereupon  he 
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proceeded  to  do  these  works  without  permission, 
and  the  result  was  the  filing  of  the  present  in- 
formation. 

Now,  the  information  states  the  facts  pretty 
well  as  I  have  stated  them,  bat  also  refers  to 
the  towing  path.  I  am  not  going  to  found  my 
judgment  on  the  towing  path,  and  therefore  I  shall 
state  nothing  more  about  it.  Then  having  stated 
the  facts,  it  says  that  the  defendant  has  commenced 
certain  works  and  they  are  in  progress,  and  that 
the  width  of.  the  channel  will  be  substantially 
diminished,  and  the  navigation  will  be  attended 
with  difficulty  ;  and,  moreover,  the  yards  and 
rigging  of  the  vessels  passing  along  the  same  will 
be  in  constant  danger  of  coming  in  contact  with, 
and  getting  entangled  in,  the  defendant's  platforms 
and  other  works,  and  the  machinery  and  gear 
attached  thereto,  and  under  the  circnmstances 
aforesaid,  the  defendant's  work  will  serioosly  inter- 
fere with  and  obstnict  the  poblio  right  to  navigate 
the  river,  and  will  be  to  the  damage  and  common 
nuisance  of  all  Her  Majestv's  subjects  using  or 
exercising  the  same.  And  then  the  9th  paragraph 
sa^s :  '*  The  works  of  the  defendant  are  not  yet 
completed,  but  he  has  made  considerable  progress 
therewith,  and  he  persists  in  proceeding  with  the 
construction  thereof  in  spite  of  the  warnings  of 
the  corporation,  and  he  will  very  shortly  complete 
the  same  unless  restrained  by  the  in j  auction  of 
this  honourable  court." 

It  appears  to  me  the  information  is  founded 
upon  two  complaints.  The  one  complaint  is  that 
the  obstruction  caused  by  the  erection  of  the 
structure  of  the  defendant  will  be  a  nuisance  in 
the  common  acceptance  of  the  term — that  is,  will 
actnally  impede  the  navigation  of  the  river ;  the 
other  eround  is  this,  that  whether  that  be  so  or 
not,  the  defendant  has  no  right  to  erect  such 
structure,  and  he  ought  to  be  restrained  by  injunc- 
tion quite  independently  of  the  fact  of  there 
being  an  actual  nuisance  or  not.  I  think  the  in- 
formation is  entitled  to  succeed  on  both  grounds. 

Now,  as  regards  the  law  upon  the  subject  it  is 
necessary  to  say  a  word  or  two,  because  an  arga- 
ment  was  addressed  to  me  yesterday  to  this  effect : 
it  was  said  on  the  first  ground,  admitting  that  it 
is  some  nuisance — that  is,  some  interference  in  the 
navigation ;  a  little  nuisance — as  the  counsel  for 
the  defendant  stated  to  me  to-day,  yet  the  rights 
of  the  public  as  to  restraining  a  nuisance  are  con- 
fined within  reasonable  limits,  and  that  there  may 
be  such  a  public  benefit  arising  from  the  works  in 
question  as  would  entitle  the  person  or  body 
erecting  these  works  to  say  that  the  public  benefit 
far  more  than  counterbalance  the  small  impedi- 
ment to  navigation  which  the  works  occasion,  and 
for  that  some  authorities  were  cited  which  I  think 
it  is  well  to  notice.  It  was  said  that  that  had  been 
decided  in  the  well-known  case  of  Bex  v.  UusaeU 

(Mig.) 

Now  I  must  say  that  Bex  v.  Bussellt  in  my 
opinion,  is  not  law,  and  it  is  right  to  say  so  in  the 
clearest  terms,  because  it  is  not  well  that  eases 
should  be  continued  to  be  cited  which  have  been 
virtually  overruled,  although  the  iudges  have 
not  said  so  in  express  terms.  In  that  case 
there  had  been  some  staiths  erected  in  the 
river  Tjne,  and  a  very  eminent  judge  of  those 
days,  Mr.  Justice  Bay  ley,  in  charging  the  jury  had 
told  them  this— he  pointed  out  that  the  staiths 
were  erected  simply  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  on 
trade.    He  said  that  ''the  staiths  were  not  merely 


a  private  benefit,  for  that  by  means  of  them  the 
coals  were  brought  to  market  at  a  smaller  eTpense, 
and  in  a  better  condition,  in  both  which  respects 
the  public  were  benefited;  and  he  then  left  to 
their  decision  the  following  questions: — *  Were  the 
staiths  erected  in  a  reasonable  place  P    Was  there 
a  reasonable  space  left  for  the  public  navigation  in 
the  Tyne  P    Were  the  staiths  a  public  benefit  ? 
Did  the  public  benefit  countervail  the  prejudice 
done  to  individuals  P    The  jury  said  that  in  con- 
sequence of  this  direction  they  found  the  defend- 
ants *  Not  guilty.' "    That  was  brouGcht  before  the 
full  court,  consisting  of  the  same  judge,  Mr.  Justice 
Bay  ley,  and  two  other  very  eminent  judges,  Mr. 
Justice  Holroyd  and  Lord  Tenterden.    Mr.  Justice 
Bayley  adhered  to  bis  own  opinion ;  Mr.  Justice 
Holroyd  did  not  in  terms  agree  to  that;  he  did 
come  to  the  conclusion  that  the  verdict  should  not 
be  disturbed,  but,  having  stated  the  facts,  he  did  not 
lay  down  the  law  quite  in  the  same  terms  as  Mr. 
Justice  Bayley,  but  put  it  in  rather  wider  terms  as 
regards  the  public  benefit.  As  I  understand  it,  he 
only  put  the  law  to  this  extent,  that  the  public 
benefit  might  possibly  counter  vail  the  public  injury, 
for  really  they  are  both  public,  so  that,  takingr  it 
on  the  whole,  the  public  was  benefited.      Lord 
Tenterden  disagreed.    The  case  came,  I  cannot  say 
under  review,  because  it  was  before  the  same  court, 
but  came  under  discussion  in  the  case  of  Bex  v. 
Ward  («up.)    Sir  William  FoUett  argued  that  case, 
and  it  was  his  interest  to  support  the  case  of  Rex 
V.  Bussell  (8up.)  as  far  as  he  could.    The  way  he 
speaks  of  it  in  argument  is  this,  "  The  dootrine 
of  Bex  V.  Bussell  need  not  como  under  discussion, 
nor  is  there  any  conflict  of  authorities.    Erections 
may  be  made  in  a  harbour, below  high  watermark, 
and  in  places  where  vessels  might  perhaps  have 
sailed ;  and  the  question  whether  they  are  a  nui- 
sance or  not  will  depend  on  this,  whether  upon  the 
whole  they  produce  public  benefit,  not  giving^  to 
the  terms  '  public  benefit '  too  extended  a  sense, 
but  applying  them  to  the  public  frequenting  the 
port."    Now  I  take  it  that  the  statement  in  argu- 
ment of  Sir  W.  FoUett  of  the  law  was  a  cor- 
rect statement:    it  must  not  be  given  too  ex- 
tended a  sense,  and   must   be    applied   to   Lhe 
public  frequenting  the  port.    Lord  Denman,   in 
giving  the  opinion  of  the  full  Court  of  Queen's 
Bench,  says:    **The  greatest  weight  is  due   to 
the  authority  of  Mr.  Justice  Bayley,  who  thna 
charged    the   jury,  and   afterwards  upheld   his 
opinion  in  this  court,  and  no  person  can  hesitate 
to  ascribe  every  quality  of  an  excellent  judge  in 
Mr.  Justice  Holroyd,  who  agreed  with  him  m  think- 
ing that  the  rule  for  a  new  trial  for  misdirection 
ought  to  be  discharged.    But  when  we  examine 
the  grounds  of  this  opinion  as  delivered  by  the  latter 
they  will  not  be  found  to  support  in  any  degree 
the  proposition  noticed  in  the  summing  up,"  (that 
is — the  summing  up  of  Mr.  Justice  Bayley)  '*  on 
the  contraiT,  he  plamly  considers  the  topic  to  have 
been  introduced  as  an  answer  to  some  observations 
invidiously   made   to   the  defendant's  prejudice 
by  lhe  counsel  who  conducted  the    prosecution, 
and  thinks  that  it  must  be  qualified  throughout  the 
summing  up,  and  even  to  its  close,  by  its  connec- 
tion with  that  argument.     Mr.  Justice  Bayley 
himself,  who  delivered  his  judgment  after  Mr.  Jos- 
tice  Holroyd,  takes  a  much  wider  range,  maintain- 
ing the  right  to  estimate  the  balance  of  public 
benefit  and  public  inconvenience,  and  to  take  into 
the  account  of  the  former  the  advantages  that  may 
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be  derived  from  the  ohaDge  by  any  part  of  the  pub- 
lic He  takes  for  an  example  the  parchasers  of 
ooal  sent  from  an  indicted  staith  to  a  distant  mar- 
ket. Lord  Tenterden  thought  it  wrong  to  submit 
fiieh  extensive  views  to  the  jury,  and  that  the  ques- 
^im  ought  simply  to  have  been  whether  the  naviga- 
tion and  passage  of  vessels  over  this  public  navi- 
gable river  was  injured  by  those  erections."  Now 
that  is  the  final  judgment,  but  there  had  been  a 
previous  judgment,  a  short  judgment  of  Loid  Den- 
man,  as  to  the  whole  of  the  case  that  goes  into 
deteO,  and  what  ho  said  was  this :  **  My  un- 
derstanding at  the  trial  certainly  was  that  the 
qmtion  was  much  the  same  as  that  in 
iea  V.  Bu$8eU,  a  case  the  authority  of  which 
has  been  maoh  doubted,  and  is  perhaps  likely  to  be 
nore  bo  as  it  is  further  examined."  So  that  it  must 
be  taken  to  have  been  the  opinion  of  the  full  Court 
of  Queen's  Bench  in  Lord  Denman's  timo  that  the 
ramming  up  of  Mr.  Justice  Bay  ley  in  Rex  v. 
RusieU  (tup.),  could  not  be  supported ;  he  does 
not  Bay  so  in  distinct  and  clear  terms :  it  being  the 
judgment  of  the  same  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  I 
rappoee  he  did  not  like  to  do  so,  but  the  effeot  of 
the  judgment  of  the  full  court  was,  that  thev 
•Rreed  with  Lord  Tenterden,  and  disagreed  with 
1&.  Jnstioe  Bay  ley. 

What  really  were  the  points  on  which  they 
diaigreed  ?  I  think  they  were  two,  and  I  think 
OQ  these  two  points  the  charge  of  Mr.  Justice 
Bsyley  was  erroneous.  In  the  first  place  I 
thmk  the  benefit,  whatever  it  is,  must  be  a  benefit, 
to  the  public  who  use  the  navigation,  or,  as  was  put 
bySirWilliamFollett,"the  public  frequenting  the 

C; "  he  allowed  the  benefit  to  the  public  in 
don,  or  in  distant  parts  far  away  from  the 
Tf  ne  to  be  taken  into  consideration,  and  as  I  said 
before  I  think  he  was  wrong  in  that.  In  the  next 
pkie  I  think  there  was  another  error  in  the 
charge,  because  I  think  the  benefit  to  the  public 
most  be  a  diiect  benefit.  Now  the  benefit  which 
he  was  considering  was  an  indirect,  and  as  it 
tppears  to  me,  too  remote  a  benefit.  It  was  that 
ooib  came  to  the  London  market  in  rather  a  better 
condition,  and  were  possibly  sold  at  a  lower  price. 
That  does  not  appear  to  me  to  be  a  public  benefit 
within  the  sense  of  the  term  in  which  it  ought  to 
beuBed  when  considering  the  question  of  nuisance. 
Then  it  may  be  asked  what  is  a  public  benefit 
in  my  view?  I  say  it  is  a  benefit  of  a 
similar  nature  showing  that  on  the  balance  of 
oonTenience  and  inconvenience  the  public  at  that 

Elace  not  only  lose  nothing,  but  gain  something 
7  the  erection.  There  are  two  cases  in  the  books 
which  will  illustrate  my  meaning,  and  I  think 
fairly  Bhow  what  sort  of  public  benefit  it  is.  The 
first  is  this:  In  the  case  of  a  tidal  harbour  of 
uregplar  shape,  it  may  be  desirable  to  straighten 
(he  Bides,  the  result  of  which  would  be,  of  course, 
in  the  parts  where  you  take  away  the  water  way, 
to  diminish  the  area  usable  for  navigation,  and  in 
those  parts  where  you  add  to  the  water-way  you 
would  increase  the  area.  If  in  the  course  of  this 
straightening  the  whole  of  the  harbour  is  made 
larver  and  more  commodious,  then  I  think  the 
publio  benefit  gained  overbalances  the  public 
■EJory  at  the  particular  point  where  the  navigable 
wat«sr  is  narrower,  and  in  that  sense  that  improve- 
laent  of  the  harbour  would  not  be  a  nuisance,  and 
thit  is  what  I  understand  Lord  Hale  intends  to 
say  in  the  passage  which  has  been  referred  to : 
(De  Jure  Maris,  Part  11.,  cap.  7;  Hargreave's  I 
Vol.  IL,  N.S. 


Law  Tracts,  p.  85.)  Another  case  is  this,  which 
also  appears  in  reported  cases:  Suppose  you 
have  a  navigable  river,  and  it  is  necessary  to 
cross  it  by  a  bridge,  and  the  river  is  too  wide 
to  allow  of  a  bridge  of  a  single  span,  you 
must  then  put  one  or  more  piers  into  the 
middle  of  the  river,  and,  of  course,  according 
to  the  extent  you  introduce  bridge  piers  or  bridge 
arches  into  a  navigable  river,  you  to  some  extent 
diminish  the  water-way,  and  to  some  extent, 
perhaps  to  a  more  or  less  material  extent,  obstruct 
the  navigation.  But  it  is  for  the  public  benefit 
at  that  spot  that  a  public  road  should  be  carried 
over  the  river  by  the  bridge,  and  that  benefit  may 
so  far  exceed  the  trifling  injury,  if  injury 
it  be,  to  the  navigation  that  on  the  whole 
a  court  of  j  ustice  may  fairly  oome  to  the  conclusion 
that  a  public  benefit  of  a  much  greater  amount  had 
been  conferred  on  the  poblio  than  the  trifiing injury 
ocoasioned  by  the  insertion  of  the  piers  into  the 
bed  of  the  river.  In  that  case  also  it  would  be  a 
case  of  public  benefit  that  would  counterbalance 
the  public  in  jury. (a)  I  give  those  as  illustrations, 
but  I  think  it  must  be  confined  as  put  by  Sir 
William  Follett  in  his  argument  to  cases  of  public 
benefit,  and  not  used  in  too  extended  a  sense. 

In  this  case,  really,  I  have  no  evidence  whatever 
of  benefit  to  the  public.  The  defendant  is  doing thi^ 
for  the  purposes  of  his  own  trade ;  it  is  too  remote 
a  benefit  to  the  public  to  say  that  the  encouragement 
of  the  trade  of  a  single  individual  is  therefore  a 
benefit  to  the  public.  It  seems  to  me  to  be  a9 
extravagant  use  of  the  doctrine  even  had  it  been 
sound  law  as  laid  down  by  Mr.  Justice  Bavley  in 
the  case  of  Bex  v.  Eussell  («up.),  and  therefore  I 
cannot  for  a  moment  listen  to  the  argument  of  the 
defendant  on  those  grounds. 

Is  there  a  nuisance?  Counsel  for  the  defen- 
dant admitted  a  little  nuisance,  but  I  take  it 
a  little  nuisance  will  do.  The  doctrine  of  the 
court  is  no  doubt  De  minimis  non  curat  lex; 
but  that  is  something  of  a  very  trifling  character. 
The  iuBtance  given  by  Lord  Cran worth  in  a  case 
to  which  I  am  about  to  refer  was  merely  putting 
in  a  single  stake  in  the  stream,  something  too 
triflinflr  to  bear  discussion ;  but  where  there  is  really 
an  interference  with  the  navigation,  of  course  it  is 
not  ^ithin  ihat  doctrine. 

Then  is  there  an  interference?  Upon  that 
when  you  come  to  look  at  the  facts  there 
really  does  not  seem  to  be  much  room  for  ar^n* 
ment.  I  cannot  consider  the  comparison  vrhich 
has  been  so  often  suggested,  both  in  the  evi- 
dence and  in  the  argument,  of  the  illegal 
state  of  things  produced  by  the  defendant  before 
he  constructed  these  works,  and  the  state  of 
things  produced  by  the  new  works.  I  must  look 
upon  it  that  the  defendant  has  not  acquired  a 
right  to  keep  his  campshore  or  his  sloping  piles 
there,  and  has  chosen  to  remove  them  ;  that  the 
case  must  be  treated  in  exactly  the  same  way  as  if 
they  had  never  existed,  and  therefore  the  question 
is,  whether  erecting  these  piles  and  puttinfl:  up 
this  platform  in  this  narrow  river  can,  to  a  person 
of  ordinary  common  sense,  on  the  facts  which  I 
am  about  to  state,  be  considered  as  an  iuterferenoe 
with  the  navigation.  [His  Honour  examined  the 
evidence  as  to  the  width  and  depth  of  the  river ; 
finding  as  a  fact,  that  defendant's  works  mate* 

(a)  See  Beg,  v.  Bette,  16  Q.  B.  1022;   4  Oox  C.  C.  211 
and  note,  ante  p.  174. — Ed. 
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rially  lesBened  the  width  of  the  river  at  a  poiDt 
irhere  vessels  could  only  pass  each  other  jast 
aboot  high  water,  aod  that  there  was  therefore  a 
material  interference ;  that,  although  it  was  not 
shown  that  vessels  had  there  come  into  collision,  it 
was  because  they  only  passed  each  other  at  high 
tide,  and  continued:]  I  am  of  opinion  that  this  is 
a  material  obstruction  to  the  navigation,  and  would 
1»c  indictable  at  law  as  a  nuisance. 

If  it  was  necessary  to  rest  my  decision  on 
that  I  should  have  no  difficulty  in  doing  so,  but 
I  do  not  think  it  is  necessary.  But  there  is 
another  ground  also,  and  a  ground  of  very  great 
importance,  upon  which  I  say  the  informant  is  en- 
titled to  a  decree,  and  that  is  this,  that  no  man  has 
a  right  to  put  an  obstruction  in  the  bed  of  a  navi- 
gable river.  As  I  understand  the  law  it  is  tiqt  an 
answer  to  say  that  at  the  moment  the  obstruction  is 
Bot  a  nuisance.  It  may  become  so,  a  change  may  take 
place  either  in  the  mode  of  navigating  the  river, 
that  is  as  regards  the  vessels  using  the  river,  or  a 
new  mode  of  constructing  vessels  be  adopted, 
or  a  change  may  take  place  as  regards  the  form 
of  the  harbour  itself  by  removing  an  obstruction 
or  otherwise,  which  might  make  that  usable  and 
naviftable  which  was  not  before  navigable,  that  is 
to  say  in  a  useful  sense,  and  if  you  allow  the 
obstruction  to  remain,  you  allow  the  person  erecting 
the  obstruction  to  obtain  by  law,  by  reason  of  the 
lapse  of  time,  a  right  to  keep  the  obstruction  there, 
so  that  when  the  time  arrives  at  which  the 
obstruction  really  impedes  the  navigation,  you  will 
not  be  able  to  remove  it.  It  is  for  that  reason  so 
important  that  a  person  complaining  of  the  ob- 
struction, though  not  able  to  maintain  an  indict- 
ment for  nuisance,  because  the  actual  nuisance 
has  not  yet  been  committed,  should  be  able  to 
oome  to  a  court  of  equity  and  ask  that  court  to 
restrain  the  continuance  of  the  obstruction.  This 
matter  has  been  considered  several  times.  I  will 
refer  to  two  cases  on  the  point,  though  they  do 
not  actually  relate  to  a  public  navigable  river. 

The  first  is  the  ca«»e  of  Bickett  v.  Morris  (sup,) 
{14,  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  8. 835.)  That  decided  this,  that  in 
the  case  of  a  private  river,  where  there  were  two 
riparian  owners,  each  entitled  to  the  soil  ad  medium 
filum  aquas,  both  entitled  to  the  uninterrupted  flow 
of  water,  that  neither  of  these  could  erect  on 
his  own  land  any  structure  which  might  be  even- 
tually, though  not  then,  an  obstruction  to  naviga- 
tion. Now,  as  Lord  Westbury  put  it,  this  decision 
establishes  the  important  principle  that  an  en- 
croachment on  the  alveus  of  a  running  stream 
may  be  complained  of  without  the  necessity  of 
proving  that  damage  had  been  sustained,  or  is 
likely  to  be  sustained,  the  reason  being  that  which 
I  have  given,  that  you  cannot  tell  what  may 
happen  hereafter,  and  that  the  obstruction 
itself,  being  allowed  to  remain,  will  gain  for  the 
obstructor  a  prescriptive  right.  That  was  a 
Scotch  case,  but  it  was  decided  by  English 
judges,  and  expressly  on  the  ground  that  the 
Scotch  and  English  law  were  the  same.  So  it  is 
an  authority  for  English  law.  That  is  a  case  to  a 
certain  extent  a  fortiori,  because  there  the  man 
was  erecting  a  structure  on  his  own  soil,  the  half 
bed  of  the  river  belonging  to  him.  The  point  was 
considered  as  regards  a  navigable  river  in  the  case 
of  the  Attorney- General  v.  Lord  Lonsdale  {$up.) 
Yice-Chancellor  Malins  distinctly  held  that  the 
same  principle  extends  to  the  case  of  a  navigable 
river  as  regards  interfering  with  navigation;  and 


that  in  a  case  where  the  rights  of  the  Crown  to  the 
soil  had  passed  by  grant  to  the  defendants.  Lord 
Lonsdale  being  the  owner  of  the  whole  soil  of  the 
river,  having  obtained  a  grant  from  the  Crown. 
There  again  it  was  a  more  favourable  case  for  the 
defendant,  because  he  was  doing  it  on  his  own  soil. 
Here  in  the  present  case  the  defendanthas  no  right 
to  put  a  stake  in  the  soil  of  the  Crown ;  he  has  no 
right  whatever.    It  is  a  trespass  to  interfere  with 
the  soil ;  it  is  something  like  an  ouster  to  put  on  a 
permanent  erection  as  he  has  done.      He  is  in  a 
much  more  unfavourable  position  than  the  defend- 
ant was  in  either  of  the  cases  to  which  I  have 
referred ;  but  in  those  cases  it  was    said,    even 
without  proof  of  damage  either  sustained  or  likely 
to  be  sustained,  you  have  a  right  to  prevent  that 
which  may  hereafter,  under  altered  circumstances* 
became  a  nuisance,  without  proving  that  it  is  likely 
to  become  so.    Here,  as  I  said  before,  we  have  an 
a  fortiori  case;  here  is  a  case  in  which  the  defendant 
has  been  puttingtheae  things  (they  are  called  piles, 
they  are  structures  ^of  very  great   solidity  and 
strength,  very  substantial  structures  indeed,  with 
a  plauorm  alK)ve  them)  into  the  soil  of  a  navigable 
river,   where    the    soil    belongs  to  the  Crovm; 
and  I  am  not  prepared  to  say  that  even  if  the 
nuisance  had    not  been    proved,    there    is    no 
apprehension  of  a  nuisance,  because  as  to  all  the 
points  that  have  been    raised  as  to   the    other 
wharves,  and  so  on,  now  erected,  the  nuisance  may 
be  got  rid  of  by  the  owners  of  the  other  whnrves 
putting  back  their  wharves,  or  the  Corporation 
compelling  them  to  remove  all  their  illegal  en- 
croachments.   How  is  it  to  be  limited  ?    If  this 
defendant,  the  wharfinger,  can  take  away  Sffc.  bo 
can  his  neighbours ;  they  may  all  take  away  3f  ^^ 
each,  and  the  whole  line  of  the  river,  according  to 
his  theory,  may  be  diminished  3ft,  3in.,  and  a  week 
after  that  they  may  fill  up  their  wharf  to   the 
frontage,  and  take  3ft  more,  until  finally  they 
have  appropriated  all  the  river.    If  this  sort  of 
encroachment  is  not  to  be  prevented  I  cannot  see 
where  it  is  to  stop.    It  seems  to  me  that  the 
public  body  who  have  the  guardianship  of  the  liv^er 
should  apply  to  the  Attorney- General  to  stop  the 
encroachment  at  the  beginnini;.    It  perhaps  shows 
how  very  desirable  it  was  to  stop  him  at  the  Tery 
beginning,  that  this  defendant  thinks  that  now  to 
be  a  hardship  which  he  would  not  have  considered 
a  hardship  if  he  had  been   stopped  fifteen  years 
ago  when  he  first  began  these  encroachments. 

I  have  no  hesitation  in  granting  an  injunction 
according  to  the  prayer  of  this  information  in  the 
terms  of  the  first  paragraph,  and  in  ordering  the 
defendant  to  pay  the  costs  of  the  suit. 

Solicitors  :  Prior,  Bigg,  Ohttrch,  and  Adams  ; 
Lowless,  NeUon,And  Jones, 


V.O.  BACOn"S  COURT. 

Beported  by  the  Hon.  Bobbbt  Butlsb  and  V.  Gould, 
Eaq.,  Barrister84it-Law. 

Wednesday,  Jan.  14, 1874. 

Latham  v.  The  Chabtbbed  Bank  op  India,  Aus- 
tralia AND  China. 

Letter  of  hypothecation — Construction — Whether 
policy  of  insurance  represents  goods  insured — 
BiU  of  exchange — Undertaking  by  holder  not  to 
present — Discharge  of  drawer, 

v.,  a  merchant  in  Bombay,  consigned  cotton  to 
0,  and  Co.,  at  Liverpool,  per  the  Aurora,  and 
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drew  a  MU  against  it  on  0.  and  Co.,  tokich  before 
acceptance,  was  sold  to  a  hank.  V,  insured  the 
eotton,  and  deposited  the  hills  of  lading  amd  policy 
with  the  bank,  with  a  letter  of  hypotheccUion, 
authorising  the  hank  in  case  that  biU  or  any  other 
hills  of  his  held  by  the  bank  should  not  be  accepted 
or  paid,  to  sell  the  cotton  and  recoup  themselves. 
The  letter  of  hypothecation  mcule  no  mention  of 
the  poUcy. 

r.  shipped  cotton  on  other  vessels  to  W,  and  Co.,  and 
drew  bills  cigainst  it  upon  W,  and  Co.,  which  were 
accepted  by  them  and  sold  to  the  bank.  The  bank, 
at  W,  and  Co*s  request  {for  value),  deferred  pre^ 
smting  their  bills  for  payment  a/t  maturity.  The 
ship  Aurora  with  her  cargo  was  burnt  at  sea,  and 
the  bank  received  from  the  insurance  company 
the  whole  amount  of  the  insurance  n^ney.  0.  and 
Go.  failed  before  their  acceptance  matured. 

T.  and  also  W.  and  Co^  failed,  cmd  the  bills 
accepted  by  W.  and  Oo.  were  not  presented  to 
them  for  payment. 

Edd,  first,  on  the  construction  of  the  letter  of  hypO' 
^cation,  that  the  bank  had  no  claim  on  the  policy 
moneys  beyond  the  amount  of  0.  and  Go.^s  accep' 
tance,  so  as  to  apply  the  balance  towards  payment 
of  the  bills  on  W.  and  0. 

Secondly,  that  independently  of  that,  they  had,  by 

rrnng  not  to  present  the   bills   accepted  by 
and  Co.  for  their  payment  ai  maturity  released 

the  estate  of  V.,  the  drawer. 
Tee  plaiotiffR  carried  on  baeiness  at  Bombay  as 
genenJ  merchants,  under  the  firm  of  Finlay, 
Soott,  and  Co..  and  the  principal  defendants  were 
the  Chartered  Bank  of  India,  Anstralia,  and 
Chioa.  The  bill  prayed  that  the  Bank  might  be 
declared  to  be  trostees  for  the  plaintiffs  of  the 
balance  of  certain  policy  money  after  the  payment 
tbereont  to  the  Bank  of  the  amoont  due  on  a  bill 
of  exchange  then  held  by  the  Bank.  The  oircam* 
itaooes  of  the  case  were  as  follows : 

In  the  month  of  April  1870,  one  Yallabjee,  a 

DakiFe  trader  in  Bombay,  shipped  100  bales  of 

ootfeon  by  the  ship  Aurora  from  Bombay  to  Liyer- 

pool,   the   cotton    being    consigned    to    Messrs. 

Coapland  Brothers  there,  for  sale  on  account  of 

the  shipper.    Ynllnbjee  drew  a  bill  or  bills  of  ex- 

chao^  against  the  cotton  on  Messrs.  Coupland 

for  12002.    The  cotton  was  insured  by  Yullubjee 

in  the  sum  of  1700L  in  the  British  and  Foreign 

Harine  Insnrance  Co.,  and  upon  the  shipment  he 

•old  the  bill  of  exchange  before  acceptance  to  the 

BaDk,  depositing  with  them  at  the  same  time  the 

bills  of  lading  and  the  policy  of  insurance,  and 

ilflo  a  letter  of  hypothecation,  which  so  far  as 

loateria],  was  as  follows : 

Totiie  Chartered  Bank  of  India,  Australia,  and  CliiDa. 

Bombay,  April  14, 1870. 

Having  this  daj  sold  to  yon  three  bills  of  exchange, 
^wn  by  me  on  Mesara.  Coapland  Brothers,  of  Liverpool, 
•od  at  the  same  time  huided  to  yon  as  collateral  aeon- 
ritiet  for  the  dne  payment  of  the  said  bUls,  the  hills  of 
lading  and  shipping  documents  of  the  several  goods. 
The  agreement  is  understood  to  he  as  follows.  .  .  . 

I  further  authorise  the  Chartered  Bank  of  India, 
Anttralia,  and  China,  or  any  maoager  or  agent  thereof, 
on  default  being  made  in  acoeptanoe  on  presentment,  or 
ia  pavment  at  maturitv  of  any  of  the  above  bills,  or  on 
the  drawee's  suspension  of  payment  during  the  our- 
Y^oej  of  the  biUii,  to  sell  the  said  goods,  or  a  competent 
part  thereof,  and  to  apply  the  nett  proceeds  (after  de- 
footing  uflTual  commission  and  diarges),  in  payment  of 
*nch  bUls  with  re-exchange  and  charges,  the  balance,  if 
say,  to  be  placed  against  any  other  of  my  hills  which 
Bay  at  the  time  be  in  the  hands  of  the  said  bank,  or  any 
oiber  liability  of  me  to  the  said  bank,  and  subject 


thereto  to  be  accounted  for  to  the  proner  parties.  In 
caae  the  nett  prooeeds  of  such  goods  shall  be  iuBufficient 
to  pav  the  amount  of  any  such  bills  with  re-exchAUge 
and  charges,  I  authorise  the  Chartered  Bank  of  Indut, 
Australia,  and  China,  or  the  holders  thereof  for  the  time 
being  to  draw  on  me  for  the  deficiency,  and  I  engage  to 
honour  such  drafts  on  presentment,  it  being  under- 
stood that  the  account  current  rendered  by  the  said 
bank  shall  be  acknowledged  and  allowed  as  safficient 
proof  of  sale  and  loss. 

Lastly,  it  is  mutually  agreed  that  the  delivery  of  said 
oollateral  securities  to  your  bank  shall  not  prejudice  your 
rights  on  said  bills  in  case  of  dishonour,  nor  shall  any 
recourse  taken  thereon  affect  the  title  of  the  bank  to 
said  securities,  to  the  extent  of  my  liability  to  your  bank 
as  aboTS.  Your  obedient  servant, 

Jaitha  Vullubjev. 

The  bill  of  exchange  was  dated  14th  April  1870. 

In  the  month  of  October  1870,  before  the  bill  of 
exchange  arrived  at  maturity,  the  firm  of  Messrs. 
Conpland  Brothers  stopped  payment. 

In  the  month  of  May  1870  Yullubjee  shipped 
other  cotton  to  Liverpool  in  the  ships  Westeiih 
Belle  and  Canute,  sach  shipments  being  consigned 
to  Messrs.  Haigb,  Wilson,  and  Oo.  in  England, 
against  which  Yullabjee  drew  two  bills  of  exchange 
for  3000^.  each,  dated  6th  May  1870.  These  bills 
also  were  sold  to  the  bank,  and  the  bills  of  lading 
thereof,  together  with  letters  of  hypothecation 
similar  to  that  of  the  14th  April,  were  deposited 
with  the  bank.  Haigh,  Wilson,  and  Oo.,  failed  to 
meet  the  acceptances,  and  the  cotton  on  board  the 
Western  Belle  and  Canute  was  sold  by  the  Bank, 
bat  the  amount  raised  was  not  safficient  to  coyer 
the  amount  of  the  bills  drawn  against  it. 

The  Aurora,  with  all  her  cargo,  was  burnt  at 
sea,  and  the  cotton  on  board  her  became  a  total 
loss. 

Yullabjee  consigned  yarioas  other  parcels  of 
cotton  by  the  Aurora  to  various  persons  in  London 
and  Liverpool,  and  being  largely  in  debt  to  the 
plaintiffs  and  pressed  by  them  for  payment,  he  on 
the  18th  Jan.  1871  gave  to  the  plaintiffs  a  letter 
of  assignment,  as  follows  : 

Bombay  18th  January  1871 
Messrs.  Finlay  Scott  and  Co.  Bombay 

Dear  Sirs — In  consideration  of  your  now  advancing  me 
the  sum  of  rupees  five  thousand  (B.  5000)  and  with 
reference  to  the  various  claims  on  me  and  on  my  agents 
...  of  yourselves  .  .  .  and  for  payment  of  all 
which  claims  you  have  ...  at  my  request  agreed  to 
forego  immediate  legal  proceedings  against  me  .  .  .  and 
to  compromise  all  those  claims  for  the  sum  of  B.  75,000 
secured  and  to  be  secured  as  follows  namely  Messrs. 
Baring  Brothers  and  Co.  already  hold  policies  of  in- 
suranoe  for  £7900  effected  by  me  in  the  various  offi<3es 
noted  in  margin  on  250  bales  of  ootton  per  the  late  ship 
Aurora  burnt  at  sea  the  prooeeds  of  which  when  re- 
ceived after  eatisfving  the  drafts  against  these  consign- 
ments (which  drafts  are  not  effected  by  or  included  in 
this  letter)  and  which  proceeds  after  such  satisfaction 
are  for  the  purposes  of  this  letter  and  subject  as 
hereinafter  is  mentioned  taken  to  amount  to  the  sum  of 
B.  25,000  will  be  applied  in  reduction  of  the  eaid  sum  of 
B.  75,000  thereby  reducing  the  same  to  the  sum  of 
B.  50,000  and  as  security  for  the  same  I  hereby  assign 
to  you  the  various  policies  of  insurance  particularised 
at  the  foot  of  this  lel^er  effected  by  me  on  goods  per  the 
said  late  ship  and  all  the  prooeeds  of  and  moneys  re* 
ooverable  ana  to  be  recovered  on  the  said  policies  (subject 
nevertheless  to  all  now  existing  legal  charges  and  incnm- 
brances  on  such  policies  prooeeds  or  moneys)  And  I 
hereby  direct  the  various  persons  in  whose  hands  the 
said  policief,  proceeds  or  moneys  now  are  or  for  the  time 
bein^  may  be  to  account  to  you  as  the  assignees  thereof 
(subiect  as  aforesaid)  for  the  same  respectively  and  I 
hereby  authorise  and  empower  you  or  Messrs.  Baring 
Brothers  and  Co.  or  whomsoever  elie  you  may  from  time 
to  time  nominate  for  that  purpose  to  collect  and  receive 
the  same  respectively  in  my  name  or  in  the  name  of  my 
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executors  or  administrators  or  legal  representatiyes  if 
thought  desirable  and  I  hereby  agree  to  exeonte  at  yonr 
request  a  valid  legal  mortgage  of  the  same  polioies  pro- 
ceeds and  moneys  with  such  covenant  for  payment  and 
power  of  sale  and  other  covenants  and  powers  as  yon 
may  desire  and  I  declare  that  if  the  snrplos  proceeds  of 
the  said  policies  held  bj  Messrs.  Barinor  Brothers  and 
Co.  shall  not  amount  to  B.  25,000  (twenty^five 
thonsand)  then  the  balance  shall  be  recoverable  from  an^ 
excess  there  may  be  in  the  proceeds  of  the  policies  parti- 
cularised below  over  the  snm  of  B.  50,000  and 
further  that  if  these  two  sets  of  proceeds  do  not  together 
realise  to  you  B.  75,000  (seventy- five  thonsand)  I 
am  still  liable  for  the  balance  of  that  sum — ^Yours  truly 

Jaitha  Vullubjxs. 

The  list  of  policies  accompanying^  the  letter 
included  the  policy  for  17002.  effected  in  the  British 
and  Foreign  Marine  Insararoe  Company. 

'the  two  bills  of  exchange  drawn  by  Ynllabjee 
on  Messrs'.  Haigb,  Wilson,  and  Co.  were  accepted 
by  them,  and  matnred  on  the  third  Dec.  1870,  but 
they,  being  unable  to  pay  them  at  maturity,  wrote 
to  the  bank  the  following  letter : 

Liverpool  Srd  Deo  1870 
To  the  Chartered  Bank  of  India  Australia  and  China, 

London 

Gentlemen — We  have  to  request  that  you  will  defer 
presentment  for  payment  of  our  acceptances  maturing 
to-<)ay  as  follows  viz 

[Here  followed  four  acceptances,  which  are  imma- 
terial] 

jeaOOO  drawn  by  Jaitha  Yullubjee  against  250  B/C 
per  Western  Belle 

.£8000  drawn  by  Jaitha  Yullubjee  against  250  B/C 
per  Canute 

And  in  consideration  of  your  so  doing  we  hereby  hold 
ourselves  in  every  respect  liable  to  you  on  account  of 
the  said  acceptances  as  if  the  same  had  been  regularly 
presented  at  due  date  as  farther  securitv  for  all  our 
obligation  to  your  bank  we  now  hand  you  £750  as  addi- 
tional marffin.  It  is  understood  that  the  cotton  repre- 
sented by  uie  above-named  shipments  is  to  be  sold  under 
the  supervision  and  control  of  your  agent  in  Liverpool 
Mr  Jonn  Scott  and  to  whom  our  broker  will  have  to 
account  for  the  net  proceeds  and  that  should  all  our 
acceptances  not  be  fully  paid  before  the  re«drafts  on  the 
respective  native  drawers  for  deficiencies  are  sent  out 
sncn  re-drafts  are  to  be  placed  in  your  hands  for  collec- 
tion and  the  proceeds  to  be  held  by  you  against  any 
balance  that  may  be  due  to  the  bank^  ns 

Haioh  Wilson  and  Co 

The  letter  further  stated  that  as  further  security 
for  all  their  obligations  Messrs.  Haigh,  Wilsqn, 
and  Co.  assigned  to  the  bank  all  their  interest  m 
certain  contracts,  which  were  not  specified. 

In  compliance  with  this  request  the  bank  de- 
ferred presentment  of  the  two  bills,  and  at  the 
time  of  the  filing  of  the  bill  they  had  not  been  pre- 
sented or  paid,  Messrs.  Haigh,  Wilson,  and  Co. 
having  failed.  Yullubjee  subsequently  became 
bankrupt. 

The  British  and  Foreign  Marine  Insurance 
Company  paid  to  the  bank  the  sum  of  1700Z.,  being 
the  whole  amount  of  the  policy  effected  on  the 
cotton  shipped  to  Messrs.  Coupland  Brothers,  in 
tbe  Aurora,  out  of  which  the  bank  paid  them- 
selves the  amount  due  on  Messrs.  Conpland's 
acceptance,  thus  leaving  in  the  hands  of  the  bank 
a  balance  of  about  470L  Tbe  bank  now  claimed, 
under  the  letter  of  hypothecation  of  the  14th 
April  1820  to  hold  this  balance  of  470Z.  towards 
the  discbarffe  of  the  two  bills  drawn  by  Yullubjee 
on  Haigb,  Wilson,  and  Co.,  for  30002.  each. 

The  plaintiffs  thereupon  filed  their  bill,  stating 
that  there  was  a  large  sum  due  to  them  from 
Yullubjee's  estate  under  the  assignment  of  the 
18th  January  1871,  and  contending  that  Yullub- 
jee's  estate  was  not  liable  to  the  bank  on  the  two  I 


acceptances  of  Messrs.  Haigh,  Wilson,  and  Co.,  and 
charging  that,  even  if  Yullubjee*s  estate  had  been 
liable  thereon,  it  had  been  discharged  by  the 
agreement  of  tbe  bank  with  Messrs.  Haigh,  Wilson 
and  Co.,  the  acceptors,  to  give  them  time  for  pay- 
ment of  the  bills,  such  agreement  being  witnout 
YuHubjee's  consent,  and  praying  as  aboVe. 

Kay,  Q.C.,  and  Ferrers,  for  the  plaintiffs.— 
We  are  the  second  mortgagees  of  tbe  policy 
under  the  letter  of  assignment  of  the  18th 
January  1861.  The  special  power  given  by  the 
letter  of  hypothecation  of  the  14th  April  1870,  in 
case  of  a  sale  of  the  cotton  on  board  the  Aurom, 
cannot  be  extended  to  a  case  where  there  was  no 
sale  at  all,  as  was  the  case  here,  the  cotton  having 
been  burnt.  The  letter  of  hypothecation  refers 
only  to  proceeds  of  sale,  which  sale  never  took 
place.  The  letter  of  hypothecation  does  not  even 
refer  to  the  policy  which  was  deposited  only  to 
meet  the  one  bill  of  12002.  drawn  on  Messrs. 
Coupland.  The  policy  does  not  represent  the 
gooas  insured  :  (Bemdtton  v.  Strang,  3  Mar* 
Law  Cas.  O.  S.  154;  L.  Bep.  3  Ch.  588;  19 
L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.  40).  But  even  if  the  bank  are 
right  in  their  construction  of  the  letter  o€ 
hypothecation,  yet  by  giving  time  for  payment 
of  the  two  bills  for  30002.  to  Haigh,  Wilson,  and 
Co,  for  valuable  consideration  without  the  consent 
of  Yullubjee,  the  drawer,  they  have  releaned  him : 
(Oriental  financial  Corporation  v.  Overend,  Qurnetf 
and  Co.,  L.  Bep.  7  Ch.  142 ;  25  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S. 
813.) 

Eddie,  Q.C.and  Weettahe iorthehhnk. — We  sub- 
mit that  the  money  received  on  the  policy  is  liable 
under  the  letter  of  hypothecation  as  the  proceeds 
of  sale  would  have  been  if  a  sale  had  taken  place. 
The  letter  of  hypothecation  charges  the  shipping 
documents.  That  term  would  include  the  policy 
which  had  been  deposited.  Wherever  a  right  to 
sell  the  goods  would  arise,  as  it  arose  here  by  the 
bills  not  being  paid  at  maturity,  the  policy  money 
must  be  taken  to  represent  the  goods  which  are 
not  forthcoming.  As  to  the  alleged  discharge  of 
YuHubjee's  estate,  a  mere  promise  not  to  sue  on 
a  bill  does  not  discharge  anyone.  Here  the  bank 
were  merely  to  defer  presenting  tbe  bills  on  a 
given  day.  No  time  was  fixed.  They  might  have 
been  presented  tbe  next  day.  Tbe  bank,  aa 
holderfi,  had  a  periect  right  to  delay  presenting 
the  bills  without  any  contract  for  that  purpose, 
and  this  would  not  have  altered  the  position  of  the 
drawers.  The  effect  of  the  undertaking  of  Haigb» 
Wilson,  and  Co.  was  that  they  would  hold  them- 
selves liable  just  as  if  the  bills  bad  been  pre- 
sented, and  they  merely  desired  not  to  have  the 
bills  protested.  In  Oriental  Financial  Corpora' 
Hon  y.  Overend,  Oumey  and  Co.^  there  had  been  a 
positive  contract  to  give  time.  We  are  not  seeking 
a  remedy  under  the  law  merchant  but  upon  the 
guarantee.    They  cited 

Hitchcock  V.  Humphrey,  5  Man.  &  Gr.  559 ;  ^ 

Walton  V.  Mascall,  18  M.  &  W.  452 ; 
Murray  v.  King,  bB.  &  Aid.  165 ; 
Fhilvott  V.  Bryant,  4  Bing.  717 : 
HallY.  Cole,  4  Ad.  A  Ell.  577. 

-Kay,  Q.C.  in  reply. — The  policy  is  merely  a  con- 
tract of  indemnity.  The  undertaking  not  to  pre* 
sent  a  bill  for  an  indefinite  time  is  even  more 
injurious  to  the  drawer.  There  is  no  case  showing 
that  giying  an  indefinite  time  to  the  principal  is 
not  a  discharge  of  the  surety. 

The  Yice-Chancellob. — It  is  a  little  surprising 
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(hat,  ont  of  one  oi  tbe  most  ordioary  mercantile 
tnuiSMtioQB  that  can  be,  snob  a  qaestion  as  this 
Bhoold  arise,  and  that  it  shonld  be  disoassed  at 
nioh  length.  I  liave  listened  very  wiUinely, 
beoaase  the  thing  is  not  withoat  its  interests.  Tbe 
tnosaotion  is  simply  this:  A  shipper  in  India 
draws  a  bill  on  his  consignees  in  England ;  he  sells 
it  in  the  market  in  India,  and  accompanies  it  with 
the  bill  of  lading,  which  is  the  only  shipping  docn- 
Bmit  that  I  know  of ;  bnt  it  is  stated  that  at  the 
nme  time  he  deposited  with  the  person  who  bought 
the  bill  of  exchange  of  him  a  policy  of  insurance 
•gainst  damage  by  fire  to  the  cargo. 

Now,  what  is  the  meaning  of  that  transaction, 
withoat  stopping  for  a  moment  to  consider  the 
terms  in  which  it  is  expressed  P  It  is  this,  and 
this  only ;  *'  I  have  shipped  to  England  goods  that 
are  worth  at  least  12002.,  for  which  I  have  drawn  ; 
I  give  yoQ  by  means  of  the  bill  of  lading  the 
power  to  secure  to  yourself  the  payment  of  that 
1200L,  if  the  parties  liable  npon  the  bill  do  not 

Cj.'*  Is  there  anything  more  in  the  contract 
tween  the  parties?  Is  any  other  snm  than 
1200L  in  the  contemplation  of  either  of  them — 
the  man  who  buys  or  the  man  who  sells 
tiie  bill?  It  is  impossible  to  say  that  any- 
thing else  entered  into  their  contemplation. 
The  only  use  of  the  policy  of  insurance  is  to 
guard  against  any  accident  that  may  happen  by 
which  the  value  of  the  goods  shipped  should  be 
diminished,  and  to  insure  to  the  holder  of  the  bill 
that  he  shall  have  at  least  the  value  of  the  250 
hales  of  cotton  which  are  shipped  on  board  the 
■hip. 

That  is  the  plain  transaction,  that  is  so  stated 
m  the  answer.  I  do  not  wish  to  attach  more 
importance  to  the  wordn  of  the  answer  than 
really  belongs  to  them,  or  endeavour  to  strain 
them  beyond  what  I  take  to  have  been  the  true  in- 
tention of  the  parties,  and  the  true  nature  of  this 
most  ordinary  mercantile  transaction.  The  state* 
m^Dt  in  the  answer  is,  that  at  the  same  time  the 
shipper  handed  to  the  bank  as  security  for  the 
payment  of  the  said  draft  the  bill  of  lading  of  the 
ooUon  and  the  policy  of  insurance.  That  is  the 
real  transaction  between  the  parties,  and  the 
Itenefit  of  that  to  the  full  the  defendants,  the  bank, 
have  had.  The  letter  of  hypothecation,  as  it  is 
ealled—and  rightly  enough  so  called — does  not  ex- 
tend that  in  the  slightest  degree.  [His  Honour 
then  read  from  the  letter  of  hypothecation,  and 
eontinued.]  It  is  confined  in  its  terms  as  well  as 
it  is  confined  entirely  in  its  nature  to  those  bills 
amounting  to  12002.  and  to  those  250  bales  of 
oottOQ  which  are  mentioned  in  the  document  to 
which  I  have  been  referring.  Upon  what  ground  can 
it  be  paid  that,  if  by  any  accident  beyond  the  terms 
of  this  contract  a  sum  of  money  came  into  the 
hands  of  tbe  Chartered  Bank  of  India,  Australia, 
aod  China,  they  were  therefore  at  liberty  to  apply 
that  in  satisfaction  of  any  debt  which  the  Indian 
merchant  might  owe  to  them  P  There  is  no  ground 
whatever  for  any  such  pretence.  The  contract  is 
dear.plain, usual,  ordinary,  and  open  to  no  doubt  or 
Qoestion.  Nobody  has  questioned  the  right  of 
we  banks  to  have  the  bills  in  this  memorandum 
satisfied,  and  they  have  been  satisfied,  not 
oactly  in  the  mode  here  contemplated,  but  by 
means  of  the  delivery  to  them  of  the  policy 
of  insurance,  which  was  so  delivered  to  them 
only  that  they  might  have  the  bills  paid  when 
they  arrived   at   maturity.      It    would  be  put- 


ting a  construction  on  these  words  wholly  at  vari-^ 
ance,  not  only  with  the  intention  of  the  parties, 
but  at  variance  with  the  very  expressions  them- 
selves, if  I  were  to  hold  that  by  means  of  this 
transaction — this  letter  of  hypothecation  and  the 
policy  of  insurance  against  fire  which  accom- 
panied it — they  were  entitled  to  any  more  than 
the  very  snm  which  was  expressed  in  the  bills  of 
exchange. 

The  case  might  be  decided  npon  that  point, 
and  npon  that  point  alone.  That  would  be  enough 
to  justify  the  plaintiffs  in  the  demand  which 
they  now  make.  But  another  poict  has  been 
suggested,  and  that  is,  the  transaction  with 
Haigb,  Wilson,  and  Co.  Messrs.  Haigb,* Wilson, 
and  Co.,  having  transactions  with  the  bank,  pre- 
vailed on  the  bank  not  to  present  for  payment 
the  particular  bills.  It  is  said  that  they  desired 
to  avoid  the  notoriety  which  might  attend  the  pro- 
test. Why  should  the  drawer  of  the  bill  be  pre- 
judiced by  thatP  If  that  was  convenient  as 
between  the  bank  and  Haigb,  Wilson,  and  Co,,  they 
might  settle  that  for  themselves,  but  that  the  memo- 
randum, which  is  set  out  in  the  answer,  is  a  plain 
agreement  on  the  part  of  the  bank  to  postpone 
for  an  indefinite  time  the  payment  of  the  money 
due  on  the  acceptance,  according  to  the  tenor 
of  it,  no  one  who  reads  it  can  doubc.  Tbe 
agreement  is  this :  fHis  Honour  read  the  letter 
of  the  3rd  Dec.  1870.J  Now,  it  it  is  said  that  no 
definite  time  is  to  be  gathered  from  this  document, 
although  I  admit  that  there  is  no  particular  day 
or  month  or  year  mentioned  in  it,  it  is  quite  clear 
that  it  is  a  contract  that  they  will  not  enforce  pay* 
ment  of  the  particular  acceptances  until  the  re- 
drafts have  been  made  for  the  deficiency  upon  the 
native  merchant,  and  the  result  of  those  drafts 
shall  be  ascertained,  and  in  the  meantime  the 
drafts  themselves  are  pledged  to  or  placed  in  the 
hands  of  the  bank  for  collection  by  them  of  the 
moneys  for  which  they  are  drawn.  Then  it  goes 
on,  *'  As  further  security  for  all  our  obligations  to 
the  bank  we  assign  to  you  all  our  interest"  in  cer- 
tain contracts,  which  are  not  explained.  That 
comes  within  the  ordinary  rule,  a  rule,  as  I  under- 
stand it,  without  exception,  that  if  the  holder  of 
a  bill,  having  the  right  to  present  it,  and  tbe  duty 
of  presenting  it  as  far  as  tbe  drawer  is  concerned, 
when  it  arrives  at  maturity,  neglects  to  do  so,  and 
gives  time  to  the  person,  the  acceptor,  who 
ought  to  pay  the  bill,  he  thereby  discharges  the 
drawer.  That  is  a  rule  most  reasonable  and 
just  in  itself,  when  you  consider  the  consequences 
which  it  may  have  upon  the  drawer,  and  how 
his  position  may  be  grievously  altered,  not 
only  by  the  neglect,  but  by  the  contract  which 
the  bank  chose  to  enter  into  upon  this  occasion. 
I  think  upon  that  ground  also  the  plaintiffs 
would  be  entitled  to  that  which  they  ask  by  their 
bill. 

Now,  cases  were  referred  to  in  answer  to  this 
part  of  the  case,  which  I  cannot  help  thinking 
have  no  real  bearing  upon  it;  cases,  I  mean, 
of  collateral  security.  If  a  man  has  by  an 
independent  and  separate  contract  agreed  that, 
in  a  particular  event,  namely,  in  the  event  of 
the  non-payment  of  a  sum  of  money  at  a  parti- 
cular time,  he  will  be  answerable  for  that  money, 
what  has  that  to  do  with  any  formalities  that  may 
have  been  neglected  or  not  properly  enforced  in 
tbe  way  of  presenting  the  bills,  if  there  were  bills 
in  the  case,  or  giving  time  for  the  payment  of  the 
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money  if  that  had  been  done.  It  is  a  plain  colla- 
teral security  in  every  one  of  the  oases  which  Mr. 
Eddis  mentioned  to  me.  The  judp^meot  of  the 
coart  goes  upon  the  terms,  tenor,  and  effect  of  the 
collateral  security,  and  excludes  from  the  opera- 
tion of  that  security  all  extraneous  circumstaDces, 
and  all  that  is  not  referable  to  the  plain  express 
contract  between  the  parties.  The  policy  of 
insurance  I  take  to  have  been,  not  only  from  the 
words  which  are  used,  but  in  its  very  nature, 
simply  a  security  that  the  bills  [t  e ,  Coupland's] 
shoold  be  paid  when  they  became  due.  They  have 
been  paid  after  they  became  due.  The  whole 
demand  of  the  bank  in  respect  of  those  bills,  all 
that  wa9  contemplated  by  the  letter  of  hypotheca- 
tion, has  been  accomplished.  The  bank  have  had 
all  they  contracted,  and  are  entitled  to  have,  and  to 
say  that  the  proceeds  of  the  policy  of  insur- 
ance are  to  stand  instead  of  the  goods,  is  in 
contradiction  of  that  principle  of  law  which  I 
gather  from  Bemdtaon  v.  Strang  (uhi  sup.),  where 
the  main  purport  of  the  decision  is,  to  point  out 
clearly  that  the  goods  themselves  and  the  policy 
effected  in  respect  of  damage  which  might  happen 
in  respect  of  those  goods,  are  in  their  nature  dis- 
tinct, and  are  not  to  be  confounded,  and  that  one 
is  not  to  be  taken  for  the  other.  The  same  thing 
is  equally  apparent  here.  There  is  no  connection 
not  only  in  the  expressions  in  the  documents 
referred  to,  but  there  is  no  connection  in  right,  or 
reason,  or  in  fair  justice  in  an  ordinary  mercantile 
transaction,  between  the  policy  of  insurance,  which 
was  only  to  effect  the  payment  of  the  bills, 
or  provide  the  means  of  paying  the  billR,  and  the 
surplus  which,  if  the  goods  had  arrived  safely  and 
had  been  sold,  the  Bank  might  have  made  some 
claim  to. 

In  my  opinion  the  plaintiffs  succeed  in  their  de- 
mand, and  they  are  entitled  to  the  4702.  which  is 
the  balance  of  the  policy  of  insurance,  and  for  which 
alone  the  bill  was  filed. 

Solicitors  for  the  plaintiffs,  Markby,  Tarry,  and 
StewarK 

Solicitors  for  the  defendants,  Linklater  and  Co, 


JUDICIAL  COMMITTEE  OF  THE 
FBIVT  COUNCIL. 


ON    APPEAL     PBOM    THE     VICE- ADMIRALTY   COURT    OF 

HONG  KONG. 
Beported  by  J.  P.  Amvuxxll,  Esq.,  Barri8ter.at-Law« 

Dec,  6  and  6, 1873. 

(Present :  The  Right  Hons.  Sir  J.  W.  Oolvilb,  Sir 
B.  Phillimore  (Jud^e  of  the  Hi^h  Court  of 
Admiralty),  Sir  Barnes  Peacock,  Sir  Montague 
E.  Smith,  and  Sir  R.  P.  Collier.) 

The  Rona— The  Ava. 

Collision — Speed — Lights  obscured  by  steamer's 
smoke — Buty  to  stop  and  ascertain  course. 

It  is  negligence  on  the  part  of  a  steamer  to  go  at  full 
speed  under  steam  and  sail  before  the  wind  whilst 
her  smoke  is  blown  over  her  bows  so  as  to  obscure 
her  lights  and  to  prevent  her  from  seeing  and  from 
bting  seen  by  other  ships  approaching  from  an 
opposite  direction. 

Where  a  steamship  is  approaching  another,  whose 
exact  course  cannot  be  at  once  ascertained  by 
reason  of  her  lights  being  obscu^red  by  her  own 
ftmoke,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  former  to  slacken  speed 
und  to  wait  till  that  course  is  ascertained  before 


taking  amy  decided  step  to  avoid  the  other  vessel ; 

if,  before  having  ascertained  the  exact  course  of 

the  other,  she,  without  slackening  speed,  execiUes  ct 

manoeuvre,  which,  although  appearing  to  be  right 

at  the  time,  contributes  to  the  collision,  she  udll  be 

to  blame. 
These  were  appeals  from  decrees  of  the  Son* 
Henry  John  Ball,  the  acting  jadge  of  the  Vice* 
Admiralty  Court  of  Hong  Kong,  in  cross  caasea  of 
damage  lately  pending  in  that  court,  broaght  by 
the  appellants,  the  owners  of  a  steamship  called 
the  Rona,  against  the  steamship  Ava,  of  which  the 
respondents  were  owners,  and  by  the  respondenta 
against  the  owners  of  the  Rona,  for  the  recovery  of 
damages  in  respect  of  losses  sastained  by  the  re- 
spective parties  by  reason  of  a  collision  between  the 
said  two  vessels. 

The  collision  happened  at  about  7.40  p.m.  on  the 
14th  April  1872,  about  twenty  miles  S.S.W.  of 
Turnabout  Island,  on  the  east  coast  of  China. 

The  Rona  was  an  iron  paddle  wheel  steamer  of 
784  tons  register,  and  150  horse  power,  and  was 
proceeding  from  Shanghai  to  Swatow  with  cskrgo 
and  passeugers. 

The  Ava  is  an  iron  screw  steamer  of  1902  tona^ 
French  register  (over  3000  tons  English),  and  was 
one  of  the  French  mail  packets,  and  was  carryings 
the  mails  from  Hong  Kong  to  Shanghai. 

There  were  no  pleadings  in  the  court  below,  bat 
each  party  filed  a  preliminary  act,  setting  out  the 
facts  as  here  given. 

The  facts  of  the  case,  as  appearing  by  the  evi- 
dence of  the  appellants,  were,  that  the  Rona,  ander 
steam  and  sail,  was  steerini;  S.S.W.  by  oompasa 
(S.W.  by  S.  i  S.  true),  and  proceeding  at  the  rate 
of  about  ten  knots  an  hour,  with  a  bright  light  ex- 
hibited at  her  mast  head,  and  a  green  light  on  ber 
starboard  side,  and  a  red  light  on  her  port  side,  all 
burning  brightly — that  the  night  was  bright  and 
clear — that  the  wind  was  blowing  a  gale  from  ^.S. 
by  E.,  carrying  the  smoke  of  the  Rona  over  her 
starboard  bow ;  the  smoke  was  spread  out  over  the 
water  by  catching  the  foresail — that  a  good  look 
out  was  kept  on  board  the  £ona— that  the  three 
lights  of  the  Ava  were  seen  a  little  before  the  star- 
board beam  of  the  Rona,  distant  about  300  or  400 
yards  (eighteen  or  twenty  seconds  before  the  colli- 
sion)— that  the  helm  of  the  Bona  was  immediately 
put  hard  a-starboard,  but  that  the  Ava,  with  ber 
stem  struck  the  Rona  with  great  violence  at  ber 
starboard  forward  gangway,  and  did  her  so  mucb 
damage  that  she  very  soon  afterwards  foundered 
and  was  lost,  with  a  number  of  those  on  board  ber. 
Those  on  board  the  Rona  had  been  unable  to  see 
the  Ava  sooner  owing  to  the  smoke  from  the  funnel 
ot  the  Bonn  being  carried  by  the  wind  over  ber 
starboard  bow. 

The  case  made  by  the  respondents  by  their  evi- 
dence was,  that  the  Ava  was  steamini;  at  the  rate 
of  from  ten  to  eleven  knots,  steering  N.  41  degrees 
E.  by  compass  (K  51°  E.  true),  with  her  proper 
masthead  and  side  lights  up;  that  the  officer  in 
charge  of  her  saw  on  the  horizon  and  on  the  port 
bow  of  the  Ava  what  resembled  a  shower  of  rain, 
and,  shortly  afterwards  smelling  smoke,  supposed 
that  the  object  which  he  saw  was  a  steamer,  and 
caused  the  helm  of  the  Ava  to  be  ported;  tbe 
smoke  then  appeared  to  be  from  two  to  three  miles 
away  ;  that  he  afterwards  saw  the  white  light  only 
of  the  Rona,  distant  about  700  or  800  metres 
(about  a  mile),  and  about  three  points  on  the  Ava'€ 
port  bow ;  and  then  caused  the  helm  of  the  A^hh  to 
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be  pot  hard  aport.  This  brought  the  white  light 
of  the  Bona  4^  points  on  his  port  bow,  and  in  about 
a  minote  and  a  half  he  saw  the  ereen  light  of  the 
Bona  at  a  distance  of  about  half  a  mile,  and  aboat 
5|  points  on  his  port  bow ;  he  at  once  ordered  the 
engines  of  the  Ava,  which  until  then  had  been  kept 
going  ahead  fall  speed,  to  be  stopped  and  reversed, 
bat  that  the  collision  ensued.  At  the  time  of  the 
collision  the  head  of  the  Ava  was  E.  by  N.  by 
compass,  (E.  true).  The  smoke  of  the  Rana  pre- 
Teoted  her  lights  being  sooner  seen  from  the 
Ava, 

The  learned  acting  judge  of  the  court  below  (who 
was  assisted  by  Capt.  Hewlett,  It.N.,  and  Capt.  J. 
3.  Barnett,  Br.K.  as  assessors),  pronounced  the 
collision  to  have  been  wholly  occasioned  by  the 
fault  of  the  Bona,  and  decreed  accordingly. 

The  reasons  of  the  learned  acting  judge  for  the 
condnsion  at  which  he  arrived,  as  appearing  in  the 
jadgment,  were  as  follows  : 

First,  that  there  was  want  of  proper  oare  and 
caution  on  the  part  of  the  BoTia  in  carrying  sail 
and  maintaining  such  a  high  rate  of  speed  when 
her  lights  and  those  of  any  vessel  approaching 
from  the  opposite  direction  would  obviously  be 
obacored  by  her  smoke. 

Secondly,  that  there  was  neglect,  in  not  porting 
the  helm  of  the  Bona  at  the  instant  of  seeing  the 
Ava*8  lights.  That  the  case  was  one  of  vessels 
meeting  nearly  end  on,  each  having  the  other 
(aooording  to  calculation)  not  more  than  a  point  on 
the  bow. 

Thirdly,  that  was  farther  neglect,  on  the  part  of 
the  Bona,  in  not  causing  her  engines  to  be  stopped 
when  danger  was  imminent. 

Fourthly,  that  no  blame  attached  to  the  Ava. 

From  these  decrees  the  owners  of  the  Bona,  ap- 
pealed, for  the  following  (amongst  other)  rea- 
sons:— 

L  Becaase  the  learned  acting  judge  of  the  court 
below  erroneously  held  that  the  vessels  were 
meeting  nearly  end  on. 

2.  Because  the  evidence  proved  that  the  two 
vessels  were  brought  into  dangerous  proximity  by 
the  porting  of  the  helm  of  the  Ava,  and  that  there 
woold  not  have  been  any  collision  if  the  helm  of 
the  Ava  had  not  been  ported. 

3.  Because  the  officer  in  charge  of  the  Ava  acted 
without  due  care  and  caution,  in  porting  the  helm 
of  the  AvOf  before  he  had  ascertained  the  course 
and  position  of  the  Bona,  and  when  the  Ava  was  in 
^t  on  the  starboard  side  of  the  Bona. 

4  Because  there  was  negligence  on  the  part  of 
those  in  charge  of  the  Ava  in  not  easing  the  speed 
of  the  Ava  when  or  soon  after  the  smoke  of  the 
Bona  was  seen,  and  in  not  stopping  and  reversing 
the  engines  of  the  Ava  in  due  time. 

5.  Because  the  sail  and  speed  of  the  Bona  did 
oot  cause  or  contribute  to  the  collision. 

0.  Because  the  evidence  proved  that  porting  the 
belm  of  the  Bona,  when  the  Ava*8  lights  were  first 
seen,  would  not  have  been  proper,  and  would  not 
bsve  had  theefiEect  of  avoiding  the  collision. 

7.  Because  stopping  the  engines  of  the  Bo^ia,  at 
thettme  indicated  by  the  learned  acting  judge  of  the 
wort  below,  would  not  have  avoided  the  collision, 
vid  would  not  have  been  proper. 

&  Because  the  evidence  proved  that  the  collision 
was  not  occasioned  by  any  negligence  on  the  part 
of  (hose  in  charge  of  the  Bona^ 

MHward,  Q.C.  and  Glarkson,  for  the  appellants. 
—These  were  not  meeting  ships  within  the  mean* 


1  . 


ingofBiilelS  of  the  Regulations  for  preventing  Col- 
lisions at  Sea,  as  explained  by  Orders  in  Council  of 
the  30th  July  1868;  there  was  more  than  a  point  and 
a  half  divergence  between  their  respective  courses. 
They  were  crossing  vessels,  and  the  Bona  having 
the  Ava  on  her  own  starboard  hand,  was  bound  to. 
keep  out  of  the  way  (Rule  14),  and  the  Ava  was 
bound  to  keep  her  course  (Rule  18).  This  she 
neglected  to  do,  and  violated  the  rule  by  porting 
her  helm.  Moreover,  she  ported  before  she  could 
have  known  in  any  way  what  was  the  course  of  the 
Bona;  this  was  improper;  she  ought  to  have 
slackened  speed  and  waited  until  she  had  ascer- 
tained the  other's  course  before  taking  any  decided 
step.  Again,  the  Ava  was  wrong  in  continuing  to 
pore  on  seeing  the  white  light  of  the  Bona ;  she 
ought  to  have  continued  her  then  course,  and  not 
to  have  gone  round  in  a  circle.  If  she  had  done  so 
the  Bona  would  have  crossed  her  bows  in  safety. 

The  Admiralty  Advocate  (Dr.  Deane,  Q.C.)  and. 
B.  E.  Webster,  for  the  respondents.  The  Bona 
was  to  blame  for  coming  down  before  the  wind  at 
such  a  speed,  whilst  her  own  aad  other  vessel's 
lights  were  obscured  by  her  smoke.  The  porting 
the  helm  of  the  Ava  in  the  first  instance  was  right, 
because  it  was  the  duty  of  the  Ava  to  discover  the 
course  of  the  other  ship,  and,  the  smoke  being  on 
her  port  bow,  the  port  of  her  helm  would  carry 
her  dear  of  it,  and  enable  her  to  make  out  the 
other  ship.  Stopping  or  easing  the  engines  would 
have  involved  the  risk  of  bringing  the  o&her  ship 
down  upon  the  Ava,  and  starboarding  the  helm, 
would,  as  the  Ava*8  watch  supposed,  have  been 
crossing  the  Bona* a  course.  There  was  no  duty 
cast  upon  the  officers  of  the  Ava  after  they  had 
once  taken  the  proper  steps  to  avoid  the  collision; 
having  ported  they  were  not  bound  to  stop  and 
reverse. 

The  Earl  of  Elgin— The  Jesmond,  ante,  vol.  1,  p.  150  ; 
25  L.  T.  Bep.  N.S.  514 ;  L.  Rep  A,  P.  C.  1. 

Mihoard,  Q.C.  in  reply. 

Owr,  adv.  vuU. 

Bee.  6. — ^Tbe  judgment  of  the  court  was  de- 
livered by  Sir  Barnes  Peacock: — ^These  are 
appeals  from  two  decrees  of  the  learned  judge  of 
the  Vice- Admiralty  Court  of  Hong  Kong,  pro- 
nounced against  the  appellants,  in  two  causes  of 
damage  promoted  in  that  court,  one  by  the  present 
appellants,  the  owners  of  the  steamship  Bona, 
against  the  steamship  Ava,  the  other  by  the  present 
respondents,  the  owners  of  the  steamship  Ava 
against  the  present  appellants,  the  owners  of  the 
Bona.  The  Bona  was  a  paddlewheel  steamer  of 
784  tons  and  150  horse-power,  belonging  to  tho 
Union  Steam  Navigation  Company  of  Shanghai, 
and  was  on  a  voyage  from  Shanghai  to  Swatow, 
with  passengers  and  cargo.  The  Ava  was  one 
of  the  French  mail  packets,  a  screw  steamer  of 
upwards  of  3000  tons  (English),  belonging  to  the 
Messafireries  Maritimes,  and  was  carrying  the  mails 
from  Hong  Kong  to  Shanghai. 

The  suits  arose  out  of  a  very  lamentable  acci- 
dent, caused  by  a  collision  of  the  two  vessels, 
which  took  place  about  7.40  on  the  evening  of  the 
14th  April  1872,  in  the  Formosa  Channel,  on  the 
east  coast  of  China,  about  20  miles  south-west 
of  Turnabout  Island,  and  20  miles  north*east  of 
Ocksen.  Each  of  the  parties  contended  that  the 
collision  was  caused  solely  by  the  fault  of  the 
other.  There  were  no  pleadings  in  the  suits,  but 
each  party  filed  a  preliminary  act,  which  is  set  out 
at  page  5  of  the  record.    The  two  causes  were 
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heard  together  apon  the  same  evidence,  which  was 
taken  orally  in  open  court.  The  learned  judge 
was  assisted  by  two  nautical  assessors,  to  whom, 
after  hearing  the  evidence,  he  submitted  two  ques- 
tions : — "  1.  Was  there  such  negligence  or  want  of 
ordinary  care  or  caution  on  the  part  of  the  Ava, 
the  Bona,  or  both,  as,  bat  for  such  negligence  or 
want  of  care  or  caution,  the  collision  would  not 
have  occurred?  2.  Was  the  collision,  iu  your 
judgment,  occasioned  by  inevitable  accident,  under- 
Standing  by  the  term  inevitable  accident  whether 
the  collision  could  not  possibly  have  been  pre- 
vented by  proper  care  ana  seamanship,  under  the 
particular  circumstances  of  the  case?"  and  he 
further  asked  the  nautical  gentlemen,  if  they 
answered  the  first  question   affirmatively,  to  be 

S leased  to  state  what,  in  their  opinion,  such  neg- 
gence  or  want  of  care  or  caution  consisted. 
It  may  be  convenient  to  deal  with  the  second 
question  first,  and  to  state  that  their  Lordships 
concur  entirely  with  the  opioioos  of  the  learned 
judge  and  of  the  two  assessors,  that  the  collision 
was  not  the  result  of  inevitable  accident.  They 
will  now  proceed  to  consider  the  first  question— 
whether  there  was  negligence  on  the  part  of  the 
Bona,  or  of  the  Ava,  or  of  both. 

Their  Lordships  are  of  opinion  that  the  Bona 
was  to  blame  in  maintaining  such  a  high  rate 
of  speed  when  she  was  aware  that  her  own  lights 
and  those  of  any  approaching  vessel  would  be,  as 
they  in  fact  were,  obscured  by  the  smoke  from  her 
own  funnel.  It  was  proved  by  Henry  Archibald 
Mclnnes,  her  own  master,  that  from  4  p.m.  to 
the  time  of  collision,  they  were  going  at  from  9 
to  10  knots  an  hour.  He  said,  "We  went  very 
regularly,  and  kept  up  the  same  pace  all  through." 
The  officer  of  the  watch,  the  chief  officer,  the 
engineer  on  watch,  the  two  look-out  men,  and  all 
those  who  were  on  the  deck  of  the  Bona  at  the 
time  when  the  Ava  was  sighted,  were  unfortunately 
lost  when  the  Bona  wont  down.  There  waf>,  there- 
fore, no  one  at  the  trial  who  could  speak  as  to  the 
nature  of  the  look-out  on  board  that  vessel.  It  may 
feirly  be  assumed,  as  against  the  Bona,  that  a  good 
look-out  was  kept,  and  that  it  was  in  consequence 
of  the  smoke  which  obscured  her  view  that  the  Ava 
was  not  sighted  until  the  time  at  which  the  signal 
whistle  was  sounded,  about  18  or  20  seconds 
before  the  collision.  If,  however,  the  Ava  might 
have  been  seen  in  time,  if  a  good  look-out  had 
been  kept  on  board  the  Bona,  and  was  not  seen, 
or,  being  seen,  the  Bona  did  nothing  to  avoid  the 
collision,  there  was  equally  negligence  on  the  part 
of  those  on  board  the  Bona,  and  such  negligence 
contributed  to  the  accident.  The  learned  judge 
held  that  the  case  was  one  of  two  vessels  meeting 
'*  end  on,"  each  vessel  having  the  other  not  more 
than  a  point  on  the  bow;  and  that  there  was 
neglect  on  the  part  of  the  Bona  in  not  porting  her 
helm;  from  which  their  Lordships  understand 
him  to  mean  that  the  case  was  one  falling  within 
Article  13  of  the  Sailing  Rules  of  the  9rh  Jan. 
1863.  By  that  article  it  is  laid  down:— "If  two 
ships  under  steam  are  meeting  end  on  or  nearly 
end  on,  so  as  to  involve  risk  or  collision,  the  helms 
of  both  shall  be  put  to  port,  so  that  each  may 
pass  on  the  port  side  of  the  other."  The  rule 
IS  explained  by  the  Order  of  Her  Majesty 
in  Council  of  the  30th  July  1868.  It  was  there 
said :  *'  The  said  two  articles,  numbers  1 1  and  13 
respectively,  only  apply  to  cases  where  ships  are 
meeting  end  on  or  nearly  end  on,  in  such  a  manner 


as  to  involve  risk  of  collision.  They  consequently 
do  not  apply  to  two  ships  which  must,  if  both  keep 
on  their  respective  courses,  pass  clear  of  each 
other.  The  only  cases  in  which  the  said  two 
articles  apply  are  when  each  of  the  two  ships  is 
end  on  or  nearly  end  on  to  the  other ;  in  other 
words,  to  cases  in  which,  by  day,  each  ship  sees 
the  mast  of  the  other  in  a  line  or  nearly  in  a  line 
with  her  own,  and,  by  ni|^ht,  to  cases  in  which 
each  ship  is  in  such  a  position  as  to  see  both  the 
side  lights  of  the  other.  The  said  two  articles  do 
not  apply,  by  day,  to  cases  in  which  a  ship  sees 
another  ahead  crossing  her  own  course,  or,  bj 
night,  to  cases  where  the  red  light  of  one  ship  is 
opposed  to  the  red  light  of  the  other,  or  where 
the  green  light  of  one  ship  is  opposed  to  the 
green  light  of  the  other,  or  where  a  red  light 
without  a  green  light,  or  a  green  light  without 
a  red  lisrht  is  seen  ahead,  or  where  both  green 
and  red  lights  are  seen  anywhere  but  ahead. 

There  can  be  no  doubt,  even  if  the  additional 
rules  had  not  been  made,  that  rule  13  would  not 
properly  apply  to  a  case  such  as  the  present,  for  their 
Lordships  are  of  opinion  that  it  must  be  taken  on 
the  evidence  that  the  Bona,  when  her  smoke  was 
firs^j  seen  hy  the  Ava,  was  steering  S.S.W.  by 
compass,  and  that  the  Ava  was  then  steeringr 
N.  4l^  E.  by  compa8s,  which  may  be  taken  as 
somewhere  between  N.B.  and  N.E.  by  N.  It  is 
clear  that  two  vessels  so  steering  could  not  be 
considered  as  vessels  each  having  the  other  not 
more  than  a  point  on  her  bow,  or  as  meeting  end 
on  within  the  meaning  of  the  rule.  But  howev^er 
this  may  be,  it  cannot  be  held  that  the  vessels 
were  within  the  13th  rule  when  neither  of  them 
could  see  the  other,  and  when  they  were  at  suoh  a 
distance  from  each  other  as  by  the  eyidence  they 
are  descrihed  to  have  been  when  the  Ava  first  saw 
the  smoke.  The  vessels  were  clearly  not -within 
the  rule  when  the  Ava  first  saw  the  white  light,  or 
when  almost  immediately  afterwards  she  saw  the 
green  light  of  the  Bona  and  when,  as  it  is  to  be 
conclude^i  from  the  evidence,  the  Bona  could  not 
see  the  Ava ;  nor  were  they  within  the  rules  when 
the  Bona  first  sighted  the  Ava,  about  18  or  20 
seconds  before  the  collision,  and  when,  from  the 
eyidence,  it  appears  that  all  the  lights  of  the  A.v€t 
were  seen,  and  when  she  was  about  a  point  be£ore 
the  starboard  beam  of  the  Bona,  and  only  300  or 
400  feet  from  her. 

The  fault  on  board  the  Bona  was  not  in  not 
porting  her  helm,  in  obedience  to  the  13th  rale 
before  she  saw  the  Ava,  or  when  she  saw  the 
three  lights  of  the  Ava  almost  on  her  starboard 
beam.  It  is  clear  that  at  that  time  the  vessels 
were  not  meeting  end  on  or  nearly  end  on. 
The  fault  of  the  Bona  was  in  proceeding,  at  the 
rate  of  9^  or  10  knots  an  hour  when  she  could  not 
from  her  own  smoke  see,  and  when  she  must  have 
known  that  she  could  not  be  properly  seen  by 
other  yessels. 

The  next  question  to  be  considered  is,  whether 
there  was  any  fault  or  negligence  on  the  part 
of  the  Ava  which  contributed  to  the  acoi- 
dent.  The  learned  judge,  concurring  in  opinion 
with  the  two  assessors  by  whom  he  was  as- 
sisted, held  that  there  was  not.  One  of  the 
assessors  in  his  answer,  says  : — *'  Although  the 
Ava  appears  to  have  acted  right  in  porting  her 
helm,  the  question  naturally  occurs — '  she  shoald 
have  slackened  her  speed  when  the  white  light 
appeared,  in  accordance  with  section  16  P    I  am 
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of  opinion  that  this  woald  not  have  been  right 
under  the  circamstances,  for  her  officer  of  watch 
having  seen  the  smoke  of  the  Bona  for  some  time 
preTioos,  would  know,  when  he  saw  the  mast-head 
fight,  that  she  was  coming  in  his  direction,  and 
woald  assume  that  she,  the  Rona,  would,  on  seeing 
his  lights,  port  her  helm,  and  that,  therefore,  if  he 
slackened  speed  he  would  be  increasing  the  chance 
of  collision. 

Their  Lordships  cannot  concur  in  the  opinion 
of  the  learned  judge  that  the  Ava  was  free  from 
all  blame.  The  Ava,  according  to  her  own 
acconnt,  was  going  at,  at  least,  8^  knots  when 
she  first  saw  the  smoke  of  the  Bona,  The  second 
captain  in  his  evidence  says, — at  first  it  resembled 
a  shower  of  rain  15  deg.  or  20  deg.  on  his  port  bow. 
In  about  a  minute  or  a  minute  and  a  half  he  smelt 
imoke,  and,  supposing  it  might  be  a  steamer,  he 
ported  his  helm  a  little ;  that  his  first  impression 
was  that  it  was  2^  or  3  miles  distance,  but  at  that 
time  he  could  only  estimate  it  approximately, 
Afterwards,  and  when  he  had  ported  a  little  more, 
he  saw  a  white  light  through  his  glass  three  points 
on  the  port  bow,  about  a  mile  or  700  or  800  metres 
off.  He  then  ordered  his  helm  hard*a-port,  con- 
sidering that  in  doing  so  he  was  conforming  to 
the  regulations.  It  appears  to  their  Lordships  that 
in  this  construction  of  the  regulation  he  was  mis- 
teken.  The  ships  at  that  time  were  not,  according 
to  his  own  showing,  end  on,  or  nearly  end  on 
within  the  meaning  of  the  rule.  It  appears  to  their 
Lordships  that  when  he  first  saw  the  smoke  and 
had  reason  to  believe  it  was  oaused  by  a  steamer, 
be  ought  to  have  alackened  his  speed,  for  he  could 
not  tell  whether  the  steamers  were  end  on  or 
nearly  end  on,  or  whether  they  were  passing  or 
crossing,  or  at  what  rate  of  speed  the  Bona  was 
going.  It  is  clear  from  the  position  and  bearing 
of  the  two  vessels  at  the  time  of  the  collision, 
taking  them  according  to  the  evidence  of  the 
Ava'fown  witnesses,  that  the  Bona  must  have 
crossed  from  port  to  starboard  the  line  of  the 
Ava*8  course,  that  is  to  say,  the  course  which  the 
Aea  was  taking  at  the  time  when  she  first  knew 
that  the  smoke  was  the  smoke  of  a  steamer  on  her 
port  bow.  At  that  time  the  Ava,  as  already  pointed 
oat,  was  steering  N.  51  deg.  E.  trne,  or  N.  41  deg, 
S.  by  compass,  or  between  N.  E.  and  N.  E.  by  N., 
whereas  at  the  time  of  the  collision  she  was,  ac- 
ocudrng  to  the  evidenoe  of  her  own  second  captain, 
heading  £.  by  N.  by  compass,  or  true  coarse  east. 
In  this  he  was  corroborated  by  the  piloc  on  board 
the  Bona.  The  second  captain  says,  *'  At  the  time 
of  the  collision  I  did  not  see  the  compass,  but  I 
thiok  I  was  three  to  four  poinbs  to  starboard  of 
my  course  ;  that  would  be  E.  by  N.  by  compass 
-Hrue  course  E.  The  Bona^a  head  would  be  S.E. 
by  E.  Judginir  from  the  position  of  the  Bona* a  head, 
^Dd  her  coming  down  channel,  she  must  have 
been  starboard  sometime.  To  shift  the  Ava'a  helm 
from  hard-a-port  to  hard-a-starboard  would  take 
U  to  2  minutes."  See  his  evidence  in  answer  to 
the  Assessors'  questions,  page  28  of  the  Record, 
fine  30.  The  pilot  on  board  the  Bona  says,  "  The 
Coarse  of  the  Ava  when  I  first  saw  her  was  E. 
loatberly  as  far  as  I  could  judge."  It  is  evident 
that  if  the  Ava  had  kept  her  course  and  slackened 
her  speed,  instead  of  porting  in  the  first  instance 
ftnd  afterwards  putting  her  helm  hard-a-port  when 
she  saw  the  white  light  of  the  Bona,  the  collision 
would  not  have  occurred  as  it  did  after  the  Bona 
had  crossed  the  line  of  the  Ava'a  original  course* 


If  the  Ava,  when  she  first  saw  the  white  light  of 
the  Bona,  almost  immediately  before  she  saw  the 
green  light,  had  known  what  were  the  real  position 
and  bearing  of  that  vessel,  it  would  cerDainly  have 
been  a  wrong  manoeuvre  to  put  her  helm  hard-a* 
port.  If  it  be  said  on  the  part  of  the  Ava  that  ac 
that  time  the  Bona  was  nearly  enveloped  in  her 
own  smoke,  the  answer  is  that  if  from  the  first  the 
Ava  had  slackened  her  course  until  she  knew  what 
the  real  position  of  the  Bona  was,  she  need  not 
have  been  in  a  position  of  having  to  make  any 
mancenvre  in  ignorance  o:  the  real  state  of  things. 
The  second  captain  of  the  Ava  says,  "  I  could  not 
tell  which  way  the  steamer  was  going ;  it  was  im- 
possible to  form  any  opinion  when  1  saw  nothing 
but  a  cloud." 

Afher  considering  the  whole  of  the  evidence 
attentively,  their  Lordships  have  arrived  at  the 
conclusion  that  the  Ava  was  in  fault  in  not 
slackening  her  speed,  and  waiting  to  ascertain, 
before  she  ported  her  helm,  what  was  the  real 
position  of  the  Bona, 

For  the  above  reasons  their  Lordships  are  of 
opinion  that  each  of  the  vessels  was  in  fault,  and 
that  the  fault  of  each  contributed  to  the  accident. 

They  will  therefore  humbly  advise  Her  Majesty 
in  Council,  lihat  the  decree  of  the  Vice  Admiralty 
Court  in  each  of  the  causes  be  reversed;  that 
it  be  declared  that  both  vessels  were  in  fault, 
and  that  such  fault  contributed  to  t;he  accident, 
and  that  a  decree  be  made  in  each  case  accor- 
dingly. 

Looking  at  all  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  and 
considering  that  each  of  the  parties  was  to  blame, 
their  Lordships  are  of  opinion  that  each  ought  to 
bear  their  own  costs  in  the  court  balow  and  of  chose 
appeals. 

Their  Lordships  have  only  to  add  that  the  view 
which  they  have  taken  of  this  case  is  entirely  in 
concurrence  with  the  opinions  of  the  nautical 
gentlemen  by  whom  they  have  been  assisted,  and 
of  whose  great  experience  and  practical  knowledge 
in  cases  of  this  nature  they  have  had  the  benefit. 
Appeal  allowed  and  decreea  reveraed. 

Solicitor  for  the  appellants,  Thomaa  Oooper. 

Solicitor  for  tbe  respondents,  W,  J.  Jarmain, 
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Reported  hj  J.  Bhortt,  Esq.,  Barriiter-at-Law. 


FridoAf,  Nov.  28, 1873. 

(Before  Lord  Coleridge,  C.J.,  Kbatino,  G&ove, 
and  Denman,  J  J.,  Cleasbt  and  Pollock,  BB.) 

Merchant  Shipping  Company  v,  Armitagb. 

Skip  and  ahipping^^Charier-party — Lump  freight 
— Loaa  of  part,  of  cargo  by  perils  of  the  aea 
ijoitkout  the  fault  of  ahipowner — Bight  to  recover 
fall  amount  of  lump  freight. 

A  charter-party  provided  that  the  ahip  should  load 
a  full  cargo  at  Oolornbo  or  Cochin,  and  proceed  to 
London  and  there  discharge  (fire,  and  all  other 
dangers  of  the  seas,  rivers  and  navigation  ex- 
cepted) ;  "  a  lump  aum  freight  of  bOOOl,  to  be  paid 
after  entire  diacharge  and  right  delivery  of  the 
cargo  in  caah  two  months  after  the  date  of  the 
ahip* 8  report  inwarda  at  the  Guatom  House.** 

The  cargo  having  taken  fire  on  the  homeward 
Journey,  it  waa  found  neceaaary  to  scuttle  the  ship 
in  Table  Bay,  and  a  large  part  of  the  cargo 
which  had  been  injured  by  the  fire  and  water  was 
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there  sold.  The  voyage  was  then  reaumed,  and 
the  remainder  of  the  cargo  was  delivered  in 
London.  The  cliarterere  having  refused  to  pay  the 
whole  of  the  lump  sum  of  50001., 
Held  (affirming  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of 
Queen* s  Bench),  that  the  shipovmers  were  eniitled, 
notwithstnndir^  the  non-delivery  of  the  entire 
cargOt  to  the  payment  of  the  lump  sum  of  50001., 
hut  (reversing  the  judgment  of  that  court)  that 
they  were  not  entitled  to  interest, 

Errob  from  the  Qaeen's  Bench  in  an  action 
brought  for  the  recovery  of  1152Z.  18*.  Id.,  and 
interest  as  hereinafter  mentioned.  By  the  con- 
sent  of  the  parties,  and  by  the  order  of  Channel!,  B., 
dated  the  2nd  April  1873,  according  to  the  Com- 
mon Law  Procedure  Act  1852,  the  following  case 
was  stated  for  the  opinion  of  the  coart  without  any 
pleadings : 

1.  The  plaintiffs  are  a  company  carrying  on  basi- 
ness  as  shipowners  in  the  City  of  London,  and 
were,  and  are,  the  owners  of  the  ship  Clyde,  here- 
inafter mentioned,  and  the  defendants  are  mer- 
chants, carrying  on  basiness  at  Colombo  and 
Loudon. 

2.  On  the  25th  Jan.  1872,  the  ship  was  lying 
in  the  harbour  at  Colombo,  and  upon  that  day 
the  charter-party  hereafter  set  oat  was  made  and 
entered  into  by  Edward  Shrewsbury,  the  master 
of  the  said  ship,  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiffs  and 
the  defendants.  Tho  charter-party  was  as 
follows : 

Colombo,  25th  Jan.  1872. 
It  18  this  day  mntaally  agreed  between  Edward  Sbrews- 
bniy,  of  the  good  ship  or  vessel  called  the  Clyde,  classed 
Al  in  Lloyds,  of  the  register  tonnage  of  1151  tons,  or 
thereabonts,  now  lying  in  the  harbour  of  Colombo, 
whereof  he  is  the  master,  on  the  one  part,  and  Messrs. 
Armitage  Brothers,  of  Colombo^  merchants,  on  the  other 
part.  That  the  said  ship  being  tight,  staonoh,  and 
strong,  and  every  way  fitted  for  the  voyage,  shall  with 
all  convenient  speed  load  here  or  sail  and  proceed  to 
Cochin  (orders  to  be  given  on  or  before  the  &th  inst.), 
and  if  ordered  to  Cochin,  there  load  from  the  said  char- 
terers or  their  agents,  completing  at  Colombo  or  Tnti- 
oorin,  if  so  required  by  charterers^  a  fall  and  complete 
lading  of  legal  merchandise,  which  full  and  complete 
lading,  the  captain  binds  himself  to  receive  on  board  and 
properly  stow,  but  not  exceeding  what  she  can  reasonably 
stow  and  carry,  over  and  above  her  tackle,  apparel,  pro- 
visions, and  fnmitnre,  and  being  so  loaded,  shall  there- 
with proceed  to  London,  in  the  East  or  West  India 
Docks,  and  discharge  there  as  castomarj.  The  act 
of  God,  restraints  of  princes  and  rulers,  the  Queen's 
enemies,  fire,  and  all  and  every  other  of  the  seas, 
rivers,  and  navigation,  of  whatever  nature  and  kind 
soever,  during  the  said  voyage,  always  excepted.  A  lump 
■um  freight  of  .£5000  to  be  paid  after  entire  discharge 
and  right  delivery  of  the  cargo  in  cash  two  months  after 
the  date  of  the  ship's  report  inwards  at  the  Custom  House, 
or  «nder  discount  at  5  per  cent,  per  annum  (or  at  the  bank 
zate,  if  hiffher)  at  option  of  charterers'  agents.  Thirty*five 
working  days  are  to  be  allowed  the  said  charterers,  if 
the  vessel  be  not  sooner  despatched  for  loading,  to 
commence  and  be  continued  from  the  time  of  the  vessel 
having  a  clear  hold  and  ready  for  that  purpose,  the 
master  giving  charterers  or  their  agents  written  notice 
twenty-four  hours  in  advance  to  that  effect,  and  the 
charterers  to  have  the  option  of  keeping  the  vessel  fifteen 
working  days  on  demurrage,  paying  201.  per  day,  to  be 
paid  to  the  master  day  by  day.  All  goods  to  be  bronght 
to  the  vessel  and  taken  from  alongside  at  the  risk  and 
expense  of  the  freighters ;  the  master  to  sigrn  bills  of 
lading  at  any  rate  of  freight  required,  without  prejudice 
to  this  charter-party,  but  should  the  aggregate  freight 
bybills  of  ladin|^  amount  to  less  than  the  lump  sum  of 
50002.  already  stipulated  for,  the  difference  to  be  deducted 
from  the  amount  to  be  drawn  for  disbursements,  and 
the  balance,  if  any,  to  be  paid  in  cash  at  the  rate  of 
Exchange  for  sight  bills  existing  at  the  time  of  the  ship's 


clearing  in  Colombo.    The  owners  of  the  ship  to  have  an 
absolute  lien  on  the  cargo  for  the  amount  of  freight  etipn- 
lated  for,  except  as  to  the  captain's  draft  for  disbursements 
and  commission  as  before  mentioned  in  case  of  default. 
And  it  is  hereby  agreed  that  the  charterers  are  to  furnish 
cash  for  the  disbursements  of  the  ship  at  port  of  loading 
at  current  rate  of  exchange,  not  exceeding  7501.,  free  of 
interest,  hut  subject  to  a  commission  of  2^  per  oent.  and. 
cost  of  insurance,  for  the  due  appropriation  of  which  the 
charterers  are  not  to  be  held  responsible,  and  for  which, 
and  agency  commission  the  master  shall  give  his^  draft  on 
the  owners,  payable  in  London  at  sixty  days'  sight,  and 
in  the  event  of  the  bill  not  being  accepted  or  paid  at- 
matnrity,  tiie  amount  to  be  deducted  from  freight  at 
settlement  thereof,  together  with  interest  and  cost  in« 
surance.    The  ship  to  be  consigned  to  owner's  a^nts  in 
London,  and  in  case  of  the  vessel  having  to  put  into  the 
Mauritius,  the  vessel  to  be  consigned  to  Messrs.  Blyth, 
Brothers,    and   Co.,  there,   or   to  Messrs.  Thompeon* 
Watson  and  Co.,  at  the  Cape  of  Good  Hope.     A  aorvey 
certificate  to  be  supplied  by  the  captain  (if  required)  to 
the  effect  that  the  vessel  is  in  every  way  fitted  to  carry  a 
dry  and  perishable  cargo  to  any  port  in  the  world.     1'he 
captain  to  carry  cargo  for   charterers'  benefit  in   any 
cabin,  store  room,  or  other  place  not  absolutely  required 
for  use  during  the  voyage.     The  charterers  to  have  the 
option  of  appointing  their  own  stevedore  at  the  expenae 
of  the  master,  but  at  not  exceeding  current  rates  ;  bnt 
the  captain  is  not  thereby  relieved  of  the  responsibili^ 
regarding  the  proper  stowage  of  his  vessel.    Tne  captain 
and  charterers  to  be  at  liberty  to  add  any  dause  to  this 
charter-party  by  mutual  consent,  without  prejadioe  to- 
this  agreement.    In  default  of  peHormance  of  this  agree- 
ment it  is  hereby  mutually  agreed  that  the  amount  of 
freight  herein  agreed  for  to  be  paid  and  taken  as  liqui- 
dated damages  for  such  default. 

(Witness)  E.  Shbbwsbubt. 

Aruitaqi  Bbotbxrs. 

8.  In  accordance  with  the  orders  of  the  defen- 
dants the  said  ship  proceeded  to  the  port  of 
Cochin,  and  was  there  put  up  by  the  defendants 
as  a  general  ship,  and  loaded  with  a  full  and  com* 
plete  cargo,  the  property  of  various  merohants, 
which  cargo  was  shipped  under  several  bills  of 
lading,  signed  by  the  captain  upon  the  orders  of 
the  defendants.  The  total  amount  of  the  bill  of 
lading  freight  was  estimated  by  the  charterers  afe 
49951.  lOs.  6d.,  and  was  payable  in  London  on  de- 
livery of  the  goods  there. 

4.  The  baid  ship,  with  the  said  cargo  on  board, 
sailed  from  the  said  port  of  Cochin  upon  her 
Y6yHge  to  London  under  the  said  charter-party, 
and  on  the  2nd  May  1872  the  said  cargo  was 
found  to  be  on  fire.  The  master  of  the  said  ship, 
after atbemptiog ineffeotaally  to  extingaish  the  fire 
at  sea,  put  into  Table  Bay,  which  was  the  nearest 
port  of  refuge,  and,  after  a  survey,  it  was  found 
expedient,  in  order  to  extingaish  the  fire,  to  Seattle 
the  said  ship,  as  it  was  deemed  that  the  said  fire 
could  not  be  otherwise  extinguished.  The  said 
ship  was  scDttled  in  Table  Bay,  and  the  said  fire 
was  thereby  extinguished. 

5.  After  the  said  fire  bad  been  extinguished  the 
water  was  pumped  out,  and  the  greater  portion 
of  the  cargo  was  unladen,  and  as  a  large  quantity 
thereof  was  greatly  injured  by  fire  and  water,  sur- 
veyors, as  customary,  were  called,  and  the  sur- 
veyors pronounced  a  great  part  of  the  said  oar^o 
unfit  for  reshipment,  and  it  was,  therefore, 
ordered  to  be  sold,  and  it  was  sold  accordingly 
and  the  proceeds  thereof  were  paid  into  the  hands 
of  the  plaintiffs,  who  have  since  accounted  for  the 
same  to  the  owners  of  the  goods  sold. 

6.  The  remainder  of  the  said  cargo  was  reladen 
on  board  the  said  ship,  and  on  the  9th  June  1872, 
the  said  ship  having  undergone  some  repairs, 
resumed  her  voyage  to  London  with  the  remainder 
of  the  said  cargo  on   board,  and  with  no  other 
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caq^o,  and  arrived  in  port}  and  proceeded  to  the 
West  India  Docks,  and  on  the  12th  Aag.  1872,  was 
reported  inwards  at  the  Custom  Hoase. 

7.  The  bill  of  lading  freights  upon  the  cargo 
which  arrived  in  London  have  been  received  bv 
the  plaintiff<i,  and  amount  to  the  sam  of  3482k 
7$.  lOd.,  and  the  defendants  advanced  to  the 
master  at  Cochin  the  sam  of  364L  148.  Id,  for  dis- 
bursements of  the  said  ship,  making  together  the 
sum  of  88472.  Is,  l\d,,  but  the  defendants  have 
not  paid  the  plaintiffs  the  sum  of  11 52^  18a.  Id,, 
being  the  balance  of  the  said  lump  freight  of  5000Z., 
mentioned  in  the  said  charter-party,  and  refused  to 
pay  the  same  to  the  plaintiffs. 

The  court  may  draw  inference  of  fact. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  court  is, 
whether  the  plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  payment  by 
the  defendants  of  the  balance  of  the  said  sum  of 
50002.  under  the  said  charter-party,  after  giving 
credit  for  the  said  aggregate  sum  of  38472.  Is.  lid. 
which  has  been  received  by  them  on  account 
thereof  P  If  the  court  shall  be  of  opinion  in  the 
affirmative,  the  judgment  shall  be  entered  up  for 
the  plaintiffs  for  the  balance  of  the  lamp  freight  of 

50001,  viz.,  1152Z.  18».  Id,,  with  costs  of  suit.  And 
if  the  court  shall  be  further  of  opinion  that  the 
plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  interest,  then  for  a  further 
sum  for  interest  to  be  calculated  for  such  period 
at  such  rate  and  by  such  person  as  the  court  may 
direct.  If  the  court  shall  be  of  opinion  in  the 
negative, then  judgment  with  costs  of  defence  shall 
be  entered  up  for  the  defendants. 

The  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  were  of  opinion 
that  the  plaintiffs  were  entitled  to  payment  by  the 
defendants  of  the  balance  of  the  said  sum  of  50002., 
viz^  11522.  18s.  Id,,  and  also  to  interest  on  the 
sam  of  11522.  18s.  Id,  at  the  rate  of  5  per  cent, 
from  the  12th  Oct.  1872,  and  gave  judgment 
aooordingly,  (See  ante,  p.  51.)  On  this  judgment 
error  was  brought. 

The  plaintiffs'  points  for  arguments  were :  first, 
that  by  the  terms  of  the  charter-party  the  lump 
freight  of  50002.  became  payable  without  reference 
to  the  amount  of  the  cargo  delivered ;'  second,  that 
the  ship  having  been  chartered  by  the  defendants 
for  a  lump  sum  for  a  certain  voyage,  and  by  them 
pot  np  as  a  general  ship,  any  amount  of  50002. 
which  she  had  earned  on  the  voyage  would  have 
belonged  to  the  defendants,  and  as  there  has  been 
a  loss  upon  the  voyage,  it  must  fall  upon  them, 
and  not  upon  the  plaintiffs;  thirdly, that  the  lump 
sam  of  50002.  was  by  the  terms  of  the  charter- 
party  payable  for  the  use  and  hire  of  the  ship. 

The  defendants'  points  were :  first,  that  the  sum 
of  50002.  was  payable  for  the  carriage  and  delivery 
of  the  cargo,  and  not  merely  for  the  performance 
of  the  voyage  by  the  ship ;  secondly,  that  the  said 
lamp  freight  did  not  become  due  because  there 
was  not  a  delivery  of  the  cargo ;  thirdly,  that  no 
Bcdon  lies  on  the  charter-party  for  the  said  lump 
freight,  because  it  did  not  become  due  under  the 
charter-party;  fourthly,  that  the  plaintiffs  can 
recover  only  on  an  implied  assumpsit  for  a 
quantum  meruit ;  fifthly,  that  enough  money  has 
been  paid  to  satisfy  the  claim  of  the  plaintiffs. 

Waikin  WOliame,  Q.C.  (with  him  M'Leod),  for 
the  defendants,  contended  that  the  lump  freight 
was  not,  under  the  terms  of  the  charter-party, 
earned  by  the  plaintiffs  because  there  was  not  a 
delivery  of  the  entire  cargo,  the  words  of  the 
charter-party    being    "a  lump    sum  freight  of 

50002.  to  be  paid  after  entire  discharge  and  right 


delivery  of  the  cargo  in  cash  two  months  after  the 
date  of  the  ship's  report  inwards,  &o,"  Subse* 
quent  clauses  of  the  charter-party  show  that  the 
50002.  was  not  to  be  paid  by  way  of  hire  or  rent 
of  the  ship  for  a  given  time,  or  for  several  ser* 
vices,  but  was  a  lump  sum  which  the  charterers 
agree  shall  be  the  minimum  amount  of  the  freight 
to  be  earned,  thus:  **  the  master  to  sign  bills  of 
lading  at  any  rate  of  freight  required  without 
prejudice  to  this  charter-party,  bub  should  the 
aggregate  freight  by  bills  of  lading  amount  to  less 
than  the  lump  sum  of  50002.  already  stipulated 
for,  the  difference  to  be  deducted  from  the  amount 
to  be  drawn  for  disbursements,  and  the  balance, 
if  any,  to  be  paid  in  cash  at  the  rate  of  exchange 
for  sight  bills  existing  at  the  time  of  the  ship's 
clearing  in  Colombo."  The  **  balance  "  referred  to 
here  means  the  difference  between  the  bill  of 
lading  freight  and  the  charter-party  freight,  minus 
the  disbursements.  The  50002.  was  not  agreed 
to  be  paid  for  the  voyage :  the  charter-party  was, 
in  fact  one  of  a  speculative  character,  the 
charterers  being  willing  to  run  a  certain  risk.  It 
is  submitted  that  the  5C002.  was  freight  in  the 
strict  sense  of  the  term,  and  consequently  was 
not  earned  as  to  the  goods  destroyed,  and,  there* 
fore,  not  delivered. 

Further,  assuming  that  the  defendants  are  not 
right  in  this  contention,  then,  according  to  the 
plaintiffs,  the  50002.  is  one  indivisible  lump  sum 
and  cannot  be  apportioned.  In  Bright  v.  Oow* 
per  (Brownlow's  Bep.  21),  an  action  of  covenant 
was  brought  upon  a  covenant  made  by  a  mer- 
chant with  a  master  of  a  ship,  that  if  he  would 
bring  his  freight  to  such  a  port,  then  he  would 
pay  him  such  a  sum ;  part  of  the  goods  having 
been  taken  away  by  pirates,  and  the  residue 
brought  to  the  place  appointed,  and  there  un- 
load^ the  merchant  would  not  pay,  and  the 
quesLion  was  whether  the  merchant  should  pay 
tke  money  agreed  for  since  all  the  merchandise 
was  not  brought  to  the  plaoe  appointed ;  and  the 
court  was  of  opinion  that  he  ought  not  to  pay  the 
money,  because  the  agreement  was  not  by  him 
performed.  In  Abbott  on  Merchant  Shipping,  p. 
385,  11th  edit.,  it  is  stated,  '*  In  the  case  of  a 
general  ship,  or  of  a  ship  chartered  for  freight,  to 
be  paid  according  to  the  quantity  of  the  goods, 
there  can  be  no  doubt  that  freight  is  due  for  so 
much  as  shall  be  delivered,  the  contract  in  these 
cases  being  distinct,  or  at  least  divisible  in  its  own 
nature.  But  suppose  a  ship  chartered  at  a  spe- 
cific sum  for  the  voyage,  without  relation  to  the 
quantity  of  the  goods  (in  which  case  the  contract 
as  observed  by  Lord  Chancellor  Hardwioke  is 
more  properly  a  contract  for  the  use  of  the  ship 
than  for  the  conveyance  of  the  merchandise) 
should  lose  part  of  her  cargo  by  a  peril  of  the  sea, 
but  convey  the  residue  to  a  plaoe  of  destination, 
in  this  case  I  do  not  find  any  authority  for  appor- 
tioning the  freight.  Audit  seems  to  have  been  the 
opinion  of  Malynes  (p.  100)  that  nothing  would  be 
due;  and  the  case  of  Bright  v.  Oowper,  which  will 
be  mentioned  hereafter,  may  be  con!>idered  as  an 
authority  in  support  of  that  opinion."  An  autho- 
rity to  the  same  effect  is  3  Kent's  Com.  227,  "  In 
the  case  of  a  general  ship,  or  one  chartered  for 
freight,  to  be  paid  according  to  the  quantity  of 
goods,  freight  is  due  for  what  the  ship  delivers. 
The  contract,  in  such  a  case,  is  divisible  m  its  own 
nature.  But  if  the  ship  be  chartered  at  a  specifio 
sum  for  the  voyage,  and  she  loses  part  of  her 
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cargo  by  a  peril  of  the  sea,  and  conveys  the  residue, 
it  has  been  a  qaestion  whether  the  freight  could  be 
apportioned.    The  weight   of    authority  in    the 
English  books  is  against  the  apportionment  of 
freight  in  such  a  case,  and  the  question  has  been 
repeatedly  discussed  and  determined  of  late  years. 
It  has  been  held  that  the  contract  of  affreight- 
ment was  an  entire  contract,  and  unless  fully  oer- 
formed  by  delivery  of  the  whole  cargo,  no  freight 
was  due  under  the  charter-party,  in  the  case  where 
the  ship  was  chartered  for  a  specific  sum  for  the 
Toyage.    The  delivery  of  the  whole  cargo  is,  in 
Buch  a  case,  a  condition  precedent  to  the  recovery 
of  the  freight.    The  stipulated  voyage  must  be 
actually   performed.      A  partial  performance  is 
not    sufficient,    nor    can     a    partial     payment 
be  claimed,  except  in  special  oases."    For  this 
last  proposition  Kent  refers  to  Post  v.  Robert' 
son  (1  Johnson's  Bep.  24.)     Parsons  (in  his  Law  of 
Shipping,  vol.  1,  p.  293,  note  4)  says :  "  We  have 
geen  that  in  the  case  of  a  general  ship  freight  is 
gometimes  due  for  the  goods  delivered ;  but,  when 
a  ship  is   chartered  for  a  specific  sum  for  the 
▼oyage,  and  only  a  part  of  the  cargo  is  delivered, 
the  rest  being  lost  by  a  peril  of  the  sea,  it  has 
been  held,  both  in  England  and  in  this  country, 
that  in  an  action  of  covenant  on  the  charter-party 
there  can  be  no  apportionment  of  freight.  In  Post  v. 
Boberfson  (1  Johnson's  Bep.  24)  the  question  came 
before  the  Supreme  Court  of  New  York,  and  it  was 
held  that  in  an  action  of  covenant  freight  could 
not  be  recovered  unless  all  the  goods  had  been 
delivered.    A  majority  of  the  coart  were  also  of 
opinion  that  if  a  portion  of  the  goods  had  been 
received  an  action  of  assumpsit  would  lie  to  re- 
cover freight  pro  raid  on  the  implied  promise.    See 
also  Sturgis  v.  Oairdner  (2  Brevard's  Bep.  233.) 
The  question  was  raised  and  discussed  in  Weston  v. 
Minot  (3  Woodb.  &  Min.  436),  but  not  decided. 
Woodbury,  J.  suggested  that  to  avoid  the  difficulty, 
the  proviso  that  freight  should  be  paid  pro  ratd, 
though  a  full  cargo  should  not  by  accident  or 
other  unblamable  cause,  be  delivered,  should  be 
inserted    in    the    contract    of    affreightment." 
[Pollock.— B.— In  Ritchie  v.  Atkinson  (10  East, 
805),  Lord  EUenborough  says :  **  No  doubt  if  the 
master  do  not  bring  home  a  full  loading,  the  other 
shall  recover ;  but  the  writer  (Malynes)  does  not 
gay  that  that  is  a  condition  precedent  to  the  claim 
of  freight  in  proportion  to  what  is  actually  brought 
home.  In  all  the  cases  of  conditions  precedent  the 
thing  to  be  done  is  some  indivisible  thing,  but 
delivery   of  a  cargo   of  good^  is  not  one  entire 
thing,  but  in  its  nature  divisible."]    The  Court  of 
Queen's  Bench  decided  the  present  case,  on  the 
authority  of  £o&inaon  v.  Knight  {ante,  p.  19;  L.  Bep. 
8  0.  P.  48^)  but  the  charter-party  in  that  case 
was  not  of  the  speculative  character  which  it  is 
submitted  the  charter-party  in  the  present  case 
is ;   and  the  same  remark  applies  to    the  case 
decided    by   the    Privy  (jouncil  of  the   Norway 
(2  Mar.  Law.  Gas.  O.  S.  17,  163,  254;  3  Moore's 
P.  C,  N.  S.,  245.)    [Bramwell,  B. — Are  we  not 
bound  by  the  case  decided  by  the  Privy  Council, 
unless  it  can  bo  distinguished  P]     It   has  been 
decided  that  courts  of  common  law  are  not  bound 
by  a  decision  of  the  Privy  Council  (a) ;  and  the 
case  of  the  Norway  is  distmguishable.    There  the 
freighter,  by  the  charter-party,  agreed  to  pay  a 
lump  sum  as  freight  "for  the  use  and  hire  of  the 


(a)  See  Smith  v.  Broum,  ante,  p.  56.— Ed. 


vessel."    That  was  not  freight  in  the  strict  sense 
of  the  term,  in  which    sense,    it  is  submitted, 
it  is  used  in  the  present  case.     Sir  E.  Y.  Willittms 
said,  in  delivering  judgment  (2  Mar.  Law  Gas* 
O.   S.  257):  "although   the  lump  sum  is  called 
freight  in  the  charter-party  and  bills  of  lading, 
yet  we  think  it  is   not  properly  so  called   but 
that  it  is  more  properly  a  sum  in  the  nature  of 
a  rent  to  be  paid  for  the  use  and  hire  of  the  ship 
on  the  agreed  voyages.    The  charter-party    ex- 
presses that  a  sum  of  11,250Z.  is  to  be  paid  a  freight 
for  the  *'  use  and  hire  of  the  ship,"  and  this  lump 
sum  is  to  cover  both  the  outward  and  homeward 
voyages,  without  any  distinction  as  to  how  much 
of  it  is  to  be  attributed  to  the  outward  and  how 
much  to  the  homeward  voyage.    If  this  be  bo,  the 
shipper  has  had  the  full  consideration  for  the 
money  agreed  to  be  paid.    The  ship  took  out  the 
salt,  and  received  the  rice  on  board, and  performed 
her  homeward  voyage  according  to  her  eng^af^e- 
ment,  and  the  event,  that  by  the  act  of  Gk>d    ic 
became  impossible  to  carry  to  the  port  of  destina- 
tion the  rice  jettisoned  and  the  rice  sold,  ought  not 
to  affect  the  shipowners'  right  to  receive  the  full 
amount    of    the    stipulated    payment.    It     was 
objected  on  behalf  of  the  respondent  that  by  the 
charter-party  the  remainder  of  the  lump  sum  is 
made  payable  only  on  '  a  true  and  final  delivery  of 
the  cargo  at  the  said  port  of  discharge.'    Bat  this 
does   not  necessarily  mean  that  the  whole   car|^ 
originally  shipped  must  be  delivered.  It  may  iwell 
have  been  intended  merely  to  fix  the  timo  for  pay- 
ment  to  be  the  time  of  the  delivery  of  such  oar>a^o 
as  the  ship  brings  with  her  to  the  port  of  disi- 
charge  "    If  the  cargo  taken  home  and  delivered 
U  accepted,  the  shipowner,  though  he  cannot  re- 
cover the  whole  of  the  lump  sum,  may  recover  a 
proportionate  part  of  it,  on  a  quantum  rneruU. 

Manisty,  Q.G.  (with  him  Peiheram),  for  the 
plaintiff,  was  not  called  upon. 

Lord  Coleridge,  C.J . — I  do  not  think  that  we  need 
trouble  you,  Mr.  Manisty.  Error  is  brought  on  a 
judgment  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  which 
proceeded  on  the  authority  of  tbe  case  of  Bobinaoti  v. 
Knight  {ubi  sup,)  decided  by  the  Court  of  Common 
Pleas,  and  in  accordance  with  the  decision  of  the 
Privy  Council  in  the  case  of  The  Norway  (ubiBup,), 
I  do  not  find  from  the  short  note  of  the  presenc 
case  given  in  the  Law  Beports  (8  C.  P.  469)  that  the 
members  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  in  follow- 
ing the  decisions  in  these  two  oases  intimated  any 
doubt  as  to  the  correctness  of  the  decisions  or  in 
any  way  dissented  from  them. 

The  present  case  seems  to  me  to  be  in 
reality  on  all  fours  with  those  two  cases.  It 
is  true  that  the  words  of  the  charter-party  in 
the  present  case  are  not  identical  with  those 
in  either  of  the  two  cases  referred  to.  In 
Robinson  v.  Knight  tbe  contract  was  that  the 
ship  should  proceed  to  Biga,  to  load  at  Bolderan 
or  Mulgraben  a  full  cargo  of  lathe  wood,  the  ship 
to  be  provided  with  a  deck  load,  not  ezoeedini^^ 
what  she  could  reasonably  stow,  <&c.,  and  should 
then  proceed  to  London  and  deliver  the  same  on 
being  paid  freight  as  follows :  a  lump  sum  of  315^ ; 
the  freight  to  be  paid  in  cash,  half  on  arrival  and 
the  remainder  on  unloading  and  right  delivery  of 
the  cargo,  less  four  months*  discount  on  half, 
at  5  per  cent,  per  annum.  Part  of  the  car^ 
loaded  in  accordance  with  the  charter-party  havio^ 
been  lost  by  perils  of  the  sea,  without  anv 
default    of    the    master   or   crew,  it  was    held 
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that  the  shipowner  was,  on  delivery  of  the  re- 
mainder  of  the  cargo,  entitled  to  the  fall  sam.  In 
the  case  of  the  Norway  the  oontraot  was  a  little 
different.  The  ship  was  to  he  made  ready  and 
load  at  Liverpool  a  cargo  of  salt,  not  exceeding 
2200  tons,  and  therewith  proceed  to  Oaloatta,  and 
after  the  discharge  of  the  outward  cargo,  reload 
(or  at  freighter's  option  proceed  to  other  towns)  a 
oomplete  cargo  of  lawful  merchandise  not  exceed- 
iog  what  she  could  reasonably  stow  and  carry,  and 
being  so  loaded,  should  proceed  therewith  to 
Cowee,  Queenstown,  or  Falmouth,  at  the  roaster's 
Otrtiioo,  &c  **  In  consideration  whereof  and  every- 
thing before  mentioned,  the  freighter  hereby  pro- 
mises and  agrees  to  load  and  receive,  or  cause  to 
be  laden  and  received,  in  the  manner  and  within 
the  time  therein  mentioned  for  these  purposes,  and 
pay  or  cause  to  be  paid  as  freight  for  the  use  and 
hire  oQthe  vessel  11,250L  lamp  sum,  if  ordered  to 
the  United  Kingdom,  Havre,  or  Bordeaaz ;  11,250Z. 
if  ordered  to  Antwerp  or  Marseilles,  the  master 
goaranteeing  to  carry  3000  tons  dead  weight  of 
cargo  opon  a  draft  of  26ft.  of  water,  or  to  forfeit 
freight  in  proportion  to  deficiency,"  Ac.  It  was 
found  as  a  fact  by  Dr.  Lashington  in  the  court  below 
that  the  jettison  of  a  portion  of  the  cargo  and 
the  sale  of  the  damaged  portion  of  it  were  the 
conseqaence  of  negligence  or  want  of  skill  on  the 
part  of  the  pilot,  for  which  the  shipowner  was 
responsible,  hot  the  Judicial  Committee  of  the 
Privy  Council  found,  as  a  conclusion  of  fact,  that 
the  jettison  had  not  arisen  from  any  negligence  on 
the  part  of  the  pilot.  There  was,  however,  a  non- 
delivery in  point  of  fact  of  the  entire  cargo. 
Notwithstanding  that  it  was  held  that  the  oontraot 
was  satisfied,  and  that  as  to  the  portion  of  the 
cugjo  jettisoned  and  that  damaged,  as  it  was  not 
»hown  to  have  arisen  from  the  negligence  of  the 
pilot,  or  want  of  prudence  on  the  part  of  the 
ma&ter,  there  ongnt  to  be  no  ded action  from  the 
Inrnp  freight  on  account  of  non-delivery.  And 
Sir  £.  Y.  Williams,  in  his  judgment,  intimated 
an  opinion  that  even  if  the  jettison  had  been 
attributable  to  the  negligence  of  the  roaster,  there 
ooght  not  to  be  a  deduction,  saying  that  perhaps 
in  ffuch  a  case  the  proper  remedy  of  the  shipper 
wonld  be  by  a  cross  action. 

These  two  cases  we  are  now  in  truth  called 
on  to  review.  Bohineon  v.  Knight  {uhi  «t*p.) 
i«  not  binding  on  us,  neither  is  the  decision 
of  the  Privy  Council  in  the  case  of  the 
Norway,  unless  we  concur  in  it.  The  courts  of 
Westminster  Hall  do  not  feel  themselves  bound  by 
decisions  of  the  Privy  Council  unless  they  agree 
with  them.  At  the  same  time  I  must  say  that 
the  judgments  of  the  Privy  Council  are  entitled  to 
the  greatest  possible  weight,  and,  though  not 
binding,  are  to  be  regarded  with  the  greatest 
respect  by  any  court  in  this  country.  The  con- 
tract which  we  have  to  consider  in  the  present 
case,  is  one,  as  it  seems  to  me,  not  substantially 
distinguishable  from  that  in  the  two  cases  referred 
ta 

In  the  present  case  the  ship  was  to  proceed 
to  Cochin,  there  load  from  the  charterers,  com- 
pleting a<v  Colombo  or  Inticorin,  if  required  by 
them,  a  full  and  complete  cargo,  and  thence  pro- 
ceed to  London  in  the  East  or  West  India  Docks 
and  discharge  there  as  customary,  tbe  act  of  God, 
restraints  of  princes  or  rulers,  the  Queen's  ene- 
nsies,  fire,  and  all  and  every  other  of  the  seas, 
rivers,  and  navigation  of  whatever  kind  soever 


during  the  said  voyage  excepted.  Then  comes  tbe 
stipulation,  "  A  lump  sum  freight  of  5000Z.  to  be 
paid  after  entire  discharge  and  right  delivery  of 
the  cargo  in  cash  two  months  after  the  date  of  the 
ship's  report  inwards  at  the  Custom  House  or 
under  discount  at  5  per  cent,  per  annum  (or  at  the 
Bank  rate,  if  higher)  at  option  of  charterers' 
agents."  On  her  way  home  to  London  some  part 
of  the  ship's  cargo  took  fire.  After  every  effort 
was  made  to  extinguish  the  fire,  and  the  ship  was 
taken  to  Table  Bay,  it  was  found  necessary  to 
scuttle  her,  and  more  of  the  cargo  was  thereby 
damaged,  and  had  to  be  sold.  The  part  remaining 
was  duly  delivered.  Freight,  then,  in  tbe  more 
ordinary  sense  of  the  word,  had  not  been  earned 
as  to  that  portion  of  the  cargo  which  was  not  de« 
livered;  and  we  are  asked  to  decide,  on  appeal, 
that  the  lump  sum  freight  of  5000Z.  had  not  been 
earned  under  the  contract.  I  must  say  for  myself 
that,  if  this  case  stood  alone,  and  the  two  oases 
referred  to  had  not  been  already  decided,  the 
intention  of  the  contract  was  to  ascertain  and  fix 
the  sum  at  which  the  freight  lo  be  earned  by  the 
ship  on  this  voyage  was  to  be  taken,  as  between 
the  parties  to  the  charter-party,  for  the  purposes 
of  the  contract.  The  charterer,  being  content  to 
run  a  risk,  hired  the  ship  for  this  voyage  for  a 
sum  of  5000Z.,  this  sum  being  called  freight,  and 
substantially  being  freight,  being  paid  for  the  use 
of  the  ship  in  carrying  cargo  trom  Cochin  to 
London.  A  lump  sum  was  fixed  upon  to  prevent 
inconveniences  to  the  parties. 

This  being  the  interpretation  of  the  contract, 
the  question  arises  whether  the  non-delivery 
of  a  certain  portion  of  the  cargo  interferes  witlx 
the  contract — whether  under  the  circumstances 
there  has  been,  in  the  words  of  the  contract, 
an  "  entire  discharge  and  right  delivery  of 
the  cargo."  On  this  point  we  have  heard  a 
good  deal  of  argument,  and  I  do  not  say  that 
something  might  not  be  urged  in  support  of  the 
defendant's  contention,  if  the  matter  were  entirely 
free  from  authority.  It  might  be  said  that  the 
words  of  the  contract  mean  *'  after  the  entire  dis- 
charge and  right  delivery  of  the  cargo  originally 
put  on  board."  But,  regard  being  had  to  the  fact 
that  a  lump  sum  is  agreed  on,  the  fair  construc- 
tion of  the  conti  act  seems  to  be  that  which  the 
courts  have  already  put  on  similar  contracts ; 
namely,  that  tbe  cargo  is  entirely  discharged  and 
rightly  delivered  when  the  whole  of  it,  not  covered 
by  any  of  the  exceptions  mentioned  in  the  contract 
has  been  discharged  and  delivered  It  appears  to 
me  that  the  contract  has  been  complied  with,  that 
the  lump  sum  has  been  earned,  and  that  the  part 
of  it  unpaid  should  be  paid  to  the  plaintiffs. 

But  an  ingenious  argument  has  been  addressed 
to  us,  the  effect  of  which  is  to  introduce  obscurity 
into  a  portion  of  the  oontraot,  based  on  a  subsequent 
stipulation  in  the  charter-party,  by  which  it  was 
agreed  that  the  master  should  sign  bills  of  lading 
*'  at  any  rate  of  freight  required  without  prejudice 
to  this  charter-party,  but  shoald  the  aggregate 
freight  of  bills  of  lading  amount  to  less  than  the 
lamp  sum  of  50002.  already  stipulated  for,  the 
difference  to  be  deducted  from  the  amount  to  be 
drawn  for  disbursements  and  the  balance,  if 
any,  to  be  paid  in  cash  at  the  rale  of  exchange 
for  sight  bills  existing  at  the  time  of  the 
ship's  clearing  in  Colombo."  Mr.  Williams 
says  that  according  to  the  true  interpretation 
of   this,  in  the    events    which    have    happened 
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the  facts  do  not  apply  themselves  to  the 
words  of  this  stipalation;  bat  that  a  state  of 
facts  may  be  easily  supposed  which  will  test  it. 
Mr.  Williams  says  that  the  lamp  sam  of  50002.  is 
the  most  which  the  charterers  stipulate  to  secare ; 
they  engage  that  that  much  cargo  shall  be  pat  on 
board,  in  respect  of  which  freight  may  be  earned. 
Snppose,  ^hen,  the  bills  of  lading  amount  only  to 
40002.,  that  leaves  the  sum  of  lOOOL  to  be  covered 
by  the  charterers  according  to  the  contract. 
That,  Mr.  Williams  says,  is  to  be  paid  in  two 
ways,  either  in  tho  way  of  disbursements,  or  by 
cash  at  the  rate  of  exchange  for  sight  bills 
existing  at  the  time  of  the  ship's  clearing  in 
Colombo.  If  the  sum  they  give  the  captain  for 
disbursements  is  not  sufficient,  the  difference  is  to 
be  paid  in  cash.  Mr.  Williams  contends  that  this 
shows  the  real  construction  of  the  contract  to  be 
cot  that  a  lump  sum  of  50002,  was  to  be  paid 
in  substitution  for  freight,  but  that  the  charterers 
should  guarantee  that  bills  of  lading  amounting 
to  50002.  freight  should  be  forthcoming,  and  that 
if  the  amount  were  not  made  up  in  that  way,  it 
should  in  another  way,  but  that  the  freieht  should 
not  be  claimed  unless  it  were  earned.  I  am  very 
far  from  saying  that  this  interpretation  of  the 
contract  is  not  the  correct  one ;  my  own  individual 
opinion  is  that  it  is  correct.  But  it  seems  to  me 
not  to  prevent  the  operation  of  the  construction 
which  I  have  already  given  to  the  former  part  of 
the  contract.  The  stipulation  relied  on  seems  to 
me  to  be  only  a  mode  of  securing  the  payment  of 
the  50002.,  the  character  of  which  sum  has  already 
been  impressed  upon  it  by  the  former  portion  of 
the  contract. 

It  appears  to  me,  therefore,  upon  the  true  con- 
struction of  the  charter-party,  and  on  the  reason 
of  the  thing,  as  well  as  on  the  authority  of  the  two 
cases  cited,  that  the  judgment  of  the  court  below 
was  right,  and  ought  to  be  affirmed. 

Bramwell,  B. — I  am  entirely  of  the  same 
opinion.  This  case  ought  certainly  to  be  a  warn- 
ing to  one  not  to  be  too  confident,  for  at  one  time 
I  felt  certain  as  to  the  construction  of  this  clause 
in  the  charter-party,  and  1  have  now  great  mis- 
givings as  to  whether  I  am  right.  I  thought  that 
"  the  balance,  if  any,"  was  the  balance  to  be  got  by 
deducting  one  sum  from  the  other  sum,  and  if  it 
does  mean  anything  different  to  that,  then  to  my 
mind  the  parties  have  taken  the  most  inconvenient 
means  of  expressing  it.  There  is  some  difficulty 
in  understanding  it,  if  you  look  at  it  in  that  way— 
"  the  balance,  if  any,  to  be  paid  in  cash  at  the  rate 
of  exchange  for  sight  bills  existing  at  the  time  of 
the  ship's  clearing  in  Colombo.'  That  merely 
states  at  what  rate  you  shall  ascertain  Colombo 
currency,  and  that  the  amount  shall  b^  paid  in 
cash.  I  think,  if  that  be  so,  it  goes  undoubtedly  to 
show  that  it  was  a  sum  of  money  to  be  paid  at 
Colombo,  and  it  was  to  be  paid  to  the  master ;  and 
it  furnishes  an  argument  that  it  must  be  some 
other  sum  than  the  balance.  The  balance,  I  sup- 
pose, was  arrived  at  by  the  deduction  of  that  one 
sum  from  another  which  has  been  previously  men- 
tioned. If  that  is  so,  what  it  can  mean  is  what 
Mr.  Williams  has  said,  not  "  and  the  balance,"  but 
''  if  the  bill  of  lading  freight  shall  be  so  much  less 
than  the  charter-party  freight,  and  the  difference 
between  the  two  shall  be  greater  than  the  dis- 
bursements, then  the  difference  between  the 
disbursements  and  that  difference  shall  be  paid  to 
the  master."    I  must  say  that  if  that  was  the  in- 


tention of  the  parties,  they  have  used  words  most 
inconvenient  for  the  purpose  of  expressing  it ;  bat 
there  is  some*  ground  for  Mr.  Williams's  oon- 
struction  in  the  expression  which  afterwards 
occurs,  that  the  disbursements  are  to  be 
drawn  for — which  must  mean  disbursements 
less  deductions,  when  there  are  an^ — by  bills 
at  sixty  days'  sight.  There  is  great  justification 
therefore  for  Mr.  Williams's  contention,  for  I  think 
it  would  be  almost  impossible  for  any  court  of 
law  to  hold  that  the  words  "  and  the  balance,  if 
any,  to  be  paid,  &c.,  meant,  not  what  the  words 
express,  but,  "  if  when  the  bill  of  lading  freight 
has  been  deducted  from  the  charter-party  freight, 
the  sum  which  shall  remain  after  such  deduction 
shall  exceed  the  amount  of  disbursements,  then 
the  balance  shall  be  paid." 

But  I  confess  I  cannot  think  that  the  solution  of 
this  puzzle  is  necessary  to  the  decision  of  this  case. 
Besides,  even  if  Mr.  Williams  were  right  it  would  bo 
but  a  step  in  furtherance  of  the  argument  which  he 
has  addressed  to  us.  There  may,  indeed,  be  another 
reason  for  giving  the  construction  contended  for 
to  the  words.  Mr.  Williams  argues  that  if  the 
words  are  construed  in  that  way,  then  the  ship- 
owner always  has,  in  the  amount  of  disbursements, 
and  in  the  amount  of  cash  paid,  and  in  the  amount 
of  bill  of  lading  freight,  his  full  50002. ;  that  is  to 
say,  if  the  disbursements  are  5002.,  and  the  bill  of 
lading  freight  40002.,  making  in  all  45002.,  he  is  to 
be  paid  5002.  in  ca^h.  That  is  the  object,  accord- 
ing to  Mr.  Williams,  of  inserting  this  clause ;  and 
he  says  that  the  shipowner,  having  thus  got  in 
disbursements,  money,  and  lien  his  50002.,  trusts 
to  his  lien,  and  not  to  the  covenant  in  the  charter- 
party.  That,  however,  is  an  assumption.  What 
is  there  to  show,  even  supposing  this  construction 
of  the  clause  in  the  charter-party  to  be  the  ri|;ht 
one,  that  the  shipowner  has  trusted  to  his  lien  P 
There  is  nothing,  in  my  opinion,  to  show  that  he 
has  done  so.  Cases  might  very  well  happen  in 
which  that  lien  would  not  be  sufficient.  Take,  for 
example,  the  case  of  a  consignee  riot  taking  to  the 
goods  and  becoming  insolvent.  I  think,  therefore, 
that  the  second  step  in  Mr.  Williams's  argumenc 
is  an  assumption  for  which  no  valid  reason  has 
been  given.  It  is,  no  doubt,  a  customary  thin^ 
for  persons  to  let  goods  be  taken  on  board  their 
ships  with  a  guarantee  from  the  broker  that  the 
freight  shall  amount  to  a  certain  sum ;  and  in  sach 
case,  Mr.  Williams  urges,  they  must  trust  to  the 
person  guaranteeing,  and  not  to  the  charter-party 
or  the  bill  of  lading.  But  is  it  likely  that,  if  it 
was  intended  to  limit  in  this  way  the  liability,  the 

Parties  would  not  have  said  so  in  their  contract  ? 
'hey  have  not  said  it.  The  charter-party  is  an 
ordinary  one,  and  were  it  not  for  the  difficultiest 
that  have  been  raised  as  to  the  lump  sum,  it  is 
one  upon  which  the  charterer  would  be  clearly 
liable.  It  seems  to  me  that  Mr.  Williams  has  not 
succeeded  in  establishing  this  second  step  in  bin 
agreement,  thaf-  the  charterer's  liability  was  to  be 
limited  to  the  amount  of  the  difference  between 
the  bill  of  lading  freight  and  the  charter-party 
freight,  minus  the  disbursements.  No  sufficient 
reason  for  this  has  to  be  given,  even  assuming  the 
construction  contended  for  to  be  correct. 

Mr.  Williams  next  relies  on  another  clause  of  the 
charter-party,  which  made  it,  he  says,  a  condition 
precedent  to  the  right  to  recover  the  50002.  that  the 
whole  of  the  cargo  should  be  delivered.  I  am  not 
sure  that  J  have  correctly  apprehended  the  con- 
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tentkm,  whether  it  goes  the  length  of  saying  that 
i!  the  whole  of  the  cargo  is  not  delivered  there  is 
BO  right  whatever  to  the  lumpsum,  or  any  part  of 
it,  or  whether  it  is  meant  that  there  is  some  con- 
tri?ance  by  which  a  proportionate  amonnt,  which 
woald  be  fair,  conld  be  ascertained  and  recovered. 
Sapposing  that  a  lamp  sam  is  agreed  to  be  paid, 
and  that  the  charterer  is  liable  for  it,  subject  only 
to  (he  qoestion  whether  it  is  a  condition  precedent 
that  the  entire  cargo  should,  be  delivered,  I  cannot 
see,if  this  is  really  a  condition  precedent,  how  the 
chtfterer  could  be  held  liable  to  pay  half  the  lamp 
earn  on  half  the  cargo  being  delivered.  The  argu- 
ment, it  seems  to  me,  must  therefore  go  to  this 
extent,  that  by  reason  of  non-delivery  of  a  single 
article  of  the  cargo  the  whole  amount  of  the  lump 
sam  woold  be  lost. 

In  support  of  the  contention  that  this  is  a  condi- 
tion precedent,  Mr.  Williams  relies  on  the  clause  of 
tbe  charter-party  that  the  ship  shall  take  on  board  a 
fiilland  complete  cargo,  and  Hhall  proceed  therewith 
to  London  and  discharge  it.  That  is  the  duty,  but 
(here  is  a  qualification  to  that  duty,  "  the  act  of 
God,  restraints  of  princes  and  rulers,  the  Queen's 
enemies,  fire,"  and  so  forth.     It  is  said  that  this 
qa^ifioation  only  dimiliishes  the    liability,   but 
afterwards  comes  this,  *'a  lump  sum  freight  of 
5000L  to  be  paid  after  entire  discharge  and  right 
defivery  of  the  cargo,  in  cash,  two  months  after 
(be  date  of  the  ship's  report    inwards    at    the 
GoBtom  House."     Now,  Mr.  Williams  says  that 
until  the  ship  is  discharged,  and  there  is  a  right 
delivery  of  the  cargo,  the  lump  sum  is  not  due.    It 
may  possibly  be  that  in  this   he  is  right,  verballv 
right.    If  so  what  is  the  meaning  of  '*  the  cargo  P 
In  my  opinion  it  is  the  cargo  which  she  has  to 
deliver.    It  does  not  mean  the    cargo  she    has 
shipped,  but  which  she  is  not  bound  to  deliver, 
whidi  the  ship  owner  is  excused  from  delivering. 
It  means  the  right  delivery  of  the  cargo  which  is 
to  be  delivered,  not  the  right  delivery  of  the  cargo 
which  was  originally  shipped  on  board  of   the 
vesseL  This  means  to  me  a  most  cogent  argument 
in  favour  of  this  construction.     Suppose  that  51. 
worth  of  these  goods  had  been  stolen    by  the 
sailors,  that  would  not  be  within  the  exceptions, 
amid  it  possibly  be  said  by  reason  of  that  that  the 
whole  lump  sum  was  lost  r  Would  not  the  common 
rule  have  applied   that  that  did  not  go  to  the 
whole   consideration.     Supposing  the  defendant 
had  said  '*  I  shall  not  pay  you ;  you  have  not 
delivered  the  whole  cargo.*'      Could  not  an  action 
be  brought  against  him  P   Would  not  the  common 
rale  apply  P    If  that  is  so,  is  it  not  very  odd  that 
the  shipowner  is  worse  off  by  reason  of  his  not 
being  subject  to  an  action  in  this  case  than  he 
would  have  been  if  he  had   been  subject  to  an 
action  P    That  is  to  say,  he  is  worse  ofE  because 
fire  has  caused  the  loss  than  he  would  have  been 
if  the  loss  had  been  owing  to  a  depredation.    I 
venture  to  think  some  interpretation  must  be  puO 
upon  the  contract  which  precludes  its  being  a  con- 
dition precedent  that  the  whole  cargo  should  be 
delivered. 

Then  Mr.  Williams  asks  what  would  happen 
if  nothing  were  delivered  P  I  say  that  in  that 
case  the  day  from  which  the  time  of  payment 
was  to  be  reckoned  could  never  arrive,  because 
(he  payment  is  to  be  a  Inmp  sum  to  be  paid 
i^ter  the  entire  discharge  and  right  delivery 
of  the  cargo  two  months  after  the  date  of  the 
ship*8  report  inwards   at   the    Custom    Honse. 


This  snpposes  that  there  would  be  a  right  de- 
livery of  the  cargo  before  the  amount  is  payable, 
and  if  there  was  none  of  the  cargo  delivered,  I 
suppose  the  event  would  never  happen  upon  which 
the  lump  sum  was  to  be  paid,  it  may  be  said 
that  it  would  be  a  very  odd  thing  that  if  the  ship 
brought  home  in  safety  one  hundredth  part  of  the 
cargo,  the  shipowner  should  be  paid  the  entire 
50002.,  whereas  if  that  hundredth  part  was  lost  he 
would  lose  his  5000Z.  That  is  a  difficulty,  but  not 
a  technical  difficulty. 

I  might  further  say  that  I  think  the  case  of 
the  Norway  (nhi  sup.),  as  my  Lord  has  said, 
is  absolutely  undistingnishable  from  this  case. 
All  the  ingredients  exist  there  that  exist  here. 
There  is  tbe  same  obligation  to  land  a  full 
and  complete  cargo,  the  same  obliccation  to  de- 
liver, and  the  same  statement  that  the  sum  to 
be  paid  is  only  payable  on  delivery  of  the  re- 
mainder at  tbe  port  of  discharge.  It  is  true  that 
there  the  words  used  were  that  the  sum  payable 
was  for  the  use  and  hire  of  the  ship.  Suppose 
these  words  had  been  left  oat,  what  difiference  would 
there  have  been  between  that  case  and  this  P  No 
reliance  is  placed  upom  them  in  the  judgment  of  the 
court,  and  I  think  when  one  comes  to  look  at  the 
legal  principles  involved  the  words  cannot  be  of 
any  consequence.  The  question  is  in  substance  is  it 
a  condition  precedent  to  the  right  to  recover  the 
lump  freight  that  there  should  bo  a  delivery  of 
the  entire  cargo  P  Besides  the  case  of  The  Norway 
there  is  also  the  case  in  the  Court  of  Common 
Pleas  of  Robinson  v.  Knight ;  and  there  is  also 
the  decision  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  in  the 
present  case,  intimating  their  satisfaction  at  the 
former  decisions.  The  judgment  is  shortly  re- 
ported thus:  "The  judgment  in  The  Norway  had 
been  followed  by  tbe  Court  of  Common  Pleas  iu 
Mobinson  v.  Knight,  and  there  as  here,  the 
charter-party  was  for  a  single  voyage  only."  I 
infer  from  that  that  they  were  rather  content 
than  otherwise  with  the  decision  in  the  former 
cases.  Indeed,  Mr.  Williams  does  not  say 
that  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  intimated  any 
doubt  as  to  the  propriety  of  the  former  decisions. 
I  think,  on  the  authority  of  those  cases,  the 
plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  our  judgment. 

Keating,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  agree 
with  the  Lord  Chief  Justice  that  Mr.  Williams's 
construction  of  this  claupe  of  the  charter-party  is 
the  right  of  construction ;  but  assuming  it  to  be  ho, 
I  cannot  see  how  it  meets  the  difficulty,  because 
what  he  seeks  to  establish  by  means  of  this  con- 
struction, is  that  the  security  of  the  freight  was  to 
be  substituted,  not  to  be  a  collateral  security,  but 
to  be  submitted  for  tbe  security  of  the  contract. 
I  cannot  at  all  agree  in  that.  But  looking  at  this 
charter-party  without  being  perplexed  at  all  by 
the  ingenious  suggestion  of  Mr.  Williams,  what 
does  it  amount  to  P  It  amounts  to  this:  the  char- 
terer agrees  to  pay  a  lump  sum  for  the  use  of  the 
ship  for  this  particular  voyage,  but  the  shipowner 
wishes  to  be  secure,  and  inasmuch  as  he  has  a 
cargo  of  goods  it  is  reasonable  he  should  have 
the  security  of  the  goods,  and  therefore  it  is 
agreed  that  he  shall  have  the  securify  of  the 
goods;  and  the  various  provisions  that  are  made 
in  this  aisputed  clause  are  merely  provisions  to 
guard  againnt  any  interference  with  the  security 
which  the  shipowner  is  to  have.  Mr.  Williams  is 
driven  by  his  argument  reluctantly  to  contend 
that  this  is  a  condition  precedent,  and  that  the 
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shipowDer,  unless  he  brings  every  ounce  of  the  cargo 
homo,  cannot  be  paid  anything.      He  sngi^eRts  a 
mode  of  meeting  that  difficalty  thas :  that  although 
the  shipowner  could  not  recover  anything  upon 
the  contract,  jet  if  the  consignees  of  the  cargo 
accepted  it,   the    shipowner    possibly    might  re- 
cover from  them   upon    a  quantum   meruit    for 
services    performed.      I    suppose    the    answer 
to  that  would  be  that  a  special  contract  is  con- 
tained in  the  bills  of  lading.    At  all  events,  it 
would  scarcely  get  rid  of  the  difficulty  which  would 
arise — ^namely,  that  this  contract  must  be  put  an 
end  to,  and  that  the  shipowner  is  to  lose  all  secu- 
rity under  this  contract  without  any  fault  of  his 
own  being  suggested.    It  seems  to  me  that  would 
be  a  most  irrational  construction  to  put  upon  a 
contract  not  very  difficult  to  understand.    I  think, 
therefore,  that  the  judgment  of  the  court  below 
ought  to  be   affirmed.     With    reference    to    the 
authorities  that  have  been  cited,  I  quite  agree  with 
what  my  Lord  Chief  Justice  and    my  Brother 
Bramwell  said  with  reference  to  them..    We  are 
not  bound  by  those  authorities  farther  than  to  re- 
gard them  with  the  respect  they  deserve  from 
what  they  contain.      So  far  as  I  am  concerned,  I 
ogiee  with  what  has  been  laid  down  in  both  those 
oases.    The  less  I  say  about  the  last  of  them  the 
better;    but   still    I  can  say  with  reference    to 
that  that  1  have  not  seen  the  slightest  reason  to 
change  the  opinion  which  I  there  expressed. 

Cleasbt,  B. — Undoubtedly,  in  this  case  the  ship- 
owner looks  to  be  paid  principally  by  means  of 
his  lien  upon  the  cargo.     I  never  heard  it  sug- 
gested that  because  he  does  rely  mainly  upon  the 
security  he  has  by  no  means  of  the  cargo  that,  there- 
fore, there  is  no  person  liable  to  him.    Now,  in 
this  case,  in  order  to  give  him  a  full  security  for 
the  bOOOL  by   means  of  the  cargo,   various  provi- 
sions are  introduced  into  the  contract.     There  is 
to  bean  advance  of  7502.  and  a  bill  is  to  be  given  in 
respect  of  it.  If  you  suppose  the  bill  to  be  actually 
given,  and  the  bills  of  lading  and  freight  only 
amounted  to  4500Z.,  he  would  be  in  the  position  of 
ffiving,  without  any  security,  to  the  charterer  750L, 
m  order  to  guard  against  that  which  was  originally 
introduced.    First  of  all,  we  have  this  provision, 
that  the  bill  which  is  to  be  drawn  is  not  to  be  for 
the  full  amount  of  disbursements,  unless  the  bill 
of  lading  freight  amounts   to  bOOOL     Supposing 
tbo  bills  of  lading  freight  amounts  to  45001.  you 
deduct  the  bOOl    from    the    750Z.,  and    the  bill 
will  only   be   for  250Z.      You    provide   for   the 
balance  in  that  way,  but  then  the  balance  may 
be  the  other  way,  and  I  confess  I  do  not  feel  the 
difficulty  which  my  brother  Bramwell    does  in 
applying  these  words, '*  and  the  balance,  if  any." 
Thai  means  the  other  balance,  if  any,  because  if 
the  balance  is  that  way,  it  has  been  already  pro- 
vided for  by  the  bill  to  be  drawn ;  and  the  meaning 
of  *'  and  the  balance,  if  any,  is  to  be  paid  in  cash," 
is  to  me  plain.     There  is  the  5000Z.  provided  for 
substantially  by  the  security  of  the  goods.    With 
respect  to  the  other  point,  there  is  a  very  pertinent 
question  of  my  brother  Brett  in  the  judgment  in 
ttie  case  in  the  Common  Pleas,  where  he  says  that 
in  the  case  of  the  Norway  ii,  was  dependent  upon  the 
right  delivery  of  the  cargo.    Then  he  asks  "  what  is 
the  cargo  P  "  That  is  the  question  that  my  brother 
Bramwell  has  asked.      The  words  of  the  charter- 
party  are  not  upon   the  delivery  of  the  entire 
cargo,  although  the  word  **  entire  "  is  made  use 
of.    It  is  the  entire  and  complete  delivery  of  the 


cargo.  I  am  satisfied  with  the  reasons  already 
given,  and  with  the  authorities  that  have  been 
cited,  and  I  think  the  judgment  of  the  court  below 
must  be  affirmed. 

Grove,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  caRnot 
see  that  Mr.  Williams's  argument  stopped  short*  of 
this,  and  indeed  some  of  the  cases  support  it,  that 
in  case  the  entire  cargo  as  laden  is  not  delivered 
this  clause  would  so  operate  that  nothing  in  fact 
would  be  earned.  It  is  true  that  he  says  proceed- 
ings may  be  taken  upon  a  quantum  m^eruii,  bat  X 
do  not  gather  from  the  charter-party  anything^  to 
satisfy  me  that  you  could  recover  oonsistentlj 
with  the  existence  of  this  contract,  upon  a  quantum 
meruit.  Then  the  clause  does  net  necessarily  im* 
port  the  meaning  put  upon  it  by  Mr.  Williams. 
To  do  BO,  it  must  not  only  be  altered  to  '*  after 
discharge  and  delivery  of  the  entire  cargo,  but  to 
the  entire  cargo  as  laden."    Why  should  the  coart 

Sut  a  forced  construction  upon  these  words  which 
o  not  necessarily  import  the  delivery  of  the 
entire  cargo,  which  it  would  not  pnt  in  the  csase 
where  the  parties  hired  the  ship  for  50001.  P  And 
why  should  the  court  put  the  person  so  bargain- 
ing in  a  worse  position  than  he  would  be  in  under 
an  ordinary  contract  P  With  regard  to  the  other 
clauses,  they  have  been  commented  on  by  the 
court,  and  I  confess  that  I  can  find  nothin^a:  in 
the  words  which  without  considerable  addition^ 
could  support  Mr.  Williams's  argument.  This 
argument  is  certainly  not  foncded  on  the  olaoses 
as  they  actually  exist  in  this  charter-party.  I  am 
of  opinion,  therefore,  that  the  judgment  of  the 
court  below  should  be  affirmed. 

Denman,  J. — ^I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  did 
for  some  time  entertain  a  doubt  as  to  the  meaninfl; 
of  the  words  •*  the  cargo,"  in  the  charter-party, 
but  I  have  come  to  the  same  conclusion  as  the 
rest  of  the  court  have  arrived  at,  that  "thecar^o" 
means  the  cargo  that  arrives,  notwithstanding 
that  a  considerable  portion  of  the  original  oargo 
may  not  arrive. 

Pollock,  B. — I  agree  that  the  judgment  of  the 
Court  of  Queen's  Bench  should  be  affirmed.  In 
substance  I  think  that  the  decision  in  that  ooar t  is 
in  accordance  with  the  two  cases  of  the  Norwaift 
SkTid  BohinsonY, Knight;  but  insomuch  as  we  are 
sitting  as  a  court  of  error,  neither  of  those  oasoa 
is  binding  upon  us.  I  listened  with  the  greatest 
attention  to  the  argument  of  Mr.  Williams  on  the 
clause  providing  for  payment,  and  I  am  far  from 
saying  that  his  argument  would  not  have  weig^ht 
as  to  the  construction  to  be  put  upon  the  words  of 
the  earlier  clause,  if  the  words  of  that  earlier 
clause  were  doubtful  and  uncertain.  But  in  in* 
struments  of  this  kind,  where  you  have  the  well- 
known  words  adopted,  it  is  extremely  uncooimon 
to  allow  any  inference  to  be  drawn  as  to  what 
the  parties  intended  with  regard  to  any  portion  of 
the  contract. 

Manisty,  Q.C.,  asked  for  interest, 

Bramwell,  B. — On  what  ground  is  it  recover- 
able? 

Maniaty,  Q.C. — Because  it  is  a  sum  payahle 
ou  a  day  certain. 

Williams,  Q  C.  submitted  that  interest  was  not 
payable,  there  being  no  contract  to  pay  interest. 

Manisty,  Q  C. — It  is  a  sum  of  money  to  he  paid 
at  a  day  certain — two  months  after  the  arrival  of 
the  ship. 

Lord  CoLERiDGF,  C.J. — ^This  matter  was    not 
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srgaed,  bat  we  will  look  into  it  and  let  yon  know 
aboQtthe  interest  to-morrow  morninflr. 

Nov,  29. — Lord  Colebidge,  O.J. — ^We  have  been 
ooDsideriog  the  case,  and  we  cannot  see  that  the 
pkintiff  is  entitled  to  interest. 

Manisty,  Q.G.— Blackburn,  J,,  thought  we  had 
been  kept  out  of  the  money,  and  therefore  we 
ought  to  have  interest.  There  is  no  declaration, 
the  case  being  stated  without  pleadings.  We  have 
aright  lo  frame  a  declaration,  and  we  could  put  in 
i  epeoial  count  for  interest,  they  not  baring  paid 
OQ  the  day  they  should. 

Bramwell,  B. — According  to  that,  every  case 
would  carry  interest. 

Manisty,  Q.C. — Wherever  there  is  a  day  fixed. 

Lord  CoLEBiDGB,  G.J. — But  there  is  not  a  day. 
We  cannot  see  that  there  is  a  day  certain,  and 
therefore  we  are  of  opinion  that  we  cannot  give 
judgment  for  interest.  You  have  it  for  the 
frindpsl. 

Judgment  affirmed  as   to  the  principal,  but 
reversed  as  to  the  interest. 

Attorneys  for  plaintiffs,  Saxlow, 

Attorneys  for  defendants,  Thomas  and  Hollams. 
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Nov.  19,  20,  and  21, 1873. 
The  Citt  of  Oambbidgb.    . 

Collision — PHofs  diUies  and  responsibility — Ship 
ai  anchor — Look'Out — Compulsory  pilotage — 
Eiver  Mersey — Ship  proceeding  to  sea — Mersey 
Dock  Acts  Oonsolidaticn  Act  (21  Sr  22  Victx,  xdi.), 
St.  138, 139. 

Where  a  shi^  in  charge  of  a  licensed  pilot  is 
anchored  within  pilotage  waters,  the  pilot  deter" 
mines  and  is  responsible  for  the  length  of  cable 
et  which  the  ship  rides,  and  it  is  the  duty  of  the 
pHof,  when  the  ship  swings  to  the  tide,  to  superin* 
lend  that  manoeuvre  and  to  regulate  the  helm,  and 
it  is  negligence  on  his  part  to  go  below  before  the 
ship  isfuUy  swung,  leaving  the  helm  amidships 
vnthout  orders  as  to  its  regulations ;  and  if, 
(krifugh  want  of  length  of  cable  and  of  regulation 
of  the  helm,  the  ship  sheers  and  so  parts  from  her 
onehor  in  swinging  during  his  absence,  the  pUot 
wU  be  aione  responsible,  provided  that  the  watch 
on  deck  take  the  right  mamceuvrs  to  counteract  the 
Mheering: 

Sesdle,  that  where  the  looh^out  was  once  reported  to 
the  pilot  or  cfficer  of  the  watch  a  light  onboard 
onoiher  ship,  and  the  report  has  leen  amswered, 
there  is  nofwrther  duty  on  the  look-oui  to  report 
t&a/  light  a  second  time  on  nearing  the  ship. 

The  Mersey  Docks  Acts  Consolidation  Act  1858 
(21  ^  22  VicL  cxciiy^providingfor  the  pilotage 
oftheriver  Mersey,  and  enacting  (sect.  139),  inter 
olio,  that  if  the  master  of  amy  vessel  {with  certain 
txceptions),  being  ouiwa/rd  bound,  **  shall  proceed 
to  sea,  and  shall  refuse  to  take  on  board  or  to 
employ  a  pilot,  he  shall  pay  to  the  pilot  who  shall 
fint  offer  himself  to  pilot  the  same,  the  fall  pilot" 
age  rate,*'  as  if  the  pilot  had  piloted  the  ship ; 
and,  further,  that  (sect.  138)  ♦/  a  master  requires 
ike  services  of  avilot  whilst  his  ship  is  lyina  at 
amokor  in  the  Mersey,  the  pilot  shall  be  paid  for 
every  day  or  portion  of  a  day  he  shall  attend, 
(he  sum  of  five  shillings ;  **  but  no  such  charge 
shaU  be  moMe  for  the  day  on  which  such  vessel 
being  outward  bound,  shall  leave  the  river  Mersey 
You  IL.  N.  S. 


to  comm^ence  her  voyage,** — compels  a  master  so 
proceeding  to  sea  to  tcuce  a  pilot. 
Where  a  shipfuUy  equipped  and  ready  for  sea  leaves 
one  of  tlie  Liverpool  aocks  at  night,  with  the  tn« 
tention  of  proceeding  straight  to  sea,  but  her  maS" 
ter,  on  getting  into  (he  Hver  Mersey,  determines, 
on  account  of  the  weather,  to  anchor  for  the  night, 
he  is  proceeding  to  sea  within  the  meaning  of  the 
Mersey  Docks  Acts  Consolidation  Act  1858  (21  3f 
22  Vict.  c.  xcii.),  sect,  139,  and  is  compelled  by  that 
section  to  take  on  board  a  licensed  Liverpool  pilot 
on  leaving  dock ;  and  if  the  ship  brefik  from  her 
anchor  during  the  night,  and  a  collision  ensues 
through  the  sole  negligence  of  the  pilot,  the  owners 
are  exempted  from  liahUity. 
Semble,  that  in  such  circumstances  the  right  of  the 
pilot,  under  sect.  138,  to  an  extra  payment  of  five 
shillings  adoAf  whilst  employed  on  the  ship  at  the 
requirement  of  the  master  during  the  time  she  is 
anchored  in  the  river,  except  on  the  day  when  the 
ship  leaves  the  Mersey  to  commence  her  voyage, 
does  not  alter  the  character  of  the  employment 
during  that  time,  so  as  to  make  it  a  voluntary 
employment. 
This  was  a  cause  of  collision  instituted  on  behalf 
of  the  owners  of  the  ship  Birmah,  her  cargo  and 
freight,  and  on  behalf  of  her  master  and  crew,  pro- 
ceeding for  their  money,  clothes,   and    private 
effects,  against  the  screw  steamship  City  of  Ca/m^ 
bridge,  and  her  owners  intervening. 

The  plaintiffs'  petition  alleged  that  the  Birmah 
was  an  iron  ship  rigged  vessel  of  797  tons  register ; 
that  on  the  evening  of  the  26th  Feb.  1872,  the 
Birmah  being  on  a  voyage  from  llo  Ilo  to  Liver- 
pool, with  a  cargo  of  sugar  and  other  produce,  was 
towed  into  the  river  Mersey  in  charge  of  a  licensed 
pilot,  and  was  brought  to  anchor  by  her  starboard 
anchor,  at  about  9.30  p.m.,  in  about  seven  or  eight 
fathoms  of  water,  and  to  the  N.E.  of  Egremont 
Ferry;  that  two  regulation  anchor  lights  were 
hoisted,  one  on  the  forestay,  the  other  on  the  gaff 
end  of  the  Birmah,  and  there  continued  to  bum 
brightly  until  after  the  collision ;  that  a  good  look- 
out was  kept ;  that  it  was  high  water  abont  11.10 
p.m.,  and  about  11.30  p.m.  the  Birmah  swung  to 
the  tide ;  that  about  2.30  a.m.  of  the  27th  Feb., 
those  on  board  the  Birmah  perceived  a  screw 
steamer  (which  afterwards  proved  to  be  the  City 
of  Cambridge)  about  a  quarter  of  a  mile  off,  and  a 
little  on  the  port  bow  of  the  Birmah ;  and  smoke 
was  coming  from  the  funnel  of  the  steamer,  but 
she  appeared  to  be  drifting  rapidly  with  the  ebb 
tide  towards  the  Birmah ;  that  the  City  of  Cam" 
bridge  continued  to  approach  the  Birmah  until  she 
struck  her  heavily  with  her  starboard  bow ;  the 
starboard  anchor  of  the  City  of  Cambridge  was 
hanging  just  under  the  hawse  pipe,  and  the  force 
of  the  blow  drove  the  anchor  through  the  plates 
of  the  Bvrmdh  near  her  port  foreriggmg,  making  a 
large  hole  below  the  water  line ;  that  the  steamer 
struck  the  Birmah  a  second  time  abaft  the  port 
mainrigging,  carrying  away  a  davit  and  a  part  of 
the  bulwarks,  and  then  went  astern  of  her ;  a  few 
minutes  afterwards  the  City  of  Cambridge  came  up 
the  river  again  under  steam,  passing  between  the 
Birmah  and  the  Lancashire  shore ;  that  the  Birmah 
began  to  fill  rapidly  through  the  hole  in  her  port 
side ;  blue  lights  were  thrown  up,  and  a  steam  tug 
coming  alongside,  the  crew  escaped  on  board  her 
leaving  their  effects  behind ;  in  less  than  half  an 
hour  from  the  time  of  the  collision  the  Birmah 
sunk ;  that  the  collision  was  wholly  caused  by  the 
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segligecce  and  misconduct  of  those  on  board  the 
City  of  Combridge,  who  neglected  to  keep  clear  of 
ihe  Birmah,  and  neglected  to  keep  a  proper  look 
ont. 

The  answer  filed  by  the  defendants  was  as 
follows : — 

1.  At  about  11  p.m.  on  the  26th  Feb.  1878,  the  lorew 
steam  ship  City  of  Cambridge,  of  1489  tons  register,  fitted 
with  enfrioes  oi  200  horse  power  nominal,  and  manned  by 
a  crew  of  forty-six  bands,  all  told,  left  Morpeth  Dock,  in 
the  port  of  Liverpool,  on  the  way  to  sea,  on  a  voya^^  to 
Calcutta,  with  a  general  cargo  and  passengers,  in  charge 
of  a  dnly  licensed  Liverpool  pilot. 

2.  At  such  time  the  City  of  Cambridge  was  properly 
famished  and  equipped,  and  in  all  respects  ready  for  sea. 
It  was  intended  that  she  should,  as  a  matter  of  precau- 
tion, come  to  anchor  in  the  Mersey  until  daylight,  and 
that  she  should  then  leave  the  river,  but  it  was  necessary 
for  her  to  leave  the  Morpeth  Dock  at  the  aforesaid  time, 
in  order  that  she  might  so  leave  the  Mersey  at  day- 
light. 

8.  The  City  of  Cambridge  was  accordingly  brought  to 
ancbor  in  the  Mer8ey,.by  her  said  pilot,  about  abreast  of 
the  Woodside  Landing  stage,  and  a  little  on  the  Cheshire 
side  of  mid'river,  by  her  port  anchor  and  about  sixty 
fathoms  of  chain. 

4.  About  12.15  a.m.  on  the  following  dajr,  the  wind  was 
blowing  fresh  from  tbe  north-westward,  with  squalls  and 
showers,  and  the  night  was  dark  and  the  tide  was  strong 
ebb,  and  the  City  of  Cambridge  wss  still  at  anchor  in  her 
said  berth,  with  ber  proper  riding  lights  duly  exhibited 
and  burning  bri|rhtlv»  and  with  her  nrea  banked  and  a 
proper  watch  beiog  kept,  when  her  said  port  cable  parted, 
and  she  began  to  drift  down  the  river  athwart  the 
tide. 

5.  By  order  of  her  said  pilot  steam  was  got  on  the  City 
qf  Cambridge,  and  her  helm  was  put  ar  starboard,  and  en- 
deavours were  made  to  get  her  head  on  to  the  tide,  and 
shortly  afterwards,  by  order  of  the  said  pilot,  her  engines 
were  stopped,  and  her  starboard  anchor,  which  was  in 
readiness,  was  let  go.  She  was  then  over  towards  the 
Cheshire  shore. 

6.  A  large  scope  of  chain  was  given  to  the  starboard 
anchor,  but  it  failed  to  bring  tbe  City  of  Cambridge  up, 
and  she  continued  to  drift,  and  the  pilot  thinking  that  it 
might  be  foul,  it  was,  by  his  order,  hove  up  and  sighted 
and  found  to  be  clear.  Tlie  City  of  Cambridge  continued 
to  drop  down  the  river,  looking  out  for  a  berth  in  which 
to  bring  up,  her  engines  and  helm  being  used  as  directed 
by  the  pilot  for  the  purpose  of  keeping  her  dear  of  the 
Teesels  at  anchor. 

7.  When  the  City  of  Cambridge  had  got  a  little  to  the 
northward  of  Egremont  Ferry,  the  Birmah,  the  lights  of 
which  had,  with  other  riding  lights, been  previously  seen, 
was  noticed  on  the  starboard  quarter  of  the  City  of  Cam- 
bridge,  distant  about  two  or  three  ships'  length.  At  this 
time  there  were  several  other  vessels  at  anchor  near.  By 
order  of  the  pilot  the  engines  of  the  City  of  Cambridge 
were  set  ahead,  full  speed,  and  her  helm  was  put  hard-a- 
starboard,  but  the  tide  taking  the  City  of  Cambridge  so 
quickly  towards  the  Birmah^  that  it  appeared  that  these 
measures  would  not  enable  the  City  of  Cambridge  to  dear 
the  Birmah.  the  engines  of  the  C%ty,>  of  Cambridge  were 
reversed  full  speed  astern,  but  the  City  of  Cambridge, 
with  her  starboard  bow  and  anchor,  came  into  collision 
with  the  port  bow  of  the  Birmah,  and  so  mudi  damage 
was  thereby  done  to  the  Birm^h  that  she  subsequendy 
sank. 

8.  Save  as  herein  appears  the  defendants  deny  the  truth 
of  the  several  allegations  contained  in  the  petition  filed 
in  this  cause. 

9.  At  the  time  of  the  said  collision  the  Birmah  was  at 
anchor,  improperly  steered  under  a  starboard  helm,  and 
with  her  yards  bmced  up  on  the  port  braces,  and  with  her 
head  anghng  to  the  Liverpool  shore,  and  sheering  about 
without  anyone  attending  to  her  helm,  and  those  on  board 
ber  improperly  neglected  to  port  her  helm  before  the  said 
collision,  and  the  said  oollision  was  occasioned  or  con- 
tributed  to  by  the  negligence  of  those  on  board  or  in 
charge  of  the  Birmah, 

10.  The  City  of  Cambridge  parted  from  her  said  port 
anchor  without  any  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  defen- 
dants or  those  on  board  of  her,  and  owing  to  her  great 
length,  and  the  strength  of  the  tide,  and  the  state  of  the 


weather,  and  of  the  number  of  vessels  in  the  river,  those 
on  b(Mkrd  her  were  unable  to  avoid  the  said  oollision,  which 
was,  so  far  as  the  City  of  Cambridge  was  oonoemed,  the 
result  of  inevitable  aoddent. 

11.  Before  and  at  the  time  of  the  said  collision,  the  Citjt 
of  Cambridge  was  in  a  district  and  under  ciroomstanoes 
in  which  the  employment  of  a  qualified  pilot  was  com- 
pulsory by  law  upon  her  and  her  masters  and  owners,  and 
before  and  at  the  time  of  the  said  oollision,  the  City  of 
Cambridge  was  in  charge  of  a  duly  licensed  and  qualisea 
pilot,  the  employment  of  whom  was  oompulsory  by  law, 
and  all  the  orders  ef  such  pilot  were  duly  obeyed  by  the 
master  and  crew  of  the  City  of  Cambridge,  and  if  the  said 
collision  was  not  occasioned  by  the  negligence  of  those  on 
board  the  Birmah,  and  was  not  the  result  of  inevitable 
a3cident,  so  far  as  the  City  of  Cambridge  was  oonoemed » 
it  was  occasioned  by  the  fault  or  incapadty  of  the  said 
pilot. 

The  pleadings  were  thereupon  conoloded. 

Nov,  19  and  20. — The  canse  was  heard  before  Sir 
B.  Phillimore,  assisted  by  Trinity  Masters,  and 
the  plaintiffs'  ship  having  been  at  anchor,  the  de- 
fendants were  called  upon  to  begin  (a).  The  e7ideno& 
called  by  tbe  defendants  proved  substantially  the 
allegations  of  fact  made  in  paragraphs  1 — 7  of  tbe 
answer :  and  it  further  appeared  that  the  CHy  of 
Cambridge  was  first  anchored  on  a  flood  tide, 
which  was  then  running  about  three  knots.  The 
ebb  tide  began  to  make  shortly  before  midnight ; 
it  runs  in  the  Mersey  about  six  knots.  The  pilot 
was  09  deck  at  this  time,  and  a  proper  anchor 
watch  was  set,  a  quartermaster  being  near  the 
helm.  When  the  City  of  Gamhridge  had  awung^ 
three  ports  to  the  ebb,  the  helm  was  left  amidships 
by  the  pilot's  orders.  The  pilot  thereupon  went 
to  lie  down  in  the  chart-room,  or  upon  deck,  giving^ 
orders  to  be  oalled  in  the  event  of  any  emergency 
arisine ;  the  watch  remained  on  deck  Soon  after 
this,  about  12 15,  the  City  of  Gamhridge  gave  & 
sudden  sheer,  and  the  quartermaster  immediately 
put  her  helm  over,  but  before  the  helm  had 
any  effect  on  the  ship  the  cable  parted.  The 
pilot  was  at  once  called,  and  came  on  deck 
almost  immediately  afterwards  (the  time  elapsinc^ 
between  his  being  called  and  his  coming  on 
deck  was  found  by  the  court  to  be  very  incon- 
siderable). When  the  pilot  got  on  to  the 
bridge,  he  gave  directions  for  getting  the  ship's 
head  to  the  tide,  and  she  drifted  stem  foremost 
down  the  river.  Her  steam  was  up  and  ready  for 
use.  After  she  had  so  drifted  for  about  twenty 
minutes,  the  pilot  ordered  her  starboard  anchor  to 
be  let  go,  and  this  was  at  once  done.  The  Bhip» 
however,  continued  to  drag  till  abont  twenty 
minutes  before  the  collision,  when  the  anchor  was 
by  the  pilot's  orders  hove  up  and  found  to  be  clear» 
and  not  foul,  as  was  supposed.  It  was  not  again 
let  go  before  the  collision.  The  Oity  of  Gamhridge 
continued  to  drift,  stern  foremost,  being  mancea- 
vred  by  the  aid  of  steam  and  helm,  so  as  to  avoid 
the  shipping  through  which  she  was  running,  and 
the  amount  of  which  was  considerable.  In  trying^ 
to  avoid  another  ship,  the  City  of  Gamhridge  ran 
into  the  Birmah.  In  the  log  of  the  Gity  of  Can^' 
bridge,  it  was  stated  that  that  vessel  **  took  a  sheer 
into  the  Birmah.**  Some  few  minutes  before  the 
oollision  the  look-out  had  reported,  and  the  pilot 
had  answered    the    report,  and  had    then  seen 

^  (a)  No  objection  was,  taken  by  the  defendants  to  begin. 
ning  in  this  case,  although  it  had  been  intimated  in  The 
Abraham  (ante,  p.  34),  that  the  onus  in  such  cases  always 
lies  upon  the  plaintiff  in  the  first  instance.  It  has  now, 
however,  been  formally  decided ,  in  a  case  named  the  Otter, 
which  will  be  shortly  reported,  that  in  all  damage  cases 
the  plaintiff  must  begin.^Eo. 
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iht  ligbt  of  the  Birmah,  but  the  look-oat  did 
nofe  tf^ain  report  that  ^hip  on  nearin^  her.  The 
diitaoce  from  the  place  where  the  CUy  of  Cam- 
Iridge  was  anchored  to<  the  place  of  collision 
was  aboat  a  mile  and^a  half.  After  the  collision, 
the  City  of  CambridgA  steamed,  op  the  river,  and 
ftochored  in  the  Sloyne.  Eyidonoe  was  f^iven  in 
rapport  of  the  ninth  paragraph  of  the  answer. 

On  the  part  of  the  Birmahy  it  was  proved  that 
the  allegations  of  fact  contained  in  the  petition 
were  substantially  true.  It  was  farther  proved 
that  before  the  Birmah  swung  to  the  tide  her  helm 
was  fastened  a-starboard ;  her  helm  was  worked  by 
a  screw,  and  when  placed  in  one  positioo,  remained 
under  ordinary  circamstances ;  when  the  ship  had 
siruDgto  the  tide,  her  helm  was  altered  by  patting 
it  over  two  to  or  three  spokes  to  port,  and  there 
left;  she  was  lying  steady  at  the  time  of  collision, 
ftnd  was  not  sheering  about. 

It  was  admitted  that  the  anchors  and  chains  on 
board  the  CUy  of  Oamhridge  were  of  a  proper 
quality,  and  had  been  duly  tested,  and  that  the 
owners  of  that  vessel  were  not  to  blame  in  that 

Tct. 
was  agreed  that  the  question,  whether  the 
OUy  of  Cambridge  had  her  pilot  on  board  by  com- 
polsioQ  of  law,  should  be  argued  separately,  in  case 
the  Conrt  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  collision 
was  the  fault  of  the  pilot  alone,  as  far  as  regarded 
that  vessel. 

Sir  John  Karahke,  Q.O.  (Milward,  Q.O.  and 
Olarkfon  with  him),  submitted  for  the  defen- 
dants— First,  that  the  cause  of  the  collision  was 
the  breaking  of  the  chain,  and  that  was  an 
inevitable  accident;  secondly,  that  even  if  this 
were  not  the  cause  of  the  collision,  all  subsequent 
acta  were  the  acts  of  the  pilot,  and  he  alone  was 
responsible;  thirdly,  that  the  officers  and  crew 
were  gailty  of  no  negligence;  that  the  quarter- 
master had  done  what  was  best  in  putting  over 
the  helm,  and  had  merely  carried  out  the  pilot's 
direction,  who  left  him  in  charge,  and  that  a  proper 
look  out  had  been  kept. 

Butt,  Q.C.  (GttUy  with  him),  for  the  defendants. 
—To  establish  a  plea  of  compulsory  pilotage  the 
defendants  must  show  that  the  collision  was  caused 
by  the  sole  act  of  the  pilot,  and  that  no  act  of  their 
master  and  crew  contributed  thereto ;  and  of  this 
they  most  give  positive  proof: 

The  ArmapoU6—The  Johanna 8toll,  4  L.  T.  Bep.  N.S. 

421 ;  Laflh.295;  1  Mar.  Law  Cas.  O.  S.  69; 
The  lana,  L.  Bep.  1  P.  0. 426. 

AiBuming  it  to  be  the  duty  of  the  pilot  to  bring 
the  ship  to  anchor,  and  take  charge  of  her  whilst 
at  anchor,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  master  and  crew  to 
carry  out  the  pilot's  orders,  to  see  that  the  proper 
imount  of  chain  is  out,  that  the  yards  are  properly 
trimmed,  and  that  she  lies  steady  while  the  pilot 
ii  below,  and  they  must  prove  that  they  did 
these  things,  and  they  have  not  so  proved, 
lliey  must  show  affirmatively  that  the  sheering 
was  the  result  of  no  negligence  of  theirs,  and 
that  they  did  all  tbey  could  to  prevent  an  accident} 
at  the  critical  period  of  the  swinging  of  the  ship. 
If  a  pilot  is  incapable,  a  master  may  supersede 
him;  similarly,  when  a  pilot  is  in  bed,  and  an 
emergency  rises,  the  officer  in  charge  is  bound  to 
set  independently,  and  the  owners  must  be  re- 
sponsible for  his  acts  or  omissions.  They  must 
ahow  that  the  qoartermaster  took  the  proper  mea* 
Hires  to  connteraot  the  sheer,  and  took  them  in 


good  time ;  if  they  do  not  show  this,  then  the  pilot 
cannot  be  said  to  be  solely  responsible : 
The  Mobile,  Swab,  128 ;  10  Moo.  P.  G.  0. 471. 

Before  the  pilot  came  on  deck  they  conld  and 
ought  to  have  let  go  the  starboard  anchor.  The 
parting  of  the  cable  must  be  considered  as  the 
causa  causana  of  the  collision,  and  for  this  the  crew 
are  responsible ;  and  if  by  this  negligence  the  pilot 
was  put  in  a  difficulty  and  exercised  a  wrong  judg- 
ment, be  was  not  solely  responsible,  for  it  conduced 
to  the  collision:  [The  lona,  8up.)  Under  the  cir- 
cumstances, the  look-out  was  insufficient  just  before 
the  collision ;  it  was  not  enough  to  call  attention 
to  the  Birmah* 8  lights  in  the  first  instance,  as  they 
approached  her  the  pilot's  attention  ought  again  to 
have  been  directed  to  her : 

Sir  /.  Karslake  in  reply. 

Nov,  21. — Sir  E.  Phillimore  stated  the  facts  as 
given  above,  and  proceeded: — Upon  these  facts 
the  first  question  arises,  was  the  City  of  Cambridge 
to  blame  tor  the  collision  P  and  there  are  a  variety 
of  questions  which  I  have  had  to  put  to  the  Elder 
Brethren  of  the  Trinity  House  in  order  that  I  may 
be  guided  by  their  advice  upon  the  principal 
nautical  points  which  arise  in  this  case.  And, 
first,  they  are  of  opinion  that  she  ought  to  have 
had  more  cable  let  out  in  the  first  instance ;  that 
sixty  fathoms  of  cable  was  not  sufficient ;  but  that, 
at  all  event?,  when  she  swung  to  the  ebb  tide, 
expecting,  as  she  must  have  done,  a  spring  tide  of 
six  knots,  then  more  cable  should  have  been  veered 
out.  It  is  in  evidence  in  the  case  that  she  had  150 
fathoms  of  cable  on  such  anchor,  which  was  avail- 
able for  use. 

The  Elder  Brethren  think  also  that  the  pilot 
was  to  blame  for  leaving  the  deck  when  he  did, 
that  he  ought  not  to  have  gone  away  into  the 
chart  room  when  she  was  throe  quarters  swung 
to  the  ebb  tide ;  he  ought  to  have  waited  till  she 
was  fully  swung,  and  himself  superintended  that 
manoeuvre,  and  seen  that  her  helm  was  properly 
put.  He  left  ber  helm  amidships .  No  blame 
attaches  to  the  City  of  (jambridge  with  respect  to 
the  men  that  were  left  on  debk.  There  seem  to 
have  been  sufficient  men,  and  they  were  properly 
stationed.  It  is  to  be  observed  that  when  the 
vessel  swung,  the  wind  and  tide  were  opposed,  and 
no  blame  at  all  attaches,  in  the  opinion  of  the 
Elder  Brethren,  with  which  I  agree,  to  Boyle,  the 
quartermaster,  in  the  manoeuvre  which  he  effected. 
He  executed  the  right  manoeuvre  in  countoraoting 
the  sheer  the  vessel  had  taken,  and  there  was  no 
delay  in  executing  it,  nor  is  there  any  reason  to 
suppose  that  the  pUot,  if  he  had  been  on  deck  in- 
stead of  in  the  chart  room,  would  have  directed 
anything  to  be  done  different  from  what  was  done 
in  his  absence. 

The  next  observation  which  the  Elder  Breth- 
ren of  the  Trinity  House  make  is  this ;  that 
the  starboard  anchor  ought  to  have  been  ready 
to  have  been  dropped,  or  ought  to  have  been 
dropped  instantly,  if  it  was  intended  to  rely 
on  it.  But  the  real  and  principal  matter  of  blame 
in  this  case  is  as  follows:  The  City  of  Cam- 
bridge  ought  never  to  have  been  allowed  to  go 
down  the  river  stem  foremost,  as  she  was,  into  a 
crowd  of  shipping,  scarcely  avoiding  one  vessel 
before  she  was  nearly  into  another ;  and  in  the 
opinion  of  the  Elder  Brethren,  it  is  really  a  matter 
or  great  astonishment  that  she  did  not  do  more 
damage  than  she  actually  effected.  She  ought  to 
have  gone  ahead,  at  all  events,  immediately  after 
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sho  sighted  the  starboard  anchor,  and  foand  it 
clear  in  the  way  I  have  described.  The  ship  might 
have  been  under  perfect  command,  and  she  ought 
to  have  been  brought  up  in  the  Sloyne,  and  to  have 
waited  there  till  daylight.  Upon  that  point  the 
Elder  Brethren  of  the  Trinity  House  have  no  hesi- 
tation at  all,  nor  have  I  any  doubt  that  their 
judgment  is  perfectly  correct. 

With  respect  to  the  second  point,  I  find  upon 
the  evidence  that  the  pilot's  orders  were  duly 
obeyed ;  and  with  respeict  to  the  third  point,  I 
have  taken  into  my  careful  consideration  the  in- 

?eniou8  argument  of  Mr.  Butt,  but,  nevertheless, 
am  of  opinion,  under  the  advice  of  the  Elder 
Brethren  of  the  Trinity  House,  that  the  crew 
on  board  the  GUy  of  Cambridge  cannot  be  said 
in  any  way  to  have  contributed  to  the  collision. 
There  was  no  want  of  look  out,  and  no  want  of 
due  notice,  on  the  part  of  those  whose  duty  it 
was  to  keep  a  look  out,  to  the  pilot. 

Lastly,  1  come  to  consider  the  question,  which  is 
fourth  in  order,  whether  the  Birmah  contributed  in 
any  way  to  the  collision.  The  Birmah  was  riding 
with  her  starboard  anchor,  quite  steady,  with 
seventy- five  fathoms  of  ohain ;  althoush  in  mere 
shoal  water,  with  more  chain  than  the  City  of  Cam* 
bridge.  She  certainly  did  not  sheer,  in  our  opinion, 
into  tbe  City  of  Cambridge,  but  the  truth  is  told 
in  the  log  kept  on  board  the  City  of  Cambridge 
that  that  vessel  sheered  into  her.  She  was 
lying  quiet,  and  it  matters  not,  in  the  opinion 
of  the  Elder  Brethren,  whether  her  helm  was 
lashed  to  port  or  starboard ;  though  I  am  bound 
to  say  that  the  evidence  shows  that  she  had  her 
helm  two  or  three  spokes  to  port  before  the  colli- 
sion took  place. 

Upon  these  facts,  I  can,  of  course,  come  but  to 
one  conclusion,  namely,  that  the  City  of  Cambridge 
is  solely  to  blame  for  this  collision. 

There  remains  another  question  to  be  discussed, 
namely,  the  question  of  law  applicable  to  the  pilot, 
as  to  which  it  is  not  necessary  to  detain  the  Elder 
Brethren. 


Thb  question  of  compulsory  pilotage  then  came  on 
for  argument. 

It  had  been  proved  by  the  Master  of  the  City  of 
Cambridge  that  when  he  left  the  dock  on  the  night 
of  the  26ih  Feb.,  he  had  intended  to  go  straight 
to  sea,  but  that  on  getting  into  the  dock  gates, 
and  seeing  the  state  of  the  weather  outside,  he, 
acting  on  the  advice  of  the  pilot,  determined  to 
anchor  in  the  river  and  wait  till  daylight.  The 
City  of  Cambridgey  on  leaving  the  dock,  was  fully 
equipped  and  ready  for  sea. 

Wnen  a  Liverpool  pilot  has  completed  his 
pilotage  service,  and  is  about  to  leave  the 
ship,  he  presents  to  the  master  for  signature 
a  certificate  on  a  printed  form,  setting  out  the 
nature  and  extent  of  his  service.  The  rates 
which  the  pilot  is  entitled  to  charge  are  printed  on 
the  back  of  this  certificate.  The  pilot  either  ob- 
tains the  money  from  the  master,  or  the  pilotage 
authorities  obtain  it  from  the  agents  of  the  ship  in 
Liverpool  by  means  of  the  certificate.  The  certi- 
ficate signed  by  the  master  of  the  City  of  Cambridge 
was  as  follows : — 

lilYSBPOOL  COMPULBOBT  FiLOTAOE  CBBTIFICATE. 

No  gratw,ty  allowed, 

Yessers  name— is.  City  of  Cambridge  ^  of  Glasgow,  from 
liyerpool,  bound  to  Caloatta. 


Draught  of  water~21ft.  din.;  twenty-one  feet  nine 
inches. 

Begistered  tonage— 1489. 

I  certify  that  Mr.  Joseph  Harrison,  a  licensed  pilot  of 
boat  No.  4,  has  piloted  the  said  vessel  from  Morpeth 
Dock  to  N.W.  lignt  ship,  and  is  entitled  to  pilotage  ao- 
oording  to  ^ct  of  Parliament. 

Towed  from 

To 

Extra  days  2.— W.  H. 

Witness  my  hand,  the  28th  day  of  Febmarv  1873. 

John  Sxith,  Maater. 

To  Messrs.  Allan,  Brothers,  owners  or  agents. 

On  the  back  of  this  pilotage  certificate  the  rates 
charges,  and  receipt  appeared  as  follows  :^ 

LiVBBPOOL  COXPULSOaT  PiLOTAOS  BATSS. 

Inward, 
Foreign,  Point  Lynas  to  Liverpool  9s.  per  foot 

„    East  of  Ormeshead  to    „  88.       „ 

Coasting,  half  the  above  rates. 

Outwa/rd, 
Forei^,  from  dock  or  river  to  Bell  Beaoon,  4t.      „ 
Coasting  ,*  I.  .,  2«.      „ 

Live  SPOOL  Tolumtabt  Biveb  Bates. 
Extra  days  in  river,  per  day,  hs. 
For  docking   and  transporting    from    one    dock  to 
another,  11. 
To  and  from  Garston,  21. 
Messrs.  Allaji  and  Co., 

Dr.  to  Joseph  Harrison,  pilot,  No.  4  boat. 

£  s.  d. 
For  pilotaire  seryioes  rendered  tn  the  City  of 
Camhndqe,  as  per  oertifioate  on  other  side, 

2Uft.at4« 4    6    0 

Two  extra  days  at  50 0  10    0 


Settled,  6/3/73. 
pro  Jno.  Leece. 


^  16    0 


J.  H.  Leece. 


The  pilotage  of  the  port  of  Liverpool  is  nnder 
the  control  of  the  Mersey  Docks  and  Harbonr 
Board,  and  is  regulated  bv  the  Mersey  Docks 
Consolidation  Act  1858  (21  &  22  Vict,  o,  zdi.), 
sects.  118  to  164.  The  sections  material  to  the 
present  case  are  as  follows : — 

Sect.  123.  If  any  person  shall  pilot  any  vessel  into  or 
ont  of  the  port  of  Liverpool,  witbont  haying  been  first 
dnly  licensed  b^  the  board  to  act  as  a  pilot,  or  after  the 
expiration  of  his  licence,  and  before  the  same  shall  have 
been  renewed,  he  shall  for  every  snoh  offenoe  be  liable  to 
a  penalty  not  exceeding  201. 

Seot.  124.  In  caee  any  pilot  shall  refuse  to  take  charge 
of  any  inward  bonnd  yesael,  upon  a  proper  signal  being 
made  for  a  pilot,  or  of  any  outward  bound  vessel,  upon 
the  request  of  the  master  thereof  .  .  .  the  bo«rd 
may  recall  the  licence  granted  to  auoh  pilot,  and  declare 
the  same  to  be  void,  or  may  suspend  the  same  for  auoh 
time  aa  they  shall  think  proper,  Ao, 

Sect.  127.  Eyery  pilot  taking  upon  himself  the  charge 
of  any  vessel  shall,  if  so  required  by  the  master  thereof, 
pilot  such  vessel,  if  sailing  out  of  the  port  of  Liverpool, 
through  the  Queen's  Channel,  so  far  to  the  westward  aa 
the  buoy,  commonly  known  by  the  name  of  the  Formby 
North-west  Buoy,  or  Fairway  buoy  of  the  Qneen'a 
Channel ;  and  if  sailing  through  the  Kock  Channel,  pilot 
the  same  so  far  to  the  westward  as  the  North-west  Duoy 
of  Hoyle ;  and  any  pilot  who  shall  in  any  soch  case  refuse 
to  pilot  such  yeasef  to  such  distance  as  aforesaid^  shall 
forfeit  his  right  to  receive  any  sum  of  money  for  piloting 
such  vessel,  and  may  also,  at  the  discretion  of  the  board, 
be  depriyea  of  his  licence. 

Sect.  128.  The  pilot  in  charge  of  any  inward  bound 
vessel  shall  cause  the  same  (if  need  be)  to  be  properly 
moored  at  anchor  in  the  river  Mersey,  and  shall  pilot  the 
vessel  into  some  one  of  the  wet  docks  within  the  port  of 
Liverpool,  whether  belonging  to  the  board  or  not,  without 
making  any  additional  charge  for  so  doing,  unless  his 
attendance  shall  be  required  on  board  such  vessel  while 
at  anchor  in  the  river  Mersey,  and  before  |^ing  hito 
dock,  in  which  caae  he  shall  be  entitled  to  receive  &.  per 
day  for  snoh  attendance. 
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^  Seel.  129.  The  master  of  every  inward  bound  yesael 
liable  to  pay  pilotage  rates  ehall,  on  coming  witbin  tbe 
pilot  atatione,  as  fixed  by  tbe  bye  laws  made  nnder  the 
uthori^  of  tbia  Act,  display  and  keep  flying  tbe  uanal 
Bgnal  for  a  pilot  to  come  on  board ;  and  u  any  snob 
■a«ter  ahall  omit  so  to  do,  be  sball  be  liable  to  a  penalty 
OB  erery  enob  omission  of  not  exceeding  SI,  ;  and  if  any 
pilot  shall  oome  witbin  any  reasonable  distance  of  any 
auk  Teasel,  tbe  master  tbereof  sball  render  all  necessary 
asnstance  (so  far  as  may  be  consistent  witb  the  safety  of 
raeh  Tessel)  to  enable  snob  pilot  to  come  on  board. 

Sect.  130.  In  case  tbe  master  of  any  inward  boand 
Tsssel,  other  tban  a  coasting  vessel  in  ballast  or  under 
the  bnrtben  of  100  tons,  shall  refuse  to  take  on  board  or 
employ  a  pilot,  snob  pilot  baving  offered  bis  services  for 
that  pnrpo«e,  sncb  master  shall  pay  to  sncb  pilot,  or  if 
more  than  one,  tben  to  tbe  first  of  sncb  pilots  who  shall 
hafe  offered  bis  services,  the  full  pilotage  rates  wbicb 
would  bave  been  payable  to  bim  if  be  bad  actually  piloted 
sieh  vessel  in  tbe  port  of  Liverpool. 

Seek  136.  And,  whereas  outward  bound  vessels  are 
sometimes  forced  back,  by  atorm  or  otherwise,  before  tbe 
pilots  ha?e  left  sncb  vessels,  or  before  such  pUots  bave 
eonducted  sucb  vessels  as  far  as  is  required  by  this  Act, 
and  it  is  expedient  that  sncb  pilots  should  bave  reason- 
able oompensation  made  to  them  in  addition  to  tbe  usual 
latea  of  pilotage  :  be  it  enaoted,  that  in  e?ery  sucb  case 
the  board  may  determine  the  amount  of  snob  oompensa- 
tioo,  so  that  aucb  compensation  sball  not  in  any  case 
exceed  a  moiety  of  tbe  rates  wbicb  sncb  outward  bound 
Tessda  would  have  been  liable  to  pav  in  case  sucb  vessels 
hsd  not  been  forced  back  as  aforesaid. 

Sect.  138.  If  the  master  of  any  vessel  shall  require  tbe 
attendance  of  a  pilot  on  board  any  vessel  during  her  riding 
at  anchor,  or  being  at  Hoylake,  or  in  tbe  river  Mersey, 
ib»  pilot  so  employed  sbaU  be  paid  for  every  day  or  por- 
tion of  a  day  be  sball  so  attend  tbe  sum  of  5^.  ana  no 
more ;  provided  that  the  pilot  who  shall  have  tbe  charge 
of  any  veaael  sball  be  paid  for  every  day  of  his  attendance 
whilst  in  tbe  river ;  but  no  such  cbarge  shall  be  made  for 
tbe  day  on  which  sucb  vessel,  being  outward  bound,  shall 
Isare  tbe  river  Mersey  to  commence  ber  voyage,  or,  being 
inward  bonnd,  shall  enter  the  river  Mersey. 

Beet.  130.  In  case  the  master  of  any  vessel,  being  out- 
wttd  bound,  and  not  being  a  coasting  vessel  in  ballast, 
or  under  the  burthen  of  100  tons,  for  which  provision  is 
otiierwise  made,  shall  proceed  to  sea,  and  shall  refuse  to 
tske  on  board  or  employ  a  pilot,  he  should  pay  to  the 
pilot  who  shall  first  offer  himself  to  pilot  the  same,  tbe 
full  pilotage  rate  that  would  have  been  payable  for  such 
vessel  if  such  pilot  bad  actually  piloted  the  same  into 
or  out,  as  tbe  case  may  be,  of  the  said  port  of  Liverpool, 
toge^r  witb  all  tbe  expenses  incurred  in  recovering 
toe  same. 

Sir  /.  Kar$laJee,  Q.C.  and  Milward,  Q.O.  (Clark- 
Jon  with  them),  for  the  defendaDts.— The  main 
question  is,  whether  the  City  of  Cambridge  was 
**  proceeding  to  sea ;  "  if  so,  then  she  was  within 
tbe  proTbions  of  sect  139,  which  makes  pilotage 
compnlsory  in  snch  a  case.  It  is  admitted  that 
tbe  Teasel  was  ready  for  sea ;  and  the  going  into 
the  Mersey  mnst  be  considered  as  a  mere  step  in 
that  direction.  In  Rodriguez  y.  Melhuish  (24 
L.  J.  26,  Ex.),  which  was  a  case  decided  nnder 
the  similar  section  of  a  former  Act  (5  Oteo,  4, 
c  Ixxiii,  8.  35),  Pollock,  C.B.  said :  "  Here  the 
owners  were  bound  to  show  that  the  vessel 
wts  compelled  to  have  a  pilot  on  board  at  the 
time  of  the  accident.  .  .  .  Tbe  question  is,  whether 
this  vessel  was  proceeding  to  sea.  Now,  if  she  had 
ber  cargo  on  biMird,  if  her  master  had  been  ready 
and  everything  prepared  for  starting,  there  wonld 
be  good  ground  for  saying  that  she  was  proceeding 
to  B^  within  the  meaning  of  the  section.  But 
ber  rigging  was  not  complete,  and,  being  a  vessel 
carrying  the  mail,  she  was  not  to  sail  until  the 
following  day.  I  think,  therefore,  that  she  was 
not  proceeding  to  sea,  and  might  lawfully  refuse 
to  take  a  pilot  on  board  whilst  thus  in  the  river. 
Tbe  owners,  therefore,  are  not  exonerated,  and 


this  rule  must  be  discharged."  Under  the  cor- 
responding sections  relating  to  inward  bonnd 
ships,  it  has  been  held  that  ships  coming  into  the 
river  with  a  pilot  are  bound  to  employ  that  pilot 
or  another  to  take  them  into  dock. 

The  Annapolia^The  Johanna  Stoll,  4  L.  T.  Bap.  N.  S. 
417 ;  Lush.  295;  1  Mar.  Law  Cas.  O.  S.  69. 

In  that  case  it  was  said  by  Dr.  Lushington,  "  The 
original  employment  of  tha  pilot  to  take  the  ship 
into  the  port  of  Liverpool  being  compulsory,  the 
next  question  is,  whether  the  compulsion  pre- 
vailed at  the  time  when  tbe  ship  was  proceeding 
from  the  river  into  dock  and  the  collision  occurred. 

* 

The  ship  had  been  anchored  for  some  days  pre- 
viously in  the  river.  The  128th  section  of  the  local 
Act  is  as  follows : — (For  this  section  see  sup,) 
This  section  prescribes  the  doty  of  a  pilot  pilotmg 
a  vessel  inward  bound.  It  appears  to  me  to  pro- 
vide for  all  probable  contingencies.  First,  the 
pilot  is  to  moor  the  vessel  in  the  river,  if  need  be, 
that  is,  if  she  cannot  go  at  once  into  dock ; 
secondly,  he  must  piloc  her  into  dock  without 
making  any  additional  charge;  thirdly,  he  is 
entitled  to  5«.  a  day,  if  his  attendance  is  required 
on  board  the  vessel  whilst  at  anchor,  and  before 
going  into  dock.  It  appears  to  me  that  this  section 
contemplates  considerable  delay  between  mooring 
the  ship  and  taking  her  into  dock,  and  it  provides 
for  the  consequences  of  that  delay  in  two  ways ;. 
for  the  master,  that  he  shall  not  pay  more  for 
eomplete  pilotage,  that  is,  tbe  bringing  into  dock ;. 
for  the  pilot,  that  if  detained  on  board  the  ship, 
he  shall  be  paid  for  such  additional  service.  I  put 
a  very  different  construction  on  the  proviso  be- 
ginning, '  unless  his  attendance  shall  be  required,. 
<&c.,'  than  that  contended  for  by  the  plaintiffs. 
The  words,  in  my  judgment,  do  not  diminish  or 
control  the  duty  ol  the  pilot,  but  under  circum- 
stances increase  the  pay.  Similarly,  nnder  sects* 
138  and  139,  the  pilot  is  bound  to  pilot  an  outward 
bound  vessel  from  dock,  and  if  there  is  any  delay 
he  becomes  entitled  to  more  pay,  but  is  not  relieved 
from  any  duty.  Tbe  obligation  is  imposed  upon- 
the  pilot  by  sect.  124,  which  imposes  upon  him  a- 
penalty  if  he  refuses  to  take  charge  of  an  outward 
bound  vessel,  "  upon  tbe  request  of  the  master 
thereof."  This  vessel  was  outward  bound,  and  the* 
pilot  went  on  board,  at  tbe  request  of  the  master, 
in  dock,  and  was  bound  so  to  do.  The  vessel  left 
the  dock  on  her  way  to  sea,  and  only  paused  in  the 
Mersey  for  a  favourable  opportunity  to  cross  the 
bar  at  the  mouth  of  the  river.  Hence,  on  leaving 
tbe  dock,  she  was  **  proceeding  to  sea,"  within  the* 
meaning  of  sect.  139,  and  was  bound  to  take  »« 
pilot.  Tbe  test  to  be  applied  is  that,  being  quito 
ready  for  sea,  she  broke  ground  for  that  purpose,, 
and  hence  is  within  the  dicta  of  Pollock,  C.B.  ia 
Rodriguez  v.  Melhuish  (uhi  sup,).  Moreover,  to 
give  exemption  it  is  non  necessary  that  pilotage 
should  be  compulsory  at  the  time  the  collision 
happens ;  it  is  enough  that  the  pilot  be  employed 
within  a  districii  within  which  pilotage  is  compul- 
sory by  law : 

Tbe  Merchant  Shipping  Aot  1854  (17  A  18  Yiot. 

0. 104)  s.  888. 
The  General  8team  Navigation  Company  v.  The 

British   and    Colonial   Steam   Navigation  Com- 

pany  (Limited),  L.  Bep.  3  Ex.,  330  ;  L.  Bep.  4  Ex. 

238 ;  19  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.  357  ;  20  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  8. 

581 ;  8  Mar.  Law  Oas.  O.S.  168,  237. 

A  liberal  construction  should  be  put  upon  the 
statute,  and  the  pilot  having  been  employed  for  the 
purpose  of  taking  the  ship  to  sea,  Bdch  employ 


198 


MAEITIME  LAW  CASES. 


Abm.] 


Thb  Einteacht. 


[Adk. 


ment  beiog  compulsory,  it  shoold  be  considered 
that  he  was  on  board  by  compulsion  of  law  whilst 
the  ship,  although  delaying  her  final  departure, 
did  so  only  on  her  way  to  sea,  and  whilst  wftitiug 
for  daylight.  The  pilotage  certificate  itself  repre- 
sents the  compulsorf  pilotage  rate  outwards  to  be 
paid  for  pilotage  from  dock  to  the  Bell  Beacon. 

Butt,  Q.O.  and  W,  C,  OuUyt  for  the  plaintiffs. — 
The  master  was  not  bound  to  take  a  pilot  nntil  he 
actually  proceeded  to  sea.  On  his  being  advised 
by  the  pilot  not  to  go  until  the  next  morning,  he 
could  have  declined  his  services  until  that  time, 
and  would  have  incurred  no  penalty  for  so  doing ; 
he  might  have  anchored  his  own  ship  in  the  river. 
The  keepinff  the  pilot  on  board  on  leaving  dock  was 
a  purely  voluntary  act,  and  the  pilot  must  be  con- 
sidered as  the  servant  of  the  owners  until  the  ship 
weighed  anchor  to  go  out  of  the  riyer.  Xo  pilotage 
became  due  until  that  time,  and  no  penalty  for 
refusing  pilotage  could  till  then  be  incurred.  The 
mere  refusal  to  have  a  pilot  on  board  before  pro- 
ceeding to  sea  constitutes  no  offence.  Under  the 
139th  section  there  must  be  an  actual  proceeding  to 
sea,  and  a  refusal  to  take  on  board  or  employ  a  pilot 
for  that  purpose,  before  the  master  became  liable 
to  pay  the  penalty ;  this  differs  from  the  inward 
bound  section  (section  130)  in  so  far  as  the  latter 
inflicts  the  penalty  on  a  mere  refusal.  On  leaving 
the  dock  the  master  was  not  proceeding  to  sea, 
but  to  an  anchorage  in  the  river.  Proceeding  by 
any  number  of  steps  from  one  part  of  the  port  to 
another  is  not  proceeding  to  sea ;  the  proceeding 
to  sea  within  the  meaning  of  this  section  takes  plaoe 
when  the  master  weighs  anchor  for  the  last  time 
and  goes  out  of  the  river.  No  rate  for  pilotage 
proper  would  become  payable  until  the  ship  ac- 
tnally  began  to  leave  the  river,  and  the  pilot  in  this 
case  had  at  the  time  of  the  collision  earned,  not  a 
compulsory  rate,  but  a  rate  which  is  expressly  called 
in  the  certificate  "  voluntary ; "  that  is  to  say,  a  rate 
extra  and  beyond  that  which  the  shipowner  is  com- 
pelled to  pay.  The  payment  of  this  rate  the 
master  might  have  avoided,  if  he  had  declined  a 
pilot  before  the  time  he  actually  sailed.  Suppose 
the  ship  had  been  sunk  in  consequence  of  the  col- 
lision, or  had  been  so  damaged  that  she  had  to 
wait  some  weeks  for  repairs,  the  pilot  would  have 
had  no  claim  for  the  compulsory  rate,  and  the 
master  would  have  had  the  right  to  dismiss  him  on 
his  services  being  no  longer  required,  with  the 
payment  of  the  voluntary  rate  for  as  many  days 
as  he  had  served.  Rodriguez  y.  Mtlhuish  (uhi  sup,) 
does  not  really  affect  this  contention,  as  all  that  is 
there  decided  is  that  pilotage  is  compulsory  only 
whilst  a  ship  is  actually  proceeding  fvo  sea.  The 
Annapolis — The  Johanna  8 toll  {uhi  sup.),  is 
clearly  distinguishable,  because  in  that  case  there 
was  a  special  clause,  compelling  pilots  to  take  ships 
from  anchorage  to  dock,  and  it  was  whilst  per- 
forming this  operation  the  collision  occurred,  and 
not  whilst  the  ship  was,  or  ought  to  have  been, 
at  anchor ;  here,  on  the  other  hand  the  master 
was  not  bound  to  take  a  pilot  to  pilot  his 
ship  out  of  dock  and  to  anchor  her  in  the  river, 
nor  was  the  pilot  bound  to  go  on  board  for  that 
purpose ;  and,  moreover,  the  collision  took  place 
whilst  the  ship  should  have  been  at  anchor  in  the 
river,  and  whilst  she  was  neither  going  from  dock 
nor  proceeding  to  sea. 

Milwardf  Q.  G.  in  reply,  was  siopped  by  the 
court. 

Sir  B.  PEillimore,— As  my  own  private  judg- 


ment is  strongly  adverse  to  the  immunity  of  a 
wrongdoer  on  the  ground  of  compulsory  pilotage, 
I  should  not  be  at  all  sorry  if  I  could  come  to  the 
conclusion  which  has  been  pressed  upon  me  by  the 
argument  for  the  plaintiffs ;  but  I  cannot  do  so. 

It  seems  to  me  that  the  139th  section  must  be 
construed,  as  far  as  one  can  apply  it  to  this  Act  of 
Parliament,  according  to  the  light  of  common 
sense. 

Now  what  is  the  section :  "  In  case  the  master 
of  any  vessel  bein^  outward  bound,*'  then  there 
are  certain  exceptions  which  do  not  apply  to 
this  case — *'  shall  proceed  to  sea,  and  shall  refuse 
to  take  on  board  or  employ  a  pilot,  he  shall  pay  to 
the  pilot  who  shall  first  offer  himself  to  pilot  the 
same,  the  full  pilotage  rate  that  would  have  been  pay- 
able for  such  vessel  if  the  pilot  had  actually  piloted 
the  same  into  or  out,  as  the  case  may  l>e,  of  the 
said  port  of  Liverpool,  together  with  all  expenses 
incurred  in  recovering  the  same." 

Now  it  appears  to  me  that  the  real  point  to  which 
the  court's  mind  must  be  directed  is,  what  did 
the  Legislature  mean  by  the  word  *'  shall  proceed 
to  sea  P  "  It  could  not  be  intended  that  the  offence 
of  refusing  to  take  on  board  a  pilot  should  not  be 
completed  until  the  vessel  was  actually  at  sea, 
because  the  section  provides  that  he  must  take  the 
pilot,  the  first  who  shall  offer  himself  for  the  pur- 
pose of  taking  her  to  sea. 

Now  in  this  case  what  was  the  state  of  the 
vessel  P  The  state  of  the  vessel  was  this :  she  was 
in  every  way  equipped  for  her  long  voyage  to  Cal- 
cutta. There  is  no  doubt  npon  the  point.  What 
are  the  facts  P  That  she  intended  to  go  to  sea,  but 
that  after  a  conference  between  the  captain  and 
the  pilot,  who  had  been  taken  on  board  for  the 
purpose  of  going  to  sea  (a  conference  which  had 
been  brought  about  by  the  circumstances  of  the 
night,  and  other  reasons),  as  to  whether  it  was 
expedient  she  should  go  to  sea  that  night  or  wait 
till  morning  to  cross  the  bar,  it  was  determined  to 
lie  in  the  Mersey  that  night,  and  cross  the  bar  in 
the  morning. 

Shortly  after  she  had  began  to  lie  in  the  Mersey 
the  collision  happened,  and  in  these  circumstances 
can  I  really  come  to  the  conclusion  that  the 
vessel  was  not  proceeding  to  sea,  because  an  ac- 
cidental circumstance  prevented  her  from  going 
to  sea  that  very  night  P  It  was,  as  I  think, 
fairly  enough  put  by  Sir  John  Karslake  in  this 
case,  that  her  staying  outside  the  dock  that  nigbt 
was  a  step  in  her  progress  of  procedure  to  sea. 
I  really  must  think  that  common  sense  compels 
me  to  put  that  construction  on  the  statute,  and 
having  a  strong  opinion  npon  it  I  do  not  see  whj 
I  should  delay  expressing  it  to-night ;  although,  if 
there  is  any  desire  of  the  parties  that  I  should 
delay  it,  and  give  a  more  elaborate  judgment,  I 
would  do  so,  but  I  see  no  reason  myself  why  I 
should  delay  expressing  my  opinion  that  this  was 
a  compulsory  pilotage  under  the  statute. 

Solicitors  for  the  plaintiffs,  Simpson  and  North. 

Solicitors  for  the  defendants,  Duncan,  Hill,  and 
Dickinson. 


Thursday,  Jan.  27, 1874. 
The  Eintracht. 

Salvage — Derelict — Abandonment  by  first  salvors 
— Bight  to  reward — Pleading — Admissions — 
Practice— Euidence. 

Where  in  a  salvage  cause  the  plaintiffs'  petOiofk 
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tiaie$  eeepenset  to  have  been  incurred  in  rendering 

ike  terviees  without  elating  their  amount  and  the 

drfendanVe  answer  admits  all  the  allegations  of 

ike  petition^  the  High  Court  of  Admiralty  will 

not  allow  evidence  to  be  calUd  by  the  plaintiff  to 

show  the  amount  of  the  expenses.     If  specific 

amounts  are  claimed  they  must  be  pleaded  so  as 

to  give  the  defendant  the  opportunity  of  admitting 

or  denying  them, 

Semble,  ^lat  the  court  will,  if  necessary,  amend  the 

pleadings,  aUowing  ihe  plaintiffs  to  set  forth  the 

amounts,  but  giving  the  defendant  time  to  admit 

or  deny  such  amounts. 

Where,  in  a  salvage  suit  the  defendants  admit  all  the 

alUgaiions  of  fact  in  the  plaintiffs*  petition,  but 

deny  ihe  inferences  of  fact  made  therefrom  in 

ike  petition,  the  plaintiffs  may  coil  evidence  to 

establish  those  inferences. 

Where  a  steamship  having  taken  in  tow  a  vessel 

in  distress,  and  having  towed  her  for  some  hours 

in  the  trade  of  vessels,  on  the  weather  getting  worse 

and  the  lives  of  her  crew  becoming  endangered, 

takes  the  crew  out  of  her  and  finally  abandons 

her  in  a  place  where  she  is  afterwards  picked 

up   by  another  vessel  and  taken  into  port,  the 

oumers,  fnasters,  and  crew  of  the  steamship  are 

entitled  to  salvctge  reward  in  respect  of  the  lives  so 

saved,  but  not  in  respect  of  ship  and  cirgo. 

These  were  two  causes  (Nos.  6645  and  6665)  of 

sslyage  institated  agaiosb  the  barque  Eintracht 

and  her  cargo,  the  one  on  bobalf  of  the  owners 

master  and  crew  of  the  steamship   Countess   of 

Dublin,  the  other  on  behalf  of  the  owners  master 

and  crew  of  the  steamship  Hoopoe,    A  separate 

petition  was  filed  on  behalf  of  each  steamer,  bat 

the  canses    were   then    by    order  of  the  conrt 

consolidated,  leave  being  given  for  each  set  of 

plaintiffs  to  appear  separately  by  counsel  at  the 

hearing.    The  plaintiffs'  petitions  setting  oat  the 

&ct8  were  as  follows : 

No.  6645. 

1.  The  Countess  of  Dublin  is  a  steamship  of 
474  tons  register,  and  of  the  value  of  25,000^.  or 
thereabouts.  At  the  time  of  the  occurrences  here- 
inafter mentioned,  she  was  manned  by  a  crew  of 
twenty-four  hands  all  told,  and  was  in  the  prose- 
cation  of  a  voyage  from  Dublin  to  Falmouth  with 
s  general  cargo  of  the  value  of  4460Z.  or  there- 
fthoate,  and  thirty  passengers,  including  some 
emigrants. 

2.  The  Eintracht  is  a  barque  of  355  tons  register, 
ttkd  was  loaded  at  the  time  of  the  occurrence  here- 
inafter mentioned  with  a  cargo  of  deals  and  fire- 
wood ;  the  value  of  the  said  barqae  and  her  cargo 
is  agreed  between  the  parties  hereto  at  3000L 

3.  Between  9  and  10  a.m.  on  the  mominfl:  of  the 
16th  Nov.  1873,  the  said  Countess  of  Dublin  fell  in 
with  the  said  barque  about  seventy  miles  from  the 
I^ngships,  in  the  Irish  Channel.  The  barque  was 
derelict  and  water-logged,  her  bowsprit  and  gear 
gone,  her  fore-topmast  and  fore  masthead  carried 
away,  and  her  port  bow  stove  in.  It  was  then 
blowing  a  whole  sail  breeze,  from  E.  to  E.S.E., 
with  a  rolling  sea. 

4.  The  captain  of  the  Countess  of  Dublin  there- 
upon sent  the  mate  and  carpenter  and  three 
wids  on  board  the  barque  in  a  boat,  and  the 
mate  having  examined  the  condirion  of  the  said 
Wque  and  reported  to  the  captain  thereon,  sent 
tJie  steamer's  boat  with  three  hands  back  with  a 
line,  to  get  a  tow-rope  on  board.  The  said  line 
was  then  made  fast  to  a  tow-rope  on  board  the 


steamer,  and  the  boat  and  the  three  hands  re- 
tnrned  to  the  barque ;  but  the  said  line  parted  in. 
hauling  the  tow-rope  on  board  the  barqae.  The 
tow-rope  was  then  hauled  back  on  board  the 
steamer,  and  ultimately  the  steamer  steamed 
round  the  barque,  and  one  of  the  steamer's  lines 
was  thrown  on  board,  by  which  the  tow-rope  was 
at  last  got  on  board  the  barqae  and  made  fast, 
and  the  steamer  took  the  barque  in  tow  at  12  30p.m. 

5.  The  steamer  continued  to  tow  the  barque 
until  12.30  a.m.  of  the  17th,  the  sea  had  by  that 
time  become  very  roagh,  and  the  wind  was  blow- 
ing a  fresh  gale.  The  barqae  was  full  of  water, 
the  waves  washing  clean  over  her,  and  the  men  on 
board  being  in  constant  and  imminent  danger 
of  being  washed  overboard.  At  this  time  the 
steamer's  wheel-ropes  parted,  and  she  was  for  a 
considerable  time  unable  to  continue  towing,  and 
had  to  ship  fresh  steering  gear,  which  caused 
great  danger  to  both  vessels. 

6.  The  steamship  continued  to  tow  the  barque, 
stopping  once  when  in  shelter  under  the  lee  of 
the  Longships  to  freshen  the  nip  of  the  t^w-rope, 
until  al:^ut  12-30  a.m.  of  the  18th,  when  the  tow- 
rope,  which  was  a  sound  ten-inch  rope,  parted. 
At  this  time  the  wind  was  blowing  a  fresh  gale 
from  east  by  south  to  east  south  east,  and  there 
was  a  very  heavy  short  broken  sea  on.  The 
steamer's  boat,  which  had  been  towing  behind  the 
barque,  sank,  and  it  became  necessary  to  cut 
her  adrift  in  order  to  prevent  her  foaling  and 
damaging  the  barque's  rudder.  The  vessels  were 
at  that  time  in  the  race  of  the  Lizard,  the  Lizard's 
light  bearing  about  north-west  by  west.  There 
was  no  other  serviceable  boat  on  board  the  barque. 

7.  The  steamer  stood  by  the  barque  till  mornine 
in  considerable  danger,  and  the  mate  endeavoared 
to  rig  up  some  side  lights  for  the  barqae  with 
candles,  but  they  were  constantly  washed  out  and 
quite  useless,  and  it  was  necessary  to  prepare 
torches,  to  light  in  case  of  danger  of  collision  with 
any  other  vessel  arising. 

8.  The  wind  and  sea  continued  very  heavy,  and 
the  barque  was  drifting  on  to  the  Stag  rocks,  with 
her  head  on  shore,  when  at  about  3  a.m.  the  men 
on  board  the  barque  got  the  helm  a- starboard  and 
haaled  the  afteryards  round,  and  got  the  ship's 
head  to  wind.  They  then  palled  the  main- stay 
sail  up,  with  the  sheet  to  windward,  till  the  ship's 
head  paid  off.  They  then  set  the  main  trysail, 
hauled  the  main  staysail  sheet  aft  on  the  star- 
board side  and  lashed  the  helm  a  little  to  port,  it 
being  impossible  for  any  person  to  remain  at  the 
helm,  on  account  of  the  waves  washing  over,  and 
the  men  being  obliged  to  stop  in  the  rigging. 
By  these  acts,  which  were  accomplished  with 
great  difficalty  and  danger,  they  succeeded  in 
getting  the  barque  to  drift  clear  of  the  Stag  rock 
by  about  fifty  yards. 

9  Between  three  and  four  in  the  morning,  when 
daylight  broke,  the  weather  moderating  slightly, 
the  steamship  a^ain  succeeded  in  getting  the 
barque  in  tow  with  two  hawers,  a  ten-inch  and 
a  new  six-inch  hawser,  but  it  not  being  pos- 
sible, on  account  of  the  wind  and  sea,  to  get 
round  the  Lizard,  the  Rteamship,  with  the  barque 
in  tow,  bore  up  for  Mallion,  under  the  lee  of  the 
Lizard,  and  anchored  there  at  11  a.m.  of  the  18th 
until  8  a.m.  of  the  19th. 

10.  On  the  evening  of  the  18th,  two  small  tags 
came  to  the  steamer,  having  been  sent  by  the 
steamer's  agents  to  assist  her  if  necessary,  but 
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the  steamer  began  to  tow  the  barqae  to  Falmoath 
at  8  a.m.  of  the  19th  without  their  assistance. 
After  two  and  a  hoif  hours  towing  by  the  steamer 
alone,  the  two  tugs  assisted  to  tow,  and  the  barque 
was  finally  brought  into  Falmouth  Harbour  at 
2.80  p.m.  of  the  19th. 

11*  Had  it  not  been  for  the  services  aforesaid, 
the  steamship  would  have  arrived  at  Falmouth  on 
the  night  of  8unday  tbe  16th,  wbeu  she  was  due, 
and  in  consequence  she  consumed  forty  tons  extra 
coals  and  a  large  extra  quantity  of  provisions  were 
consumed  by  the  pasuengers,  and  many  of  the 
passengers  had  to  be  forwarded  to  their  destina- 
tions by  train,  and  their  fare  had  to  be  paid.  Some 
of  the  emigrants  missed  their  ships  from  Plymouth 
to  New  South  Wales,  and  had  to  be  compensated 
and  kept  by  the  owners  of  the  steamship  for  a 
considerable  time.  And  the  tugs  have  to  be  paid 
802.  at  least  between  them.  The  barque  was 
finally  made  fast  at  Falmouth  with  an  eight-inch 
hawser  belonging  to  the  steamship,  which  was 
left  in  her,  and  was  of  the  value  of  lOl. 

12.  During  the  whole  of  the  time  aforesaid  the 
captain  and  crew  of  the  steamship,  and  the  mate 
and  men  on  board  the  barque,  were  in  constant 
exertion,  and  the  captain  never  had  his  clothes  off, 
and  never  left  the  deck  except  for  two  hours.  The 
mate  and  men  on  board  the  barque  were  constantly 
wet,  and  in  risk  of  their  lives. 

No.  6665. 

1.  The  Hoopne  is  a  scr^w  steamer  of  1004  ions 
register,  and  120-400  horse-power,  and  is  of  the 
Talue  of  18,500^  or  thereabouts.  At  the  time  of 
the  events  hereinafter  stated,  she  was  manned  by 
a  crew  of  twenty-four  hands,  and  was  bound  on  a 
voyage  from  Antwerp  to  Liverpool,  with  a  general 
cargo.  The  value  of  the  said  cargo  was  13,3872. 
or  thereabouts. 

2.  About  noon  on  the  15th  Nov.  1873,  the  Hoopoe 
was  about  fifty  miles  from  the  Longships  light, and 
steering  a  course  for  the  Smalls.  The  wind  was 
about  S.E.  very  light.  At  this  time  those  on 
board  the  Hoopoe  observed  a  barque  on  the  star- 
board bow,  flying  a  signal  of  distress. 

3.  The  Hoopoe  bore  down  upon  the  barque,  which 
was  the  Eintrackf,  of  Griefswalde,  of  355  tons 
register,  laden  with  a  cargo  of  timber.  She  had 
come  into  collision  with  a  vessel  in  the  Bristol 
Channel  some  days  before,  and  had  been  seriously 
damaged,  and  had  become  waterlogged,  and  was 
being  driven  by  the  wind  out  into  the  Atlantic 
Ocean,  without  power  to  help  herself. 

4.  The  master  of  the  Eintracht  hailed  the  Hoopoe 
to  take  his  vessel  in  tow ;  he  at  the  same  time 
stated  that  he  had  nothing  for  the  crew  to  eat  but 
a  barrel  of  biscuits  and  some  salt  provisions. 

5.  The  mate  of  the  Hoopoe  was  accordingly  sent 
with  four  men  in  a  boat  to  get  a  line  from  tbe 
Eintracht,  but  in  consequence  of  the  condition  of 
the  Eintracht  her  crew  could  not  get  out  ei&her 
line  or  hawser,  and  the  master  of  the  Eintracht 
asked  the  master  of  the  Hoopoe  to  send  his  own 
line  and  hawser  This  was  done,  the  hawser  sent 
being  a  nine-inch  one,  and  the  best  on  board  the 
Hoopoe.  It  was  made  fast  to  the  chain  of  the 
Eintracht,  and  thirty  fathoms  were  paid  out. 

6.  The  Hoopoe  then  began  to  tow  the  Eintracht 
towards  Milford  Haven,  and  continued  towing  till 
about  4  p.m.  It  was  then  getting  dark ;  the  wind, 
still  from  the  eastward,  was  increasing  in  force ; 
the  sea  had  risen,  and  beat  heavily  against  the 
bows  of  the  Eintracht,  causing  so  great  a  strain 


on  the  tow-rope  that  it  appeared  likely  to  part* 
And  the  weather  looked  even  more  threatening. 

''.  In  these  circumstances,  the  master  of  the 
Hoopoe  advised  those  on  board  the  Einircuikt  for 
their  own  safety  to  oome  on  board  the  Hoopoe,  It 
was  then  discovered  that  the  boats  of  the  Eininneht 
were  disabled,  and  her  masier  and  crew  (twelve  in 
all)  were  therefore  taken  off  in  two  trips  by  the 
boats  of  the  Hoopoe, 

8.  The  Hoopoe  continued  to  tow  the  EiniraehU 
though  the  wind  and  sea  oontinued  to  increase,  till 
8  p.m.  At  this  time  she  had  brought  the  Eintracht 
about  twelve  miles  on  her  road  to  and  within  forty 
miles  of  Milford  Haven.  The  after  iron  bits  ef 
the  deck  of  the  Hoopoe  then  gave  way,  and  then 
first  one  and  then  another  of  the  strands  of  the 
hawser  g^ve  way,  and  the  whole  parted  and  was 
lost.  The  night  was  very  dark,  the  weather  kept 
getting  worse,  and  the  Hoopoe  had  not  a  large 
supply  of  coal  on  board.  Her  master  was  there- 
fore obliged  to  continue  his  voyage  to  Liverpool. 

9.  The  Eintracht  was  on  the  following  morning^ 
found  by  the  steamship  Countess  of  Dublin,  then 
on  a  voyage  from  Dublin  to  Falmouth,  and  olti* 
mately  towed  into  the  Port  of  Falmouth  and  Bailed. 

10.  If  the  Eintracht  had  not  been  met  with  and 
towed  by  the  Hoopoe  as  aforesaid,  she  would  have 
drifted  further  into  the  Atlantic  Ocean  and  oat  of 
the  track  of  vessels.  The  Hoopoe,  by  towing  her 
as  aforesaid,  bronght  her  nearer  to  the  coast  and 
more  within  the  trackof  vessels,  and  in  particnlar 
into  the  course  of  the  Countess  of  Dublin,  which 
otherwise  would  never  have  met  her. 

11.  The  aforesaid  services  of  the  Hoopoe  largely 
contributed  to  the  saving  of  the  Eintracht,  heF 
cargo  and  freight,  from  total  loss. 

12.  By  the  aforesaid  services  of  the  Hoopoe,  the 
lives  of  the  master  and  crew  of  the  Eintrc^cht  were 
saved. 

13.  lu  rendering  the  aforesaid  services,  the 
Hoopoe,  lost  her  hawser,  worth  40Z. 

14.  The  value  of  the  Eintracht,  her  cargo,  and 
freight,  is  3000^. 

Tho  answer  filed  by  the  defendants  to  both 
petitions  was  a8  follows : 

Thomas  Cooper,  solicitor  for  the  owners  of  the 
barque  or  vessel  Eintracht,  and  of  the  cargo  now 
or  lately  laden  therein,  savs  as  follows : 

1.  He  submits  to  the  judgment  of  this  honorable 
oourt  upon  the  statements  of  fact  contained  in 
the  petition  filed  in  course  No.  6645,  which  state- 
ments he  admits  to  be  true  in  substance. 

2.  He  admits  the  truth  of  the  statements  con- 
tained in  the  first  nine  articles  of  the  petition  filed 
in  course  No.  6665,  but  he  denies  the  bruth  of  the 
deduction  soaght  to  be  drawn  therefrom  in  Arti- 
cles 10  and  11  of  ihe  said  petition,  and  submits 
to  the  judgment  of  this  honorable  court  ae  to 
whether  such  deductions  ought  or  not  to  be  drawm 
from  the  facts  stated. 

3.  He  further  says  that  the  Hoopoe  finally  and 
altogether  abandoned  her  attempted  services  of 
saving  the  Eintracht  and  her  cargo,  and  left  her  a 
derelict,  and  without  any  other  assistance  neajp 
her,  and  he  submits  chat  the  owners,  master,  and 
crew  of  the  Hoopoe  are  not  entitled  to  any  remu« 
neration  for  their  towage  of  tbe  Eintra^iht. 

4.  He  denies  the  truth  of  the  allegation  con- 
tained in  Article  12  of  the  said  petition  in  canae 
No.  6665,  and  says  that  the  master  and  crew  of 
the  Eintracht  would  in  fact  have  been  saved  by 
the  Countess  of  Dublin,  or  by  some  other  vessels. 
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The  Eintracht. 


[Adm. 


The  plettdiDgs  were  therenpon  ooooladed,  the 
Tt]ae  of  the  EirUrc^lU  and  her  oarcro  beine  aflrreed 
•430001.  , 

Jan,  27, 1874. — The  oaase  came  on  for  hearing 
before  the  learned  judge,  assUted  by  Trinity 
Kisters. 

Bayford  and  Davidson  appeared  for  the  Couniesa 
of  Dublin. 

PkiUimore  for  the  Hoopoe. 

OlarJuon  and  Lamb  for  the  defendants. 

Bayford  propoeed  to  call  evidenoe  for  the  pur- 
pose of  showing  what  was  the  amount  of  the 
expenses  alleged  in  par.  11  of  his  petition  (No. 
6645),  to  have  been  incurred. 

Clarkaon  objected  on  the  ground  that,  the 
answer  (par.  1)  having  absolutely  admitted  the 
itotements  in  the  petition,  it  was  against  the 
practice  of  the  court  to  allow  evidenoe  to  be  called 
in  sopport  of  any  allegations  made.  If  the  plain- 
tiffs had  wished  to  charge  the  defendants  with 
ipedfic  amounts  they  were  boand  to  have  set  those 
amoonts  out  in  exienso  in  their  petition,  and  so 
^iren  the  defendants  an  opportunity  of  consider- 
ing whether  they  would  admit  them  or  deny  them. 
Moreover  the  conrt  never  allows  these  amounts 
imtoUdo:  it  roagbly  estimates  the  expenses  to 
which  the  salvors  have  been  pat,  and  includes 
th^e  in  its  general  award ;  it  will  not  ordinarily 
allow  specific  evidenoe  to  be  given  of  the  loss. 
Ilie  court  is  qaite  capable  of  judging  these  amounts 
without  figures  being  laid  before  it. 

Bck^ordt  in  reply. — If  I  am  not  allowed  to  pro- 
dnoe  evidence  in  the  pleadings  as  they  now  stand, 
I  must  ask  for  leave  to  amend. 

Sir  K  Phillimore. — There  can  be  no  doubt  that 
if  the  plaintiffs  wished  to  give  in  evidence  these 
amounts,  they  ought  to  have  been  pleaded,  and  I 
oannot  in  the  present  state  of  the  pleadings  allow 
evidence  to  be  called  to  show  what  they  were. 
Tbeseamounts  are  always  taken  roughly  in  salvage 
causes,  and  I  have  never  allowed  any  evidence  to 
be  given  where  the  defendants  have  admitted  the 
whole  petition.  To  do  so  would  admit  all  kinds  of 
aide  issues,  and  increase  the  expenses  of  these  suits 
enormously,  and  so  defeat  the  very  object  off  the 
adniission.  I  must,  however,  accede  to  Mr.  Bay- 
ford's  application  for  an  amendment  if  he  presses 
it,  provided  the  defendants  have  the  opportunity 
of  considering  whether  they  admit  or  deny  the 
petition  as  amended,  but  1  think  that  the  de- 
fendants have  enough  in  the  pleadings  already  for 
practical  purposes. 

Clarhion  objected  to  evidence  being  called,  but 
was  willing  to  accept  the  statement  of  the  plain- 
tiffs' counsel  of  the  amount  of  the  expenses,  and 
this  was  agreed  to. 

FkiUimore  then  tendered  evidence  in  support  of 
the  allegations  in  paragraphs  10, 11,  and  12  of  the 
petition  (No.  6665).  which  were  denied  by  the 
answer ;  this  evidence  was  objected  to  by  the  de- 
fendants on  the  ground  that  the  answer  did  not 
deny  any  facts,  but  only  the  deductions  from 
facts  already  admitted  ;  evidence  however  was 
admitted  by  the  court  on  the  ground  that  the 
position  of  the  Hoopoe,  and  the  degree  of  peril  to 
which  her  crew  was  exposed,  were  fads  which 
were  denied  by  the  answer,  and  which  conse* 
quenily  must  be  proved. 

Evidence  was  then  called  to  show  that  the 
Eintracht,  when  found  by  the  Hoopoe,  was  about 
in  the  track  of  vessels,  but  the  wind  having 
freshened  from  the  £.  S.  E.,  she  would  have 


drifted  (the  winding  continuing  the  same)  out  into 
the  Atlantic  out  of  the  track  of  vessels  if  the 
Hoopoe  had  not  towed  her  as  she  did ;  the  Ein" 
iraeht  had  actually  drifted  from  the  time  she  had 
been  in  collision  some  forty  or  fifty  miles ;  at  the 
time  the  crew  were  taken  off  she  was  dragging 
under  water. 

Bayford  for  the  Counteea  of  Dublin,  submitted 
that  the  service  was  meritorious  and  deserving 
of  considerable  reward. 

PhiUitnors  for  the  Hoopoe  oontended  that  his 
clients  were  entitled  to  reward  for  salvage  of  both 
life  and  property;  for  the  former  by  reason  of 
rescuing  the  crew,  for  the  latter  by  reason  of 
having  brought  the  ship  into  a  place  where  she 
was  wore  certain  of  being  salved.  It  is  not 
because  salvors  abandon  after  making  meritorious 
efforts  to  salve  and  bringing  to  a  place  where  there 
is  a  greater  chabce  of  her  bemg  saved  that  they 
lose  their  reward. 

The  E,  U,  1  Spink's  Eoo.  and  Adm.  63. 

Clarkson,  for  the  defendants. — We  admit  that 
the  Hoopoe  has  rendeied  life  salvage,  but  deny 
any  service  to  ship  and  cargo  by  that  vessel.  Tb  ' 
constitute  salvage  service  there  must  be  a  leaving 
of  the  property  in  safety;  here  the  ship  was  left 
as  a  derelict  at  sea.  It  is  true  that  first  salvors 
may  recover  although  the  salvage  is  completed  by 
others,  but  there  must  be  no  actual  abandonment 
by  the  first  salvors,  and  they  must  have  contributed 
to  the  result. 

The  Chnge  Bastiam,  5  C.  Rob.  322 ; 
'Ihe  Atlas,  Lnah,  518  ;  5L.  T.Bep.  N.  S.  434 ;  1  Mac 
Law  Oaf.  O.  S.  168,  235. 

The  real  question  is  whether  there  has  been  an 
entire  service  rendered  by  both  sets  of  salvors 
resulting  in  the  enMre  safety  of  the  ship.  The 
first  salvors  did  not  contribute  in  any  way  to  the 
service. 

PhiUimore  in  reply. 

Sir  K.  Phillimore. — ^This  is  undoubtedly  acase  in 
which  a  very  meritorious  service  has  been  rendered 
to  both  life  and  derelict  property.  After  consul- 
tation with  the  elder  brethren  of  the  Trinity 
House,  as  to  the  effect  of  the  towa^  performed 
by  the  Hoopoe,  1  am  clearly  of  opinion  that  that 
vessel  is  not  entitled  to  reward  in  respect  of 
services  rendered  to  ship  and  cargo,  but  that  she 
is  unquestionably  entitled  in  respect  of  the  lives 
which  she  saved.  The  other  service  rendered  by 
the  Countess  of  Dublin  was  to  ship  and  cargo 
alone.  The  service  was  well  rendered,  there  being 
great  probability  that  the  vessel  might  have  been 
lost,  or,  what  never  must  be  forgotten  in  these 
cases,  that  she  might  have  been  a  souroe  of 
danger  to  ether  vessels  whilst  floating  about  in 
the  ocean.  Unfortunately  the  Bum  with  which  I 
have  to  deal  is  Ywy  small,  and  I  am  sorry  to  say 
that  the  reward  cannot  be  very  &rge.  I  shall 
award  200Z.  to  the  Hoopoe,  and  800/.  to  the 
Counteee  of  Dublin,  with  costs.  These  sums  will 
cover  all  expenses  and  damage  sustained  by  the 
salvors.  I  will  certify  for  costs  in  the  case  of  the 
Hoopoe, 

Proctor  for  the  Counteee  of  Dublin,  W,  0. 
Jennings, 

ProcLors  for  the  Hoopoe,  Toller  and  Sons, 

Solicitor  for  the  defendants,  Thomas  Cooper, 
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TbE  LANCASHmE. 


[Ad] 


Jan.  21  and  22, 1874. 
The  Lancashike. 

Collision — Fog — Ferry  boat — Bight  to  run'^Lia- 
biUty — Depositions  before  Receiver  of  vjreck, 

A  steam  ferry  boat  continuing  to  cross  and  recross 
the  river  Mersey  during  a  dense  fog  takes  upon 
herself  the  responsibility  incident  to  such  a  course, 
and  is  not  entitled  to  set  up  public  convenience 
against  the  probability  of  loss  of  life  and  pro- 
perty ;  but  she  will  be  liable  to  any  damage  done 
to  oiJier  vesseli  with  which  she  may  come  into 
collision,  provided  those  vessels  take  the  precau- 
tions required  by  law  to  warn  her  of  their 
position,  (a) 

A  receiver  of  wreck  in  taking  depositions  under  the 
Merchant  Shipping  Act  1854  (17  &  18  VicL  c, 
104)  sect.  448,  should  put  down  the  facts  deposed 
to  as  given  by  the  deponent,  and  should  not  correct 
any  statement  made  by  the  deponent  which  toithin 
the  personal  kvhowledge  of  the  receiver  is  erro' 
neous,  {b) 


(a)  This  aame  principle  is  affirmed  with  regard  to 
Teisels  oroBsinfT  a  st>od  anchorage  grronnd  at  sea  in  The 
Ott9r,_po8t  p.  208— JEd. 

Q>)  DepoBitionB  taken  before  receiverB'  of  wreck  are 
now  commonly  need  in  the  High  Conrt  of  Admiralty  for 
the  parpoBOB  of  crosB-ezamination,  and  Bometimee  even 
for  oontradiotinir  witnesBCB  who  have   made  different 
BtatementB  at  different  timee.    On  the  pnrpoBOB  of  cross- 
«xamination  there  is  no  donbt  these  depoaitions  may 
lawfully  be  used  jnat  as  much  aa  any  other  statement  in 
writing  signed  by  a  witness.  Bat  to  contradict  a  witness 
tiiey    are  not    admissible,    although    so  nsed  in   the 
Admiralty  Court  (see  Northard  v.  Pepper,  2  Mar.  Law 
Caa.  U.S.  52) ;  and  it  should  not  be  forgotten  that  they 
haye  been  used  for  that  purpose  in  that  oourt  rather  by 
oonaent  than  in  oonaequence  of  any  deciaion.    If  they 
were  admiBsible  for  such  a  purpose,  no  doubt  it  would  be 
▼wy  Important  that  the  receivers  should  take  down  only 
what  the  deponents  aay,  and  ahould  not  themaelyea  offer 
any    auggeationa.     When,  however,  the  object  of  the 
enactment  ia    oonaidered,  it  will   be    seen  that  it  ia 
obvioualy  the  receiver's  duty  to  extract  from  a  deponent 
the  beat  and  moat  accurate  information  that  it  la  poa- 
Bible  to  procure  on  the  aubject  of  the  loaa  inquired  into, 
and  that  the  Act  never  contemplated  these  depoaitiona 
being  used  to  contradict  witnesses  as  to  the  mode  in 
which  the  loss  occurred ;  if  they  could  be  used  to  contra- 
dict at  aU  it  would  only  be  in  case  the  witness  denied 
that  injury  or  loas  of  any  kind  had  taicen  place  after 
Having  sworn  so  in  the  deposition.    The  object  of  the 
enactmcmt  (Merchant  Shipping  Act  1854,  aect.  448)  ia  to 
enable  the  receiver  on  aacertainiog  that  a  veaael  haa  been 
loat  or  damaged,  to  obtain  accurate  information  reapect- 
ing  her  name  and  character  and  her  cargo,  the  cauae  of 
Aer  loaa  or  injury,  whether  aalvage  aervioe  waa  rendered 
to  her,  and  such  other  thinga  aa  the  receiver  may  think 
uaeful  to  the  Board  of  Trade  and  to  Lloydt,  to  each  of 
whom  he  la  bound  to  aend  a  copy  of  the  deposition.    The 
promion  has  two  objeoU :  First,  to  let  the  Board  of 
irade,  njwn  inquiry  aa  to  the  causea  of  the  loss  and 
injwry.  and  aa  to  the  neceaaary  atepa  to  be  taken  in  that 
particular  oaae,  and  to  prevent  the  recurrence  of  aimilar 
cataatrophea;    aecondly,  to  inform  the   peraona   moat 
mtereated,  whether  ownera  or  underwritera,  by  publica- 
toon  m  a  place  where  such  lossea  are  naually  announced. 
The  exact  act  of  negligence  which  occasioned  the  loaa 
U  is  no  part  of  the  receiver'a  duty  to  inquire  into ;  he 
Jaa  to  do  only  with  the  broad  fact  of  the  loaa.    If  thia  be 
tne  oaae,  it  la  hia  buaineaa  to   make  the   depoaitaon 
•ocurate,  if  within  his  power.    He  would  not  be  iuatified 
in  allowing  a  man  to  depoae  by  miatake,  or  even  wilfully, 
thata  ooUiaion  had  occurred  off  the  North  Coast  of  Ire- 
land if  It  had  to  the  receiver's  knowledge  occurred  off 
tbe  coast  of  Cornwall    The  deponent  might  ao  depoae  to 
Btate  of  thinga  which  would  have  the  effect  of  aetting  up 
a  pohc^  of  msuranre  which  would  otherwise  be  vitUted 
by  deviafaon.    With  the  greatest  respect  to  the  learned 
^^^S^t'^omW^T  value  a  receiver  may  take  from  a  depo. 
eition  by  oorrecting  a  palpable  error  in  it,  he  thereby  only 


This  was  a  canse  of  collifiion  institnted  on  behalf 
of  tbe  owners  of  tbe  screw  steamship  Levctnt 
af^ainst  the  steam  ferry  boat  Lancashire  and 
against  the  Birkenhead  Improvement  CommiB- 
sioners,  hnr  owners  iDterveniDg. 

Tbe  oase  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiffd,  as  appear- 
ing from  their  petition  and  evidence  was  thai*  the 
Levant  was  a  screw  steamship  of  472  tons  register, 
and  at  the  time  of  the  collision  was  bound  from 
Liverpool  to  Constantinople.  She  left  the  Queen's 
Basin  in  the  river  Mersey,  on  Oct.  26tb,  1 873, 
aboat  one  a.m.,  in  charge  of  a  licensed  pilot,  and 
came  to  an  anchor  in  tbe  river  opposite  the  Albert 
Dock  warehouses,  according  to  tbe  evidence  of 
her  pilot  and  crew  (the  exact  place  in  which  she 
was  being  a  matter  in  dispute),  she  rode  to  sixty 
fathoms  of  chain  in  a  dear  berth,  and,  aa  all^;ed 
by  the  plaintiffs,  in  a  safe  and  proper  anchora^. 
At  the  time  the  Levant  came  to  an  anchor  it  was 
a  fine  clear  night  and  lights  were  plainly  visible, 
and  the  Levant  hoisted  her  regulation  riding 
lights.  It  was  alleged  by  tbe  plaintiffs  that  the 
crew  of  the  Levant  kept  an  anchor  watch  and  a 
good  look-out.  About  6.30  ft.m.  on  the  morning  of 
Oct.  26th  a  dense  fog  set  in,  and  as  alleged  by 
the  plaintiffs  the  fog  bell  on  board  the  Levant  was 
rung  loudly  at  intervals  of  less  than  half  a  minute. 
The  Levant  had  come  to  anchor  on  the  flood  tide, 
but  when  the  fog  came  on  the  tide  had  turned  and 
she  was  riding  on  the  ebb.  with  her  head  to  the 
southward.  At  about  7.30  on  the  same  morning 
the  Lancashire  approached  the  Levant  in  the  f  ocr, 
and  in  spite  of  hailing  from  the  Levant  stmok 
that  ship's  stem  with  her  own  port  sponson.  The 
petition  of  the  plaintiffs  after  setting  oat  the 
above  facts  charged  the  Lancashire  with  negli- 
gence as  follows : 

7.  Those  on  board  the  Lancashire  were  navigating  her 
at  an  improper  rate  of  speed  before  the  said  colhaion. 

8.  A  proper  and  eaffioient  lookont  was  not  kept  on 
board  the  Lancashire  before  tbe  said  collision. 

9.  Those  on  board  the  Lancashire  improperly  neglected 
to  keep  clear  of  the  Levant. 

10.  Having  regard  to  the  state  of  the  weather,  it  waa 
an  improper  proceeding  on  the  part  of  those  on  board  the 
Lancashire  to  cross  the  river  Mersey. 

11.  Those  on  board  tbe  Lancashire  improperly  neg- 
lected to  blow  her  whistle  as  frequently  as  is  required  by 
law. 

12.  The  raid  collision  was  occasioned  solely  by  the 
negligeooe  or  carelessness  of  those  in  charge  of  the  Ijun- 
caahire,  and  was  not  occasioned  by  any  negligenoe  or 
carelessnesa  on  the  part  of  those  in  charge  of  the 
Levant. 

The  defendant's  answer  was  as  follows  :-— 

1.  Tbe  Lancashire  is  a  large  double-ended  paddle-irheal 
steam  ferry  boat,  and  is  steered  from  a  platform  plaoed 
in  the  middle  of  the  vessel  upon  the  saloon  deck,  which 
is  above  the  passengers'  deck  cabin. 

2.  On  the  morning  of  the  26th  Oct.  last,  at  or  about  a 
quarter  past  seven  o'clock,  the  Lancashire  left  the 
Woodside  landing  stage  for  the  George's  landing  stacre 
on  the  Liverpool  side  of  the  river  Mersey.  The  ti3e 
being  ebb,  and  it  being  the  practice  of  the  ferry  boats  to 
leave  and  approach  the  stages  head  to  tide,  the  Lancaakire 
left  the  stage  with  her  head  to  the  south,  came  round 
under  a  starboard  helm,  and  proceeded  in  a  north- 
easterly direction  towardis  the  George's  landing  staM. 
A  good  look-ont  was  kept.  The  master  was  at  'Sie 
engine  telegraph,  one  man  was  forward  on  the  saloon 
deck  on  the  look-oat,  two  men  were  at  the  wheel,  and 
one  man  was  at  the  steam  whistle.  The  Lancashire 
proceeded  at  a  slow  epeed,  aboat  three  knots  an  hoar. 

3.  At  the  time  the  Lancashire   left  the  Woodaide 

performs  his  dnty,  and  this  he  is  bound  to  do  quite 
irrespective  of  any  f atnre  consideration  as  to  the  oroea« 
examination  of  witnyses  in  the  Admiralty  Court. — ^£o« 
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kidinf  aUff«  there  wm  a  denee  tog^  the  wind  oalm. 
Jnm  toe  time  of  leftyisg  the  stage  the  whisUe  was  oon- 
tixraonely  eoiuided. 

4.  A  few  minatefl  after  leaving  the  Woodside  landing 
■taga,  and  in  about  mid-rirer,  abreaat  of  the  George'a 
knding  atage,  the  look-ont  man  forward  called  out 
**Teiaiu  right  a-head."  The  enginea  were  immediatelj 
larened  fall  apeed.  The  Levant  waa  seen  abont  half  a 
boafa  length  a-head,  no  lights  visible  on  her,  and  no  bell 
ringing,  aa  required  by  law.  The  port  bow  of  the 
Ltmeoihire  atmck  the  starboud  aide  of  the  stem  of  the 
Livant,  eanaing  damage  above  the  water  line  only. 

5.  The  LetfotU  waa  anchored  in  the  regular  toack  of  the 
Woodside  ferry  boata,  had  no  bell  ringing  aa  required  by 
lav,  and  no  proper  look-out. 

0.  Except  ao  far  aa  they  are  herein  admitted,  the  defen- 
dants deny  the  truth  of  the  aUegationa  contained  in  the 
plaintiira'  petition. 

7.  The  aaid  oolliaion  waa  caused  wholly  by  the  negli- 
jNBt  and  improper  oonduct  of  thoae  on  board  the  Levant. 
Ther  anchored  theb  veaael  in  an  improper  and  unaafe 
bartn,  in  the  known  track  of  the  ferry  steamers.  They 
had  not  a  proper  look-out,  nor  a  bell  ringing  as  required 
bylaw. 

8.  The  iaid  oolliaion  was  not  caused  by  any  negligence 
on  tiie  part  of  thoee  on  board  the  Lancashire,  and  was, 
■0  far  as  they  were  concerned,  an  inevitable  accident 
under  the  oiroumstanoes. 

The  pleadings  were  therefore  oonoluded. 

Evidenoe  was  called  by  plaintiffs  to  support  the 
allegations  in  tbeir  petition  that  they  duly  sonnded 
(heir  bell  during  the  fog,  &o.  It  appeared  in  the 
coarse  of  the  cross-examination  of  the  mate  of  the 
LevcuU  that  when  making  his  deposition  before  the 
receiver  of  wreck  as  to  the  injury  to  that  vessel,  he 
had  stated  in  the  first  instance  that  the  vessel  was 
lying  at  the  time  of  collision  on  the  flood  tide  with  her 
head  to  the  northward ;  this  statement  the  receiver, 
from  his  own  knowledge  of  the  circumstances  per- 
ceiving to  be  incorrect,  altered  by  inserting  the 
sotoal  fact,  viz.,  that  the  Levant  was  lying  at 
anchor  on  an  ebb  tide,  with  her  head  to  the  south- 
ward. The  plaintiffs  evidence  is  sufficiently  set 
oat  in  the  judgment. 

The  evidence  called  by  the  defendants  showed 
ihat  the  Lancashire  is  one  of  three  large  ferry 
boats  running  between  Liverpool  and  Woodside  in 
(he  river  Mersey ;  they  carry  both  goods  and  pas- 
sengers, and,  during  the  night  and  also  during 
foggy  weather,  form  the  only  means  of  communi- 
cation between  the  Lancashire  and  Cheshire  shores 
in  that  part  of  the  Mersey ;  they  always  run  during 
foggy  weather  in  order  to  keep  open  the  communi- 
cation. These  boats  cross  the  Mersey  within  a  cer- 
tain space  commonly  known  as  the  "Ferry  Track," 
which  is  within  a  line  drawn    from    the  north 

E'erhead  of  the  Manchester  Dock  entrance  on  the 
iverpool  side  to  the  south  end  of  the  Woodside 
landing  stage,  and  another  line  drawn  from  the 
north  pierhead  of  the  Morpeth  Dock  entrance  on 
the  Cheshire  side  to  the  south  end  of  the  Prince's 
landing  stage.  When  running  in  a  fog  only  two 
boats  are  worked,  and  the  running  is  so  arranged 
that  only  one  is  making  the  transit  at  the 
same  time.  Attempts  bad  been  made  by  the 
Birkenhead  Commissioners  to  induce  the  Mersey 
Docks  and  Harbour  Board  to  make  a  bye- 
law  prohibiting  vessels  from  anchoring  in  the 
icrry  track,  but  the  board  had  declined  to  do  so  on 
the  ground  that  they  did  not  consider  that  they 
bad  the  power  under  their  Acts ;  it  appeared,  how- 
ever, that  the  superintendent  of  pilots  bad  given 
informal  directions  to  pilots  ordering  them  to  keep 
vessels  under  their  charge  clear  of  the  ferry  tracK 
whilst  at  anchor.  « Masters  of  the  ferry  boats 
bad  instmotions  from  the  Birkenhead  commis- 


sioners to  endeavour  during  foggy  weather  to 
induce  all  vessels  lying  in  their  course  to  keep 
their  bells  going  constantly,  so  as  to  give  them  due 
warning  of  their  position.    During  foggy  weather 
a  bell  is  rung  on  the  George's   Landing  Stage, 
and  another  on  the  Woodside   Landing  Stage; 
when  a  ferry  boat  is  about  to  leave  either  stage, 
her  steam  whistle  is  sounded,  and  is  replied  to  by 
the  bell  on  the  other  stage,  so  that  the  steamer 
may  know  the  right  direction  to  steer.     This  is 
repeated  at  short  intervals  during  the  passage. 
The  defendants'  witnesses  alleged  that  the  Levant 
was  so  anchored  that  on  the  flood  tide  she  swung 
opposite  the  north  end  of  the  George's  Landing 
Stage,  and  that  she  was  consequently  right  in  the 
track  of  the  ferry  boats.      There  were  two  other 
steamships  lying  at  anchor  within  or  close  to  the 
outside  lines  of  the  ferry  track,  the  one  to  the 
north,  the  other  to  the  south  of  the  Levant ;  that 
to  the  southward  of  the  Levant  was  the  Anna, 
At  5.30  a.m.  on  the  26th  Oct.  1873,  the  Lancashire, 
going  from  Liverpool  to  Woodside,  passed  under 
tne  Levant's  stern,  and  the  Levants  riding  lights 
were  then  out;    the  master   of  the  Lancashire 
hailed  the  Lenant,  but  got  no  reply.      On  the 
return  from  Woodside  at  6  a.m.  her  lights  were 
still  out  and  the  ion  was  just  then  coming  on. 
At  6.30  a.m.  the  La/neashire  left  the  George's  Stage 
whistling  to  warn  ships;   there  were  no  other 
«hips  moving  abouc,  but  those  at  anchor  began 
ringing  their  bells  as  the  fog  had  then  come  on. 
Passing  to  the  southward    of    tho   Levant,  the 
master  of  the  Lancashire    could    only  see  her 
masts;  not  her  hull.    There  was  no  bell  ring- 
ing on  board  of  her,  according  to  the  defendant^ 
evidence.  The  Lancashire  stopped,  her  whistle  was 
blown,  and  her  crew  hailed  the  Levant,  but  got  no 
answer.      The    Lancashire   then    continued   her 
passage,  and  on  arrival  at  Woodside,  the  master 
who  1^  been  in  charge  during  the  night  left,  and 
was    succeeded  by  another    man.      The  former 
master  warned  his  successor  of  the  position  of  the 
Levant  and  tho  other    vessels.       The    collision 
occurred  on  the  next  trip  from  Woodside  to  Liver- 
pooL     The  crew  of  the  Levant  and  a  number  of 
passengers  were  called  to  prove  that  no  bell  waa 
heard  from  the  Levant  before  the  collision,  although 
they  heard  bells  from  the  other  vessels. 

The  Admiralty  Advocate  (Dr.  Deane.  Q.C.,  My* 
hurgh  with  him)  for  the  plaintiffs,  contended, 
first,  that  it  was  a  negligent  act  on  the  part  of  the 
defendants  to  cross  the  rivor  in  such  a  dense  fog, 
and  that  no  public  convenience  could  justify  the 
risk  of  loss  to  life  and  property  run  by  such  a 
course;  the  danger  was  shown  by  the  defendants 
seeking  to  have  the  ferry  track  kept  clear;  secondly, 
supposing  the  Levant's  bell  was  not  rung  the 
defendants  had  sufficient  knowledge  of  the  position 
to  have  enabled  them  to  keep  out  of  her  way,  and 
they  were  bound  to  do  so ;  thirdly,  the  Levant  was 
not  in  the  ferry  track,  and  even  if  she  was  she  had 
a  right  to  be  there,  no  byelaw  to  the  contrary 
existing ;  fourthly,  tht  Levant  shell  was  continually 
rung.  The  requirement  of  the  law  is  every  five 
minutes  (Begulations  for  preventing  Collisions, 
Art.  10),  and  this  having  been  fulfilled  the  speed  of 
the  defendant's  boat  would  account  for  the  not 
bearing  it  after  leaving  the  stage. 

Milward,  Q.C.  (Tidswell  with  him)  for  the  defen- 
dants.— ^Tbe  substantial  question  is  whether  the 
Levant's  bell  was  rung  or  not.  Their  duty  was 
dearly  to  ring  it  of  tener  than  five  minutes  under 
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the  special  circamstanoes  of  the  case  (Art.  19).  As 
.  loDg  as  the  Lanca$hire  went  at  a  proper  speed  she 
-was  entitled  to  go,  and  onght  not  to  be  held  liable. 
When  BDoh  precautions  are  taken  it  cannot  be  said 
that  the  public  are  to  be  pat  to  the  inconvenience  of 
having  the  ferry  stopped.  The  ferry  track  ought 
to  be  kept  open,  and  this  is  acknowledged  by  the 
pilots  being  ordered  by  their  siiperintendent  to 
keep  it  open.  It  ma^  not  be  illegal  to  anchor  in 
the  ferr^  track,  but  it  is  clear  that  by  the  custom 
of  the  river  it  is  not  usual,  and  hence  is  improper. 
The  speed  of  the  Lancashire  was  very  slow,  as 
evidenced  by  the  small  amount  of  damaflre  done. 

The  Admiralty  Advocate  in  reply. — Even  if  it 
was  improper  to  anchor  there,  which  I  contest,  the 
defendant  had  lio  excuse  for  running  into  the 
Levant,  knowing  where  she  lay. 

Sir  B.  J.  Phillimobe  — In  this  case  the  Levant^ 
a  screw  steamship  of  472  tons  register,  and  the 
Lancashire,   a  large    paddle-wheel    steam    ferry 
boat,  came  into  collision  on  the  26th  Oct.  last 
either  at  thirty  minutes  past  seven  in  the  morning, 
or  at  a  very  approximate  time  to  that,  in  the  river 
Mersey.    The  exact  place  is  a  matter  of  contro- 
veney,  but  it  is  sufficient  to  state  at  present  that  it 
was  between  the  Woodside  landing  stage  and  the 
Gteorge^s  landing  stage,  and  one-third  from  the 
Liverpool  side.    It  appears  from  the  evidence  that 
this  Ltvant  had  been  brought  by  the  pilot  at 
about  forty-five  minutes  past  one  in  the  morning 
out  of  the  Queen's  Basin,  and  he  says  that  he 
anchored  her  abreast  of  the  Albert  Warehouses, 
and  he  brought  her  up  by  her  starboard  anchor 
with  sixty  fathoms  of  chain.    A  great  deal  of  the 
discussion  which  has  taken  place  before  me  has 
turned  on  the  particular  position  in  which  this 
Tessel,  the  Levant,  was  placed  by  the  pilot.    There 
is  in  this,  as,  I  regret  to  say,  in  other  parts  of  the 
case,  a  very  great  conflict  of  testimony.    It  is  not 
to  be  laid    out  of   consideration  that  she    was 
brought  up  on  the  flood  tide,  and  the  ebb  tide,  of 
course,  would  make  a  considerable  di£Ference  in 
her  position.    That  she  was  at  the  time  of  the 
oollision  lying  north  and  south,  with  her  head  to 
the  south,  there  is  no  doubt  at  all.    The  proba- 
bility appears  to  the  court  to  be,  afber  a  considera- 
tion of  the  evidence,  that  she  was  not  exactly  in 
the  place  that  is  described  either  by  the  witoesses 
produced  on  behalf  of  the  Levant  or  by  those  pro- 
duced on  the  part  of  the  Lancashire.    She  was 
probably  nearer  to  the  outside  line,  the  southern 
line  of  the  track  in  which  this  ferry-boat  was  in 
the  habit  of  going ;  even  if  she  was  not  actually 
within  the  two  lines  she  was  probably  nearer  than 
she  represented  herself  to  have  been  towards  the 
southern  line.    However,  she  certainly  was  not  in 
a  place  where  it  was  unlawful  for  her  to  be,  nor  can 
I  say,  upon  the  evidence  before  me,  that  she  was  in  a 
place  in  which  it  wus  improper  for  her  to  be. 

^  The  weather  was  perfectly  calm,  it  was  an  ebb 
tide,  it  was  a  Sunday  morning,  and  there  appears 
to  have  prevailed,  speaking  generally  from  the 
evidence,  great  tranquility  at  the  time.  I  should 
observe,  too,  before  I  go  into  the  other  parts  of  the 
case,  that  the  damage  was  slight,  and  1  think  that 
fact  has  been  fairly  used  by  the  counsel  for  the 
Lancashire  in  aid  of  establishing  the  position  that 
the  ferry-boat,  the  Lancashire,  was  not  going  at  a 
great  speed  at  the  time  when  the  oollision  hap- 
pened. I  think  I  may  as  well  say  at  once,  to  get 
rid  of  this  part  of  the  case,  that  the  result  of  the 
avidence  appears  to  be  that  she  was  going  at  the 


rate  of  about  three  knots  an  hour  at  the  time  tbe 
oollision  happened. 

The  Lancashire  crosses,  as  I  understand,  abont 
every  ten  minutes  till  eight  o'clock  in  the 
evening,  and  after  that  once  every  hour  daring 
the  niflrht.  On  her  last  expedition  she  set  oat  from 
the  Woodside  Ferry  pomewhere  about  a^  time 
variously  stated  from  a  quarter  to  twenty  minates 
past  seven  o'clock  in  the  morning.  Before  she 
started  there  had  come  on  a  very  dense  fo^ 
There  is  no  dispute  whatever  as  to  this  fact.  It 
was  a  very  dense  fog,  and  the  captain  who  had 
come  over  from  the  Liverpool  side  on  the  last  trip 
warned  the  other  captain  to  whom  he  gave  up  his 
charge,  and  who  was  to  go  back  with  her  to  the 
Liverpool  side,  that  he  had  passed  three  vessels 
which  were  lying — to  use  his  own  expression — 
badly  in  her  track. 

Now  a  very  great  deal  of  dispute  also  has  arisen 
as  to  the  position  of  these  two  other  vessels, 
one  to  the  south  and  one  to  the  north.     With 
re^rd  to  the  southernmost  vessel  we  have    the 
evidence  of  the  pilot,    who  placed  her    in     her 
position,  with  regard  to  the  northernmost  we  have 
no  evidence  at  all,  beca\]se  the  ship  had  gone 
before  the  fog  finally  lifted ;  at  all  events  no  wit- 
nessess  have  been  produced  from  on  board  of  her. 
It  was  stated  by  several  of  the  witnesses  prod^ioed 
on  behalf  of  the    Lancashire  that    these  other 
vessels,  the  north  and  south  vessels,  were   also 
within  the  two  lines  which  have  been  so  much  re- 
ferred to — that  is,  in  other  words,  within  the  nsoal 
track  of  the  ferry-boat  steamer.    But  it  was  fiurly 
admitted  by  the  manager,  Mr.  Penny,  who  was  the 
last  witness  examined,  and  by  other  witnesses  that 
those  two  vessels  to  the  north  and  south  were  ont 
of  the  tract  of  the  steamer,  and  that  is  to  be  borne 
in  mind.  But  Captain  White  who  came  over  in  com- 
mand of  her  on  her  last  expedition  from  the  Liiver- 
pool  shore,  before  the  collision,  tells  us  he  passed 
round  the  Levant  at  twenty  minutes  past  six,  that 
he  hailed  her,  sounded  his  whistle,  that  be  conid 
get  no  answer,  and  he  came  away ',  and  certainly 
as  the  fog  was  just  beginning  to  show  itself  at  that 
time,  it  seems  a  very  strange  thing  that,  if  he 
thought  the  Levant  was  in  a  dangerous  position 
for  the  steamer  which  was  about  to  return,   he 
should  have  contented  himself  only  with  hailing^ 
and  whistling,  and  come  away  without  hav'ing 
drawn  the  attention  of  those  on  board  to  the  sitoa^ 
tion  in  which  she  was.    However,  such  appears  to 
have  been  the  case,  and,  as  I  have  already  said,  he 
thought  it  his  duty  to  warn  the  captain  who   suo^ 
ceeded  him.    Captain  Howard,  that  there   were 
three  vessels   badly  in   his  way,  or,  as  Captain 
Howard  says,   "He  told   me   there  were  three 
steamers  lying  right  in   the  track,  two  riDg^ng* 
their  bell,  and  the  centre  one  he  could  not  get  an 
answer  from,  but  she  was  called  the  Levant.*' 

The  flrst  question  that  arises  in  this  case  is, 
whether  it  was  proper  and  right  in  this  ferry^ 
boat  to  go  deliberately  across  the  river  in  a  fog 
of  such  a  dense  nature  as  here  described,  and 
with  the  knowledge  of  these  vessels  lyioR  in 
her  track,  or  one  of  them  in  her  track,  and  the 
others  nearly  so,  and  also  with  the  knowled^^e, 
as  she  contends,  that  one  of  them  was  insuflg- 
ciently  watched?  It  has  been  urged  very 
strongly  on  tbe  court  that  if  this  were  not  to 
be  so,  if  the  ferry-boat  vessel  was  to  be  de- 
layed on  account  of  the  fog  the  greatest  pos- 
sible inconvenience  would  ensue  to  the  xmblio; 
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tod  the  eoormoas  number  of  ten  millions  and  a 
qoarter  paasengera  per  annam  has  been  cited 
to  me  as  a  proof  of  this  assertion.  I  have 
DO  doabt  that  it  is  very  much  for  the 
oonvenienoe  of  the  pablio  that  the  ferry- 
boat shonld  go  in  all  weathers,  and  at  all 
times ;  bot  at  the  same  time  I  cannot  myself 
think  it  right  to  set  the  possibility,  or  rather  the 
probability,  of  danger  to  human  life,  to  say  nothio^ 
of  damage  to  property — I  mean,  to  set  the  great 
coDTenieooe  of  the  public  in  competition  with  the 
probability  of  injuring  human  life,  and  greatly 
damaging  property.  At  the  same  time,  the 
CQSlom  appears  to  have  been  for  this  vessel  to 
have  gone  m  a  fog  always,  and  regulations  appear 
to  have  been  made  with  a  view  to  preventing 
accidents,  surrounding  her  with  every  precaution 
that  was  possible.  That  such  precautions  are  not 
dways  available  is  perfectl]^  clear,  not  only  from 
what  has  happened  in  this  case,  but  from  the 
evidence  of  White  himself,  the  captain,  who  says 
lie  has  met  oocasionally  with  disasters  in  fog  time, 
and  from  the  knowledge  which  unfortunately  the 
court  has  acquired  while  sitting  in  this  judgment 
seat  that  snob  disasters  have  occarred  notwith- 
standing the  precautions  such  as  the  blowing  of 
whistles,  and  the  ringing  of  bells  which  the  Legis- 
lature Las  provided.  But  one  thins:  appears  to  me 
quite  clear  that  if  this  ferry-boat  vessel  thinks 
herself  justified  in  going  across  the  river  in  such 
a  dense  fog  as  this  she  takes  upon  herself  all  the 
responsibility  incident  to  sach  a  coarse.  She 
has  the  advantage  if  she  goes  over  safely,  and  she 
most  have  the  disadvantage  if  she  injures  life  or 
property  in  the  course  of  the  passage. 

One  of  the  questions  which  I  thought  it  my 
duty  to  put  to  the  Elder  Brethren  was,  assuming 
that  there  was  no  bell  rang  on  board  the  Levant, 
and  taking  into  consideration  the  assistance 
which  the  Laneashire  derived  in  her  navigation 
from  the  ringing  of  thd  bells  on  the  George's 
landing  stage,  and  from  the  knowledge  of  where 
these  three  vessels  were  on  this  occasion,  whether 
ordinary  skill  would  still  have  avoided  the  col- 
lision ?  The  Elder  Brethren  are  of  opinion,  and 
I  entirely  agree  with  them,  that  this  would  be  the 
case,  and  that  assuming  that  she  had  a  right  to 
cross  the  river  in  such  a  fog,  and  assuming  that 
there  was  no  bell  rung  on  board  the  Levant,  she 
coold  not  be  found  to  be  to  blame  for  this  collision. 

Upon  this  follows  the  next  question,  which 
is  really  and  in  fact  the  important  question  in 
this  case,  namely,  the  question  whether  the  Levant 
did  comply  with  the  requbition  of  the  law 
in  ringing  a  proper  bell,  at  proper  times  daring 
the  prevalence  oc  this  fog,  and  whether  she  did 
thereby  convey  to  the  Lanca$hire  that  know- 
ledge which  the  Legislature  thinks  it  right 
that  all  vessels  should  have  in  fogsP  On  that 
qoestion  the  great  controversy  in  the  case  has 
arisen,  and  there  is  unfortunately  in  this  case,  as 
often  happens  in  this  court,  the  greatest  possible 
conflict  of  evidence  upon  the  point.  I  must 
endeavour,  and  I  have  been  assisted  in  this 
matter-— although  it  properly  devolves  on  the 
ooort  alone,  being  a  question  of  credibility  of  the 
witnesses — by  many  observations  made  to  me  by 
the  Elder  Brethren  of  the  Trinity  House.  In 
the  first  place  I  mast  remark  that  there  is  no 
doubt  there  was  a  bell  on  board  this  ship,  and  a 
proper  bell ;  and  there  is  no  doubt  at  all,  consider- 
ing the  time,  namely,  that  it  was  half -past  seven  or 


later,  in  the  morning,  that  there  is  every  proba* 
bility  that  the  bell  would  be  rung  during  this 
fog,  because  the  men,  although  there  were  only 
a  few  of  them  on  board  besides  the  two  officers, 
would  be  at  their  work  at  that  time  in  the  morn- 
ing, and  there  is  every  d  priori  probability  of  their 
taking  the  very  natural  and  easy  precaution  of 
ringing  the  bell  which,  as  I  have  already  said,  it 
is  proved  that  they  had  on  their  deck.  The 
positive  evidence  is  very  strong  and  very  uniform. 
The  witnesses  are  produced  who  rang  the  bell. 
The  amount  of  time  which  was  occupied  by  it  is 
proved,  although  some  little  diSerence  has  been 
pointed  out,  as  to  the  interval  which  elapsed  in 
the  ringing  of  the  bell;  but  on  examining  that 
part  of  the  case,  I  find  very  little  difficulty  in 
dealing  with  it.  The  first  mate  says,  **  I  rang 
the  bell  every  half  minute  for  two  minutes,  and 
then  I  stopped  half  a  minute."  That  is  said  to  be 
in  a  direct  contrast  with  the  evidence  of  Davis, 
the  Liverpool  pilot  of  the  Anna,  whose  evidence 
is  extremely  valuable  in  the  opinion  of  the  court, 
because  it  can  be  looked  upon  as  perfectly  dis- 
interested. He  says  he  brought  the  Anna  to 
anchor  in  the  river  at  the  South  end  of  the  Albert 
Dock  Warehouses ;  then  he  marked  on  the  chart 
where  she  was ;  then  he  says  he  saw  the  Levant 
on  his  starboard  quarter,  a  cable's  length  off  He 
went  to  sea  at  ten ;  at  seven  there  was  a  dense 
fog,  and  he  kept  his  bell  going ;  then  he  says  he 
heard  the  Levant's  bell  every  half  minute,  and  he 
heard  the  bell  going  at  the  time  when  he  also 
heard  the  paddles  of  the  approaching  ferry  boat. 
I  do  not  think  myself  that  this  discrepancy  be- 
tween his  hearing  this  bell  every  half  minute,  and 
the  other  man  who  said  that  he  rang  it  for  two 
minutes  and  then  stopped,  is  a  serious  discrepancy 
at  all.  The  great  question  b  the  fact,  was  there 
any  bell  rung  or  not  P  and  it  might  very  well  be 
that  this  pilot  of  the  Anna  may  be  mistaken  as  to 
the  pause  that  there  was.  Whether  he  heard  it  every 
half  minute  or  not,  he  could  not  be  mistaken 
very  well,  considering  his  position,  as  to  whether 
the  bell  was  rung  or  not,  and  it  is  very  strong 
evidence  as  it  seems  to  me  in  favour  of  the 
statement  of  the  Levant,  that  tiie  bell  was 
rung  during  this  period.  But  if  I  turn  to  the 
evidence  on  the  other  side,  I  must  say,  though 
it  is  at  variance,  and  in  conflict  with  that  to 
which  I  have  referred,  that  a  close  examination  of 
it  will  very  much  diminish  its  efficacy.  In  the 
flrst  place  the  variety  of  statement  is  very  lemark- 
able  in  this  case.  The  witnesses  who  naturally 
would  hear  exactly  the  same  sound  from  the  same 
bell  are  very  far  from  having  done  so.  To  take  an 
instance  which  I  have  under  my  hand  at  this 
moment,  Spargold,  who  was  on  board  the  Lanca* 
ahire  on  the  occasion,  as  a  passenger,  and  who 
was  standinff  on  the  port  bow,  he  sayp,  "  There 
were  sevena  bells  ringing,  and  I  should  not 
like  to  say  how  many  bells  there  were,"  and 
again  he  says,  '*  There  were  more  bells  than  one 
to  the  southward."  A  previous  witness,  Toung, 
who  was  the  helmsman  on  board  the  Lan* 
cashire,  said  he  heard  two  bells,  one  to  the 
south  and  one  to  the  north,  and  he  heard  the 
hailing  to  those  on  board  the  Levant,  "  Why 
don't  you  keep  that  bell  going."  The  witness 
Kearing  says,  '*  I  heard  no  bell  at  all  before  the 
collision," — *'  up  to  the  time  of  sighting  the  vessel," 
he  said,  which  afterward  he  explained  to  be  the 
same  as  the  collision.    He  heard  no  bell  at  all 
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After  he  beard  one  from  the  steamer  to  the  north, 
and  no  other,  except,  he  said,  from  the  small  tags 
that  were  not  in  oar  track.  And  I  think  to  the 
same  effect  was  the  evidence  o(  the  witness 
Gibbons,  who  was  engineer  of  another  steamer 
which  had  no  connection  with  this  case.  He  was 
a  passenger,  and  was  standing  on  the  port  side  of 
the  Lancashire.  He  said  he  heard  one  bell  to  the 
north  of  the  Levant^  he  heard  none  to  the  sonth. 
He  says  the  Levani*$  bell  had  a  very  good  clear 
soand,  and  was  a  very  good  bell.  Another  witness 
of  the  name  of  Seed,  who  was  master  of  a  steam- 
tng,  and  who  also  happened  to  be  a  passenger, 
says  he  heard  one  bell  a  good  bit  off  to  the  sonth. 
It  is  part  of  the  case  of  the  Lancashire  that  the 
two  TCBsels  between  which  the  Levant  was  placed 
did  ring  their  bells,  and  yet  from  what  I 
have  read  it  appears  that  some  heard  the  bell 
from  the  northern;  some  heard  that  from  the 
southern  vessel,  some  heard  both,  acd  some 
heard  none.  And  this  satisfies  me  of  the  ex- 
treme difficulty  with  regard  to  these  acconstics 
at  sea  of  knowing  with  any  very  great  accuracy, 
in  such  circumstances  as  these,  the  exact 
quarter  from  which  the  sound  of  th6  bell  may 
come.  And  the  Elder  Brethren  tell  me,  and  I  am 
very  glad  to  have  their  opinion  on  this  point, 
that  they  very  much  doubt  whether  in  this  case 
it  was  possible  to  tell  whether  the  sound  came 
from  the  northern  vessel  or  the  southern  vessel. 

Therefore,  the  case  resolves  itself  into  this,  that 
there  is  affirmative,  positive  evidence  on  one  side, 
supported  by  the  independent  testimony  of  the 
pilot  of  the  Ann  at  that  their  bell  was,  as  in  all 
natural  probability  it  would  be,  rung  properly  from 
the  beginning  of  the  coming  on  of  the  fog,  and  on 
the  other  side  there  are  those  statements  which  I 
havealready  pointedont,  which  are  really  at  variance 
with  themselves,  as  showing  the  great  varieties 
of  ways  in  which  the  sense  of  hearing  seems  to 
have  been  affected  by  those  who  were  on  board 
the  Lancashire  on  that  night.  It  is  very  far  from 
the  wish  of  the  court  to  charge  the  witnesses 
produced  on  behalf  of  the  Lancashire  with  wil- 
ful perjary.  I  can  see  that  they  may  very 
fairly  have  been  mistaken  as  to  the  quarter 
from  which  they  heard  the  beH,  whereas  it 
would  be  quite  impossible  with  respect  to  the 
witnesses  who  give  their  affirmative  evidence, 
from  the  Levant  that  her  bell  was  ringing,  to  come 
to  any  other  conclasion,  if  that  were  not  so,  bnt 
that  they  were  guilty  of  deliberate  perjary. 

Looking  to  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  and 
without  going  further  into  the  evidence,  although 
other  discrepancies  might  be  pointed  out,  I  am  of 
opinion  that  the  Levant  has  established  the  fact 
that  her  bell  was  rung  at  this  time.  It  follows  as 
aconseqnendb,  as  it  was  admitted  throughout,  that 
if  the  court  is  of  opinion  that  the  bell  was  rung  by 
the  Levant,  that  she  has  done  all  her  duty.  Hence  I 
must  hold  that  the  Lancashire  is  alone  to  blame  for 
this  collision. 

Before  I  leave  this  case  I  wish  to  make  an 
observation  in  consequence  of  what  was  said  by 
the  counsel,  with  respect  to  an  error  which  I  think 
the  receiver  of  wreck  has  fallen  into.  He  seems 
to  have  thought  it  his  duty  when  he  took  the 
statement  of  oce  of  the  witnesses  in  this  case,  not 
simply  to  take  down  the  witness's  evidence  as  he 
gave  it  but  to  import  his  own  evidence  into  it. 
That  is  a  very  great  error  on  his  part,  and  I  trust 
will  not  be  repeated  by  any  receiver  of  wreck  in 


the  future.  It  will  tend  to  make  the  depositiona 
of  witnesses  of  no  value  at  all  in  this  court. 

Solicitors  for  the  plaintiff,  Duncan  Hill  and 
BicJeinson. 

Solicitors  for  the  defendants,  Amhrose  Wain, 


Friday,  Jan  23, 1874. 
The  Owen  Wallis. 

Collision  —  Steamship  —  Dumb    barge  —  LigTUs  — 

Course  on  river  Thames — Duty  to  keep  out  of  the 

way, 
Dumo  barges  in  motion  driving  with  the  tide  up  or 

down  the  river  Thames  at  night  are  not  bound  to 

carry  lights. 
A  dumb  barge  comirig  up  the  river  Thames  in  a  flood 

tide  may  keep  on  either  side  of  the  river,  and  there 

is  no  obligation  on  her  by  custom  or  otherwise  to 

keep  in  mid'channel. 
There  is  no  duty  on  a  dumb  barge  driving  with  tTie 

tide  in  the  Thames  to  keep  out  of  the  way  of  a 

steaanship ;  but  it  is  the  duty  of  the  steamship  to 

keep  out  of  the  way  of  the  barge. 
This  was  a  cause  ot  collision  instituted  on  behalf 
of  the  owners  of  the  dumb  barge  Lord  Clarendon 
and  of  her  cargo  against  the  Owsn  Wallis  and  her 
ownerM  intervening. 

The  plaintiffs  petition  was  as  follows  : 

1.  At  the  time  hereinafter  stated  the  plaintiffs  wei» 
potieaied  of  a  dumb  bari^  called  the  Lord  Clarendon 
and  of  certain  cargo  laden  on  board  of  her. 

2.  At  abont  2  a.m.  on  the  29th  Deo.  1871,  the  said 
barge  Lord  Clarendon ^  of  60  tons  harden,  laden  with 
cargo,  was  proceeding  np  the  river  Thames  in  charg^e  of 
a  licensed  waterman  and  an  aoprentioe,  and  was  off  the 
entrance  to  the  Eegent's  Oanal. 

3.  The  wind  at  such  time  was  about  from  south- eaat  to 
east'Sonth-east,  the  morning  was  fine  and  moonlight,  and 
the  tide  was  about  half-floK>d,  and  of  the  force  of  about 
four  knots  per  hoar,  and  ine  Lord  Clarendon  was  driving 
up  the  river  with  one  oar  out  to  keep  her  with  her  heaa 
up  the  river,  and  was  over  towards  the  sonth  aide  of  the 
river. 

4.  At  such  time  the  above-named  steam  'vessel,  (hoen 
Wallis^  which  was  under  steam,  came  out  of  the  entranoe 
to  the  Regent's  Canal ,  and  inst^id  of  keeping  dear  of  the 
Lord  Clarendon^  as  she  ought  to  have  done,  ran  against, 
and  with  her  stem  etrucK  the  Lord  Clarendon  on  her 
starboard  aide,  and  did  her  so  much  damage  that  those 
on  board  had  to  take  the  assistsmoe  of  a  steam  tag, 
which  towed  her  into  shallow  water,  where  she  grounded, 
and  some  of  her  cargo  was  lost  and  the  rest  greatly 
injured. 

5.  The  Owen  Wallis  went  away  without  renderiuflr  or 
offering  to  render  any  asaiatanoe  to  the  Loird  Clarendon. 

6.  The  Owen  Wallis  improperly  neglected  to  take 
proper  measures  for  keeping  clear  of  the  iiord  Clarendon. 

7.  The  Owen  Wallis  improperly  neglected  to  comply 
with  the  provisions  of  Artide  G  of  the  29th  of  the  Bye> 
laws  for  the  Bc^pilation  of  the  Navigation  of  the  Biver 
Thames,  (a) 

8.  The  said  oolllsion  was  occasioned  by  the  negligenoa 
of  those  on  board  the  Owen  Wallis. 

9.  The  said  collision  was  not  in  any  way  Occasioned 
by  any  negligence  on  Uie  part  of  the  plaintiffs  or  of  those 
on  board  the  Lord  Clarendon. 

The  defendants'  answer  was  as  follows ; 

1.  At  about  2  a.m.  of  the  29th  Dec.  1871,  the  sorew 
steam-ship  Owen  WalUs,  of  .'>99  tons  register  or  there- 
abouts, propelled  by  engines  of  95  horse  power  and 
manned  by  a  crew  of  twenty  hande,  left  the  BegenVs 
CanU  Dock  in  the  port  ot  London  in  charge  of  Henry 
George  Bow,  a  licensed  waterman,  in  water  ballast,  bound 
on  a  voyage  to  Newcaatle^n-Tyne. 

2.  Shortly  before  2.15  a.m.  of  the  said  morning  the 

(a)  This  bye-law  corresponds  with  Art.  19  of  the  Begu- 
lations  for  Preventing  CollisionB  at  S6a.^£D. 
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^iad  wu  about  weBt^onth-west,  a  light  breeze,  the 
vwther  was  fine  and  clear,  the  tide  was  flood,  and  of  the 
foroe  of  between  three  and  f onr  knots  an  hoar,  and  the 
OiMA  WallU  was  on  the  north  side  of  the  riyer  Thames 
opposite  the  entrance  of  the  said  Begent's  Canal  Dock, 
aad  bad  her  bead  down  the  river,  her  engines  jast 
iMffiiminff  to  work  slowly  ahead,  and  the  Admiralty  re- 
gsklion  lamps,  to  wit,  a  bright  white  lamp  at  her  fore- 
Bsst  head,  a  green  lamp  on  her  starboard  side,  and  a  red 
IsBip  on  her  port  side,  dnly  exhibited  and  bnming  well 
and  brightly,  and  a  good  look-ont  being  kept  on  board 
ber. 

3.  In  this  state  of  cironmstances,  and  when  the  Owen 
WalUs  had  only  been  moved  a  few  feet  on  her  oonrae 
down  the  rirer,  a  barge,  which  afterwards  proved  to  be 
ths  Lard  Clarendon  f  the  owners  of  which  are  the  plain- 
tiff! now  proceeding  in  this  cause,  was  made  ont  ahead 
ii  the  Otcen  Walluij  at  the  distance  of  aboat  two  hundred 
feet,  drif  iog  np  athwart  the  tide  and  inside  of  the  canal 
bsoy,  sndtherenpcn  the  engines  of  the  Owen  WalUs  were 
•toroed  and  revereed  full  speed,  bat  the  starboard  side 
of  the  barge  oame  in  contact  with  the  stem  of  the  Owen 
WdUU. 

4.  The  barge  had  no  light  exhibited,  and  made  no  signal 
to  warn  vessels  of  her  approach,  and  was  not  being  navi- 
ftted  in  a  carefol  and  proper  manner,  or  in  a  proper  part 
of  the  Channel,  and  those  on  board  her  pe^lected  to  use 
wpper  means  to  prevent  her  drifting  against  the  Owen 

^  5.  Thoee  on  board  the  Owen  Wallis  spoke  to  the  men 
in  charge  of  the  barge  after  the  collision,  bat  the  men  in 
ehsrge  of  the  barge  refused  to  receive  advice  or  as8i8t> 
•nee  from  the  Owen  Wallig,  The  barge  was  picked  np 
by  a  small  steam  tog  and  towed  into  the  new  ship 
CBtiance  alongside  the  west  pier  at  the  Eegent's  Canal 
Doek. 

6.  The  said  collision  and  the  damages  and  loeees  oon- 
■eqoent  thereon  are  attributable  to  the  negligence  and 
isiproper  conduct  of  those  on  board  the  Lord  Cla/rendon. 

7.  No  blame  is  attributable  to  the  Oicen  Wallis,  or  to 
any  one  on  board  of  her. 

8.  The  defendants  deny  the  several  allegations  in  the 
petition  save  such  as  are  admitted  by  this  answer. 

The  pleadings  were  thereapon  concladed. 

Jan.  23. — Evidence  was  called  by  plaintiffs  and 
defendants  in  support  of  the  allegations  in  the  peti- 
tion and  answer  respectively,  the  effect  of  which  is 
sufficiently  stated  in  the  judgment.  Evidence 
wis  aleo  (»lled  by  the  defendants  to  show  that  it 
was  the  custom  of  dumb  barges  ffoing  up  the  river 
or  a  flood  tide  to  keep  in  mid-channel  so  as  to 
keep  ont  of  the  way  of  vessels  comiog  out  of 
dock. 

BuU,  Q.C.  (ClarJieon  with  him)  for  the  plaintiffs, 
contended  that  it  was  the  duty  of  the  defendants 
to  keep  out  of  the  way  of  the  barge,  and  that  they 
might  have  done  so  if  they  had  kept  a  good  look 
oot 

Oawsford  Bruce  {Herschell,  Q.C,  with  him)  for 
ike  defendants. — It  is  a  question  of  importance 
whether  barges  ought  to  come  np  the  side  of  the 
river  on  a  flood  tide  when  they  know  that  vessels 
ire  coming  out  of  dock ;  it  is  plainly  the  custom 
togo  np  mid-ohannel.  A  ship  coming  out  of  dock 
would  not  expect  a  barge  to  be  coming  up  the 
side  of  the  river,  and  hence  the  want  of  look  out 
Budi  as  would  discover  a  barge,  a  small  object  on 
the  river,  without  a  light,  is  not  such  an  act  of 
negligence  as  would  render  the  ship  to  blame. 
[Sir  B.  Philukobe. — Tour  witnesses  said  that  if 
they  had  seen  the  barge  200  yards  off  they  could 
have  avoided  the  collision,  and  that  a  barge  conld 
bave  been  seen  at  that  distanc?.]  If  the  look  out 
did  not  see  the  barge  as  soon  as  he  might  have  done, 
he  was  no  doubt  to  blame.  But  is  not  the  barge 
•bo  to  blame  ?  She  ought  to  have  been  in  mid- 
channel,  and  to  have  kept  out  of  the  way.  The 
role  as  to  keeping  out  of  the  way  does  not  apply 
to  a  steamer  in  Uie  case  of  a  barge,  and,  more- 


over, there  are  exceptional  circumstances  here 
which  require  the  barge  to  keep  out  of  the  way. 
The  barge  ought  to  have  exhibited  a  light  to  warn 
the  steamer  of  her  position. 

Butt,  Q.C.  in  reply. — There  is  nothing  in  the 
Sailing  Bules  or  the  Thames  Conservancy  Bye- 
laws  requiring  barges  in  motion  to  carry  lights, 
and  if  they  did  so  it  would  be  most  misleading. 

Sir  B.  I^HiLLiMOBE. — ^This  is  a  case  of  collision 
which  took  place  between  a  dumb  barge  and  a 
steamer  of  559  tons  on  Dec.  29,  1871.  There  is  in 
these  cases  extreme  difficulty  in  ascertaining  facts 
when  a  suit  is  heard  and  decided  in  recsntisssimo 
facto,  but  the  difficulty  is  greatly  increased  when 
such  a  length  of  time  has  elapsed  between  the 
collision  and  the  hearing.  The  excuse  for  the 
delay  given  is  that  the  parties  were  trying  to  oome 
to  some  arrangement.  On  Dec.  29,  1871,  in  the 
early  morning  the  barge  was  going  up  the  Thames 
in  charge  of  a  licensed  waterman  on  the  flood  tide. 
Unfortunately  the  waterman  who  had  charge  of 
the  barge  is  since  dead.  When  the  barge  got  near 
the  entrance  of  the  Begent's  Canal,  about  2  a.m., 
the  Owen  Wallis,  a  steamer,  which  was  in  charge 
of  a  licensed  waterman,  was  coming  stemforemoet 
out  of  the  dock  entrance.  The  barge  was  sweeping 
up  in  the  flood  tide,  broadside  on  with  two  oare 
out.  One  roan  rowing  with  his  face  to  her  stem, 
the  other  with  his  face  to  her  stern.  One  of  the 
men  discerned  the  Owen  Wallis  about  30  or  40 
yards  off.  The  steamer,  according  to  her  own 
statement,  sighted  the  barge  about  200  feet  away 
and  ahead. 

Two  questions  have  been  raised ;  first,  whether 
the  barge  was  to  blame,  assuming  she  was  not  in 
mid-channel  but  to  the  north  of  it,  for  not  keeping 
further  out  into  the  river,  and  so  out  of  tho  way 
of  the  steamer ;  secondly,  whether  the  barge  was 
to  blame  for  not  carrying  a  light. 

Now,  I  cannot  hold  that  the  barge  was  out  of  her 
right  in  coming  up  the  river  on  either  side  as  far 
as  the  law  is  concerned.  It  has  been  laid  down  in 
recent  decisions,  that  vessels  may  navigate  on 
either  side  of  the  river.  It  may  be  desirable  that 
Pome  uniform  practice  should  be  established ;  but 
I  am  by  no  means  sure  that  it  has  been  shown  in 
this  case  that  the  barge  was  not  in  mid-channel. 

It  is  further  said  Ihat  she  carried  no  light.  Now» 
not  only  is  there  no  law  requiring  dumb  barges  to 
carry  lights,  but  even  if  it  were  suggested  that 
common  prudence  required  it  in  such  a  place,  there 
would  be  great  difficulty  as  to  what  light  a  dumb 
barge  ought  to  carry.  The  ordinary  lights  would 
on  a  barge  be  most  misleadins,  and  there  is  no 
provision  for  any  other. 

Then,  what  could  the  barge  bave  done  to  get  out 
of  the  steamer's  way  ?  Even  if  this  were  possible, 
there  is  no  duty  imposed  by  statute  upon  a  barge  to 
get  out  of  the  way  of  a  steamer ;  nor  do  I  consider 
that  there  was  any  duty  under  the  special  circum- 
stances of  the  case.  On  the  contrary,  it  was  the 
duty  of  the  steamer  to  get  out  of  the  way  of  the 
barge. 

Now,  the  result  of  the  evidence  given  on  the 
part  of  the  steamer  is  that,  it  being  a  morning 
when  vessels  could  bs  seen  at.  a  fair  distance, 
they  ought  to  have  made  out  the  barge  at 
a  distance  of  200  yards,  whereas  in  fact  no  report 
was  made  at  all  of  the  barge  by  the  look-out,  and 
the  pilot  on  going  on  to  the  briidge  saw  the  barge 
at  a  distance  of  30  or  40  yards  only.  The  pilot 
had  been  aft  whilst  the  ship  was  coming  out  of 
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dock,  and  came  on  to  the  bridge  only  jasb  before 
the  collision.  I  most,  therefore,  hold  that  the  evi- 
dence establishes  that  if  there  bad  been  a  good 
look-oot  and  the  barge  had  been  reported  in  saffi- 
oient  time,  the  steamer  might  have  gone  astern, 
and  so  have  avoided  collision. 

I  think  it  right  to  say  that  the  Elder  Brethren 
have  suggested  difficnlties  as  to  this  being  done  by 
the  steamer;  bnt,  as  these  difiScalties  were  not 
proved,  I  mast  decide  that  the  steamer  is  alone  to 
blame,  and  this  I  do  on  my  own  responsibility. 
Solicitors  for  the  plaintiffs,  Plews  and  Irvine, 
Solicitors  for  the  defendants,  Thomas  Cooper. 

Wednesday,  Jan.  28, 1874. 

Tub  Otter. 

Collision — Praties — Duty    to     "begin — Fog    over 

anchorage  groundr—Duly  to  anchor. 
In  all  causes  of  damage,  the  onus  being  upon  ihe 
plaintiff  io  establish  negligence  against  the  defen' 
dant,  the  plaintiff  mvst  begin;  and  this  rule 
applies  to  cases  where  the  only  defence  is  inevit* 
ableacddent  and  the  plaintiffs  vessel  is  at  anchar, 
contrary  to  ihe  former  practice  of  the  High  Cowrt 
of  Admiralty, 
Where  a  steamship  whilst  inagoodandweZhJenown 
anchorage  around,  enters  a  dense  fog,  it  is  her 
duty  to  anchor  at  once ;  and  if  she  neglects  to  do 
fo,  and  continues  Iter  course,  she  will  oe  to  blame 
for  a  collision  ensuing,  provided  that  ihe  other 
vessel  has  done  all  that  the  law  requires.(a) 
This  was  a  canse  of  collision,  instituted  on  behalf 
of  the  owners  of  the  steamship  X  H.  Lorentzen, 
against    the    Tyne   Steam    Shipping    Oompany 
(Limited),  the    owners    of   the    late    steamship 
Otter. 
The  plaintiffs'  petition  was  as  follows  :— 

1.  The  steamship  J.  H.  Lorentzen,  of  567  tons  register, 
with  a  orew  of  serenteen  hands,  left  Simderluid  on  the 
19th  Feb.  1873,  with  a  oargo  of  ooals,  bound  for  Ports- 
month.  In  the  conrse  of  her  voyage  she  enconntered 
thick  and  foggy  weather,  and  in  oonseqnenoe  thereof  was 
brought  np  to  anohor  between  Mnndesley  and  Has- 
borough,  on  the  coast  of  Norfolk. 

2.  Between  7  and  7.90  a.m.,  on  the  25th  Feb.  aforesaid, 
the  J.  H,  Lorentzen  was  riding  at  anchor  as  aforesaid,  in 
a  good  and  proper  berth,  Haiborongh  Light  Vessel  bear- 
ing about  north-east  by  north :  Hasborough  Church  about 
south-west  by  south,  and  aistant  about  five  miles; 
Bacton  bearing  about  south-west  by  west  half-west,  and 
Cromer  Light  about  north-west  by  west.  The  wind  was 
very  light  from  the  west,  and  it  was  very  foggy.  The 
tide  was  in  the  last  quarter  ebb,  and  of  the  force  of  nearlv 
two  knots  an  hour.*  The  J.  H.  Lorentzen  was  ridinffwith 
her  head  about  south-east ;  a  good  look  out  was  being 
kept  on  board  her,  and  her  bell  was  being  frequently 
sounded,  as  required  by  law. 

3.  In  these  circumstances  those  on  board  the  J,  H, 
Lorentzen  heard  a  whistle  sounding  several  times  on 
their  |)ort  bow.  Their  bell  was  kept  going.  After  a 
little  time  those  on  board  the  J.  H,  Lorentzen  obserred  a 
steamship,  which  was  the  Otter  (whose  owners  are  pro- 
ceeded against  herein),  about  half  a  ship's  length  off, 

(a)  This  decision  carries  out  to  a  legitimate  conclusion 
the  arguments  to  be  derived  from  former  decisions  as  to 
the  precautions  to  be  taken  by  vessels  in  a  fog.  In  many 
instances  it  would  be  impossible  for  a  ship  to  anchor 
whilst  on  its  voyage  on  a  f  o^  overtaking  it,  and  then  she 
must  go  ahead  to  avoid  drifting  and  loss  of  reckoning. 
Where,  however,  there  is  an  opportunity  of  anchoring, 
common  sense  teaches  that  it  is  the  right  course  to 
adopt.  This  principle  has  already  been  carried  out  in 
The  Lancathire,  ante,  p.  202,  where  a  ferry  boat  was  held 
liable  for  damage  done  in  crossing  the  Mersey  in  a  fog.— 
Ed. 


and  crossing  their  bows  from  port  to  starboard ;  those 
on  board  the  J.  H,  Lorentzen  hailed  the  Otter  to  port  her 
holm;  but  instead  of  this  being  done,  the  helm  of  the 
Otter  was  put  a-starboard,  and  the  Otter  almost  immedi- 
ately  oame  into  collision  with  the  J.  H,  Lorentzen  striking 
her  on  her  stem,  with  the  starboard  quarter  very  violently, 
and  doing  her  considerable  damage. 

4.  Shortly  after  the  collision  the  Otter  herself  sank, 
from  the  damage  which  she  received.  Her  master,  crew, 
and  passengers  were  received  on  board  the  J.  H. 
Lorentzen. 

5.  The  collision  aforesaid,  and  the  damage  consequent 
thereon,  were  caused  by,  and  are  only  attributable  to  the 
neglect,  default,  or  misoiansgement  of  the  Otter,  or  those 
on  board  her. 

6.  No  blame  in  respect  ef  the  said  collision  or  damage 
is  attributable  to  the  J.  H,  Lorentzen,  or  to  any  of  those 
on  board  her. 

The  defendants'  answer  was  as  follows  : — 

1.  Between  7.30  a.m.  and  8  a.m.  on  the  20th  Feb.  1873w 
the  screw  steamer  Otter,  of  472/300  tons  register,  and 
86-horse  power,  whilst  on  a  voyage  from  Newcastle  to 
Antwerp,  with  a  general  cargo  and  four  passengers,  was 
in  the  wold  off  Hasborough. 

2.  The  wind  at  soob  time  was  about  north,  a  light  breese, 
the  tide  was  ebb  and  of  the  force  of  about  three  knots  per 
hour,  and  there  was  a  thick  fog.  The  Otter  was  noder 
steam,  proceeding  dead  slow,  feeling  her  way  with  the 
lead  with  a  view  to  finding  a  safe  and  proper  anchorage, 
and  to  coming  to  anchor  on  account  of  the  fog.  She  was 
heading  about  south-west,  and  a  good  look  out  was  being 
kept,  and  her  steam  whistle  was  being  duly  sounded  at 
short  intervals. 

3.  At  such  time  the  bell  of  the  J.  H.  Lorentzen  was 
heard,  and  immediately  afterwards  the  J.  H.  Lorentzen 
was  made  out  through  the  fog  at  a  very  short  distance 
from  the  Otter,  and  bearing  about  a  point  on  the  star- 
board bow.  The  engines  of  the  Otter  were  stopped  and 
her  helm  was  put  hard  a-starboard,  bnt  she,  with  her 
starboard  quarter,  came  into  collision  with  the  stem  of 
the  J.  H.  Lorentssen,  and  the  Otter  received  so  much 
damage  that  she  shortly  afterwards  foundered. 

4.  Save  as  herein  appears  the  defendants  deny  the  truth 
of  the  several  statements  and  allegations  contained  in 
the  first  five  articles  of  the  petition  filed  in  this  cause, 
and  say  that  the  collision  was,  so  far  as  the  Otter  was 
concerned,  the  result  of  inevitable  accident. 

The  pleadings  were  thereupon  concladed. 

The  case  came  on  for  hearing. 

The  Admiralty  Advocate  (Dr.  Deane,  Q.C.)  (PF. 
G.  F.  Phillimore  with  him),  for  the  plaintifib* 
claimed  the  right  to  begin ;  oontendiog  that  in  all 
causes  of  damage  the  plaintiffs  having  to  prove 
negligence  oaght  to  have  the  right  of  reply,  which 
they  lost  if  the  defendants  began. 

Clarkson  (Webster  with  him)  submitted  that  the 
defendants  ought  to  begin,  the  plaintiffs'  ship  being 
at  anchor. 

Sir  B.  Philliicore. — The  practice  of  the  oourt 
has  of  late  got  out  of  gear  as  to  the  risht  to  begin 
in  cases  of  damage  where  the  defendants  rely  on 
a  defence  of  inevitable  accident.  Up  to  the  time 
of  the  decision  of  the  Privy  Council  in  The 
Marpesia  (26  L.  T.  Rep.  N.  S.  333;  L.  Rep.  4 
O.P.  212;  1  Asp.  Mar.  Law  Gas.  261),  following 
the  practice  of  my  predecessor  on  the  point, 
I  was  acoastomed  to  hold  that  the  party  pleading 
inevitable  accident  was  bound  to  begin ;  but  after 
that  case  I  thought  it  my  duty,  rightly  or 
wrongly,  to  bold  that  the  party  complaining  must 
begin,  notwithstanding  that  the  pleadings  set 
up  the  defence  of  inevitable  accident  fdone.  I 
wish  the  matter  to  be  finally  settled  to-day.  In 
the  case  of  The  Benmore  (L.  Rep.  4,  Adm.  &  Eoa 
132),  where  no  charge  of  negligence  was  made 
against  the  plaintiff,  and  the  only  defence  laieed 
in  the  pleadings  was  inevitable  accident,  I  said  that 
after  the  recent  case  of  The  Marpesia  {uhi  sup.). 
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I  oonld  no  longer  allow  the  former  practice  to 
prerail,  and  I  niled  that  the  plaintiffs  mnst 
begm.  Apiin,  in  the  case  of  The  Abraham  (28 
L  T.  Rep.  N.  S.  775 ;  2  Asp.  Mar.  Law  Cas.  34). 
I  was  persuaded  by  Mr.  Glarkson  that  the  effects 
0!  the  ruling  in  the  Marpesia  was  to  oblige  me  to 
call  upon  the  plaintiff  to  begin ;  and  I  said  that  I 
tfaoushb  his  view  was  correct,  and  that  the 
Jforptftia  rightly  expressed  what  oneht  to  be  the 
prtctioe  of  the  court.  I  therefore  think  it  better 
to  say  that  until  the  Judicial  Committee  of  the 
Priyy  Council  take  a  different  Tiew  of  this  matter, 
I  shall  rule  that  the  plaintiffs  mnst  begin  in  all 
01M8  of  damage,  whatever  are  the  circumstances. 
I  do  not  think  that  the  rule  I  now  lay  down  will 
make  much,  if  any,  difference  in  most  casps  which 
come  before  me,  but  at  all  events  it  is  right  that 
there  should  be  a  definite  practice  on  the  point. 

Evidence  was  then  called  by  the  plaintiff  and 
defendants  in  support  of  the  allegations  in  the 
petition  and  answer  respectively,  which  is  suffi- 
ciently noticed  in  the  judsment. 

The  Admiraity  Advocate,  for  the  plaintiffs,  con- 
tended that  the  Otter  ought  to  have  anchored  at 
onoe  on  the  fog  coming  on,  she  being  then  in  a 
good  anchorage  ground ;  that  the  plaintiff's  crew 
nd  in  every  respect  performed  their  duty  in 
ringing  their  bell,  and  were  guilty  of  no  negli- 
genoe. 

Qarhsan  for  the  defendant,  contended  that  the 
plaintiffs  did  not  ring  their  bell,  and  that  the 
defendant's  ship  was  entitled  to  choose  her  own 
andnn^ge  ground,  having  regard  to  safety. 

Sir  KOBERT  PHiLLiiiORE. — This  is  a  case  of 
collision  between  the  /.  H,  Lorentzen,  a  steamship 
of  567  tons  register,  and  the  Otter,  a  screw  steam- 
ship of  about  472  tons  register.  The  collision  took 
place  on  the  coast  of  Norfolk,  with  '*  Hasborough 
Light  vessel  bearing  about  N.E.  by  N., Hasborough 
Church  bearing  about  S.W.  by  S.  distant  five  miles, 
Bicton  about  S.W.  by  S.  i  W.  and  Cromer  Light 
iboBt  N.W-  by  N.,  according  to  the  statement 
in  the  plaintiff's  preliminary  act  and  pleadings ; 
aooording  to  the  statement  by  the  defendant's 
preliminary  act,  "in  the  Wold  off  Hasborough." 
The  spot  where  the  collision  happened  is,  how- 
ever, admitted,  so  there  is  no  controversy  between 
the  parties  on  that  point.  The  direction  of  the 
wind  at  the  time  is  stated  by  the  plaintiff  to  have 
been  about  W.,  and  by  the  defendant  as  about  N., 
hat  as  it  is  admitted  by  both  sides  that  the  wind 
was  very  slight,  this  contradiction  is  not  of  any 
consequence,  and  can  make  no  difference  as  to  how 
the  case  is  to  be  decided.  Now,  the  J,  H.  Lorentzen 
appears  to  have  been  bound  for  Sunderland  with 
a  cargo  of  coals  to  Portsmouth;  and  in  the 
coarse  of  her  voyage  she  found  herself  in  a  dense 
fog, and  in  consequence  anchored  at  about  thirteen 
^thorns  in  the  spot  where  the  collision  afterwards 
oocorred,  about  a  quarter  to  one  in  the  morning  of 
the  20th  Feb.  last.  In  the  position  which  she 
had  so  taken  up  the  /.  H,  Lorentaen  lay  in  safety 
till  about  7.30  a.m.,  when  the  Otter  ran  into  her, 
her  stem  being  struck  by  the  starboard  quarter 
of  the  Otter,  and  so  much  damage  being  done  to 
the  latter  that  she  sank  shortly  after  the  col- 
lision. Now,  the  first  question  which  arises  in 
the  case  is  this  :  If,  in  fact,  the  /.  H.  Lorentzen 
in  anchoring  where  she  did  came  to  an  anchor  in 
a  proper  place — and  that  she  did  anchor  in  a 
proper  place  is  the  opinion  of  the  Elder  Brethren 
of  the  Trinity  House,  agreeing  with  my  opinion 
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formed  during  the  argument  upon  perhaps  Ides 
scientific  consideration — were  the  precautions  re- 
quired by  law  to  be  taken  by  a  vessel  anchored 
under  such  circumstances,  namely,  by  ringing  her 
bell  as  often  as  the  law  required,  observed  by^er  P 
We  think  these  precautions  were  observed.  From 
these  facts  this  proposition  arises :  that  if  the 
J,  H.  Lorentzen  was  anchored  in  a  proper  place, 
and  made  use  of  the  signal,  of  which  she  was  under 
an  obligation  to  make  use,  she  was  in  law  entitled 
to  have  lain  at  her  anchorage  unmolested  by  any 
other  vessel.  I  do  not  agree  with  the  contention 
which  has  been  made,  that  the  approaching  vessel, 
the  Otter,  by  the  sound  of  her  steam  whistle 
(which  is  stated  to  have  been  almost  continuously 
blown)  must  have  drowned  the  sound  of  the  bell 
of  the  J,  H,  Lorentzen,  and  this  prevented  those 
on  board  the  Otter  from  hearing  it  ringing.  I  must 
assume  as  to  this  that  the  Legislature  in  enacting 
as  it  has  done,  that  during  fog  steamships  shall 
sound  a  steam  whistle  at  least  every  five  minutes 
did  not  lay  down  the  rule  without  consideration  of 
all  the  consequences  which  might  fiow  from  its 
observance.  I  must  also  assume  that  the  bell  on 
board  the  /.  H.  Lorentzen  was  sounded  according 
to  law.  This  is  in  evidence.  There  is  evidence, 
indeed  that  her  bell  was  rung  much  of  tener  and 
more  frequently  than  was  required  by  the  law. 
Then  if  the  case  is— as  I  mnst  hold — that  the 
/.  iJ.  Lorentzen  is  in  nowise  to  be  blamed  for  the 
collision,  the  further  question  arises.  Was  the 
collision  occasioned  by  inevitable  accident  so  far 
as  the  Otter  was  concerned  ?  This  involves  two 
questions,  and  here  I  must  refer  to  the  statement 
of  the  case  set  up  by  the  Otter.  Now  the  Otter 
says  in  her  statement  that  she  was  on  a  voyage 
from  Newcastle  to  Antwerp  with  a  general  cargo 
and  passengers;  and  was  in  the  Wold  of  Has- 
borough. The  tide  was  ebb,  and  of  the  force  of 
about  three  knot  per  hours,  and  there  was  a  dense 
fog — ^as  dense  a  fog,  the  evidence  proves,  as  conld 
be  described.  "  The  Otter  "  (the  statement  Roes  on 
to  say)  *'  was  under  steam,  proceeding  dead  slow,, 
feeling  her  way  with  the  lead  with  a  view  to 
finding  a  safe  and  proper  anchorage,  and  to  coming 
to  anchor  on  account  of  the  fog."  Now  what  waa^ 
the  duty  of  the  Otter  in  such  a  dense  fog  P  I  am 
of  opinion  she  was,  from  after  the  time  she  passed- 
the  Hasborough  Light  vessel  up  to  the  time  of 
collision,  in  a  fair  and  proper  anchorage  ground. 
I  am  of  opinion,  and  with  this  opinion  the  Elder 
Brethren  agree,  she  ought  to  have  come  ta 
an  anchor  before  the  collision.  She  knew 
her  whereabouts.  She  was  near  Cromer  Light 
and  had  just  passed  the  Hasborough  Light. 
These  circumstances,  in  my  opinion,  which  is 
borne  out  by  that  of  the  Elder  Brethren,  ought 
to  have  guided  the  master  of  the  Otter  as  to  tne 
advisability  of  anchoring  at  once  and  not  proceed- 
ing farther  through  the  fog.  The  Otter  ought  to  have 
stayed  where  she  was  until  the  tide  turned.  It  was 
merely  an  act  of  common  prudence  that  she  should 
have  dropped  her  anchor  in  the  position  she  found 
herself  long  before  the  collision  occurred.  I  am  of 
this  opinion,  and  so  the  Elder  Brethren  of  the  Trinity 
House  assure  me.  This,  however,  is  not  all ;  for 
the  Elder  Brethren  also  assure  me  that  she  ought 
not  to  have  run  on  trying  to  find  ten  fathoms  to 
anchor  in,  but  ougtit  to  have  anchored  in  wat6r 
which  she  found  as  shallow  as  thirteen  fathoms. 
It  has  been  said  that  the  rule  laid  down  in  Art. 
16  of  the  Begulations  for  Preventing  Collisions 
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at  Sea,  does  not  contemplate  that  eteam  vessels 
in  a  fog  mnst  stop,  but  directs  that  "every  steam- 
ship shall  when  in  a  fog  go  at  a  moderate  speed," 
I  am  of  opinion  that  the  Legislature  could  not,  by 
passing  the  rale,  have  intended  to  hold  that  such 
an  extraordinary  proposition  was  trae  as  this, 
namely,  that  in  whatever  position  a  vessel  might 
be  in  a  fog  it  would  be  contrary  to  her  duty,  or 
that  there  would  be  no  obligation  on  her,  to  stop. 
With  regard  to  the  speed  at  which  the  Otter  was 
going,  I  think,  as  Mr.  Clarkson  rightly  said,  she 
was  proceeding  with  all  due  care.  I  do  not  found 
my  judgment  on  the  question  whether  the 
manoeuvre  the  Otter  adopted,  but  unsuccessfully, 
to  avoid  the  /.  H.  Lorentzen  by  starboarding  her 
helm  was  the  right  manoBnvre  for  her  to  take ; 
but  I  think,  for  the  reasons  I  have  stated,  that  the 
Otter  has  not  made  out  the  plea  of  inevitable 
accident  raised  by  her,  nor  show  that  she  was 
not  by  negligence  on  her  part  liable  for  the 
collision.  I  find  the  Otter  entirely  to  tfame  for 
the  collision. 

Proctor  for  the  plaintiff,  Cyrus  Waddilove. 

Solicitors  for  the  defendants,  Qellatly,  Son,  and 
Martin, 


Jan,  20  and  Feb.  12, 1874 

The  Baithwaite  Hall. 

Collision  —  County    Court    appeal  —  Shorthand 
writers*  notes  —  Corrections   by   County   Court 
Judge — Biver  navigation — Effect  of  river  byelaws 
— Duty  in  fog. 
In  an  appeal  to  the  High  Court  of  Admiralty  from 
a  County  Court  where  there  is  a  conflict  between 
the  transcript  of  the  notes  of  evidence  and  judg- 
ment  taken  by  a  shorthand  writer  in  the  County 
Court  under  the  County  Court  Rules  No.  32,  and 
the  County  Court  Jv^ge*s  own  notes,  the  version 
given  by  tne  County  Court  Judge  must  be  accepted 
as  binding,  and  if  the  County  Court  Judge  alters 
the  shorthand  writer*8  notes  so  cw  to  correspond 
with  his  oum  version,  the  Court  of  Admiralty  will 
order  the  alterations  so  made  to  be  carried  into 
effect  in  the  printed  copies  of  ilie  appendix, 
Byelaws  made  by  a  local  authority  governing  the 
navigation  of  a  river  are  to  be  taken  as  evidence  of 
what  a  is  the  duty  of  vessels  to  do  in  the  circum- 
stances named  Uierein,  and  although  the  mere 
breach  of  one  or  any  of  them  will  not  be  sufficient 
reason  for  holding  a  ship  to  blame  for  the  collision 
yet,  if  that  breach  occasions  or  contributes  to  the 
coUision,  the  existence  of  the  byelaw  will  afford  the 
best  reason  for  holding  the  ship  violating   the 
byelaw  to  be  guilty  of  a  breach  of  duty,  and  con- 
sequently  to  blame  for  the  collision. 
Where  a  byelaw  regulating  the  navigation  of  a 
river  prescribes  the  side  of  the  river  upon  which 
a  ship  is  to  navigate  going  up  or  down  the  river, 
the  observance  of  this  byelaw  is  doubly  necessary 
during  a  fog  when  vessels  can  only  be  made  out 
at  short  distances ;   and  the  breach  of  the  byelaw 
cannot  be  excused  by  the  plea  that  it  was  usual 
during  foggy  weather  to  navigate  on  the  wrong 
side  oftheriver  in  order  to  in  sure  greater  safety  for 
the  vessel  so  doing. 
This  was  an  appeal  from  decrees  of  the  Judge  of 
the  OouDty  Court  of  Northumberland,  holden  at 
Newcastle-on-Tyne,  in  cross  causes    of   damage 
instituted  in  personam,  the  one  by  the  owners  of 
the  screw  steamship  Holmside,  agaibst  the  owners 


of  the  screw  steamship  Baithwaite  HaU,  the  other 
by  the  owners  of  the  Baithwaite  llall  against  the 
owners  of  the  Holmside,  The  appellants  in  both 
causes  were  the  owners  of  the  Holmside. 

The  story  told  by  the  appellants  was  as  follows: 
The  Holmside  was  a  screw  steamship  of  593 
register  tons,  and  98  horse  power,  and  on  the  2nd 
April  1873  she  left  the  Tyne  Dock,  on  the  river 
Tyne,  at  about  6.30  a.m.,  with  a  cargo  of  coals 
bound  for  London.  During  the  previous  night  a 
very  dense  fog  had  prevailed,  and  at  the  time  of 
the  Holmside  levkViDg  dock  still  continued,  but  was 
beginning  to  lift.  The  Holmside  was  in  charge  of 
a  licensed  pilot,  and  went  down  the  river  dead 
slow,  keeping  on  the  south  side  of  the  river  about 
30  feet  from  the  tiers  of  ships  on  that  side.  At 
that  time  those  on  board  of  her  could  see  for  a 
distance  of  about  700  feet.  The  Holmside  went 
dead  slow  till  she  got  into  the  Narrows  opposite  a 
shipbuilding  yard  known  as  Wallace's  Yard; 
there  she  stopped  her  engines  to  wait  for  the 
pilot's  coble.  She  had  way  on  her,  however,  and 
continued  down  the  river  till  she  came  to  another 
yard  known  as  Sofbly's  Yard.  Then  a  steamer 
was  reported  right  ahead.  The  Holmside  was  at 
this  time  nearly  stopped;  her  engines  were  im- 
mediately put  full  speed  astern,  and  her  helm  put 
hard  a  port.  The  other  steamer,  which  was  the 
Baithwaite  Hall,  came  on  and  struck  the  HolmMe 
port  bow  to  port  bow.    The  allegations  of  n^li- 

gence  against  the  Baithwaite  Hall  were  that  she 
ad  not  a  proper  look-out,  that  she  neglected  to 
port  her  helm,  and  that  she  was  coming  np  the 
river  on  the  wrong  side,  contrary  to  the  provisions 
of  the  Tyne  Byelaws  which  will  be  found  set  out 
in  the  judgment  of  the  court. 

The  evidence  on  behalf  of  the  respondents  was 
as  follows:  The  Baithwaite  Hall  was  a  screw 
steamer  trading  from  and  to  the  port  of  New- 
castle-on-Tyne.  At  about  noon  on  the  1st  April 
1873  she  arrived  off  the  Tyne.  The  weather  was 
very  thick,  and  her  master,  not  being  able  to  make 
out  the  river,  cast  anchor.  On  the  following 
morning,  about  5  30  a.m.  the  fog  was  beginning  to 
lift,  and  the  Baithwaite  HaU  got  under  weigh  and 
entered  the  river.  When  she  started,  the  Soater 
Home  bore  about  W.S.W.;  She  made  the  Bell  Buoy 
at  the  end  of  the  South  Pier,  and  then  the  Herd 
Sand  Buoy,  and  kept  up  the  south  side  oftheriver 
till  she  came  to  the  Fish  Pier.  Her  head  was  thai 
put  sliixhtly  over  towards  the  northward;  her 
speed  was  slackened,  and  she  whistled  for  her 
pilot.  Immediately  after vrards  the  Holm^icle  was 
reported  ahead ;  the  Baithwaite  HalVs  helm  was 
put  hard  a  port  and  her  engines  reversed.  The 
collision  then  occured.  At  the  time  of  the 
collision  the  Baithwaite  ^all  was  stopped,  if  she 
had  not  stern  way  on.  The  place  of  the  collision 
was,  according  to  some  of  the  respondents'  wit- 
nesses, in  midchannel ;  aocording  to  others  to  the 
south  of  midchannel.  In  entering  the  river  the 
master  of  the  Baithwaite  HaU  had  declined  to  take 
a  pilot,  because  he  could  not  get  his  usual  pilot, 
and  after  entering  the  river  did  not  use  his  lead  to 
ascertain  the  position  in  the  river.  The  respon- 
dents charged  the  Holmside  with  proceeding  at  an 
improper  pace  in  such  a  fog,  and  with  being  unable 
in  consequence  of  that  pace  to  stop  in  sufficient 
time  to  avoid  a  collision. 

The  learned  County  Court  Judge  (Thomas  Brad- 

shaw,  Esq.)  gave  judgment  in  tavour  of  the  re- 

I  spondents,  as  soon  as  the  case  was  concluded. 
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Mdiog  that  tlie  Holmside  was  alone  to  blame,  on 
tbe  groond  that  Bhe  was  going  at  an  improper 
ptoe.  Afterwards,  when  an  appeal  was  asserted, 
ne  gave  his  reasons  in  writing;  he  then  found  as  a 
&KSt,  that  the  collision  took  place  soath  of  mid- 
ohannel,  abreast  of  Softley's  Yard,  at  a  distance  of 
aboat  200  feet  from  the  south  shore  line,  and  some- 
where about  eighty  or  ninety  feet  from  the  Fish 
jetty  end,  and  about  the  same  distance  west  of  the 
jetty,  and  then  said : — "Upon  the  state  of  things 
thus  shown,  the  plaintiffs'  counsel  contended  that, 
IS  the  Bai^tcaile  Hall  was  not  in  her  proper 
ivater,  under  the  seventeenth  rule  of  the  Bye- 
laws  for  the  Navigation  of  th3  Tyne,  the  plaintiffs 
were  entitled  to  my  judgment  in  their  favour, 
OD  tbe  ground  of  the  in^action  of  this  rule  by 
the  defendants'  vessel.  I  have  before  had  occasion 
to  say  thali  I  cannot  accede  to  this  view.  These 
byelaws  were  authorised  to  be  made  for  the 
orderly  navigation  of  the  river  in  ordinary  circum- 
stances,  and  for  the  infraction  of  any  of  them  they 
prescribe  their  own  penalties.  But  the  principle 
upon  which  regulations  of  this  nature  are  to  be 
construed  and  obeved  is  well  understood.  Due 
regard  is  to  be  baa  to  the  dangers  of  navigation 
and  also  to  any  special  circumstances  that  may 
arise  in  any  particular  case  rendering  a  departure 
from  them  excusable  or  even  necessary.  But  I  do 
not  rest  my  opinion  in  this  matter  on  principle 
alone.  I  have  authority  with  me  also.  In  giving 
judgment  in  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  in  Smith  t. 
Vo$$  (26  L.  J.  233.  Ex. ;  2  H,  &  N.  97),  Bramwell,  B. 
nsQs  some  words  which  are  in  point.  He  says : 
'Disobedience  of  the  rule  of  the  road  is  some  evi- 
dence against  the  vessel  or  vehicle ;  obedience  is 
some  evidence  in  its  favor ;  but  it  still  leaves  the 
question  open,  whether  the  one  or  the  other  caused 
the  collision.*  I  quote  these  words  as  showing 
that  such  an  infraction  of  a  byelaw  would  not, 
even  under  ordinary  circumstances,  be  regarded  as 
conclusive  of  the  question.  But  the  circumstances 
here  are  not  ordinary  ones.  It  is  in  evidence  that 
the  fog  was  drifting  to  the  northward.  I  have 
already  stated,  and  it  is  in  evidence,  that  the 
EaiihtoaUe  Hall  had  been  grappling  up  the  river  on 
the  south  side  in  the  dense  fog.  Now  this  is  pre- 
cisely, as  it  seems  to  me,  one  of  those  special  cases 
in  which  a  departure  from  the  byelaw  might 
become  necessary  in  order  to  avoid  danger.  More- 
over,the  evidence  shows  that  there  are  differences  of 
opinion  among  the  pilots  as  to  what  is  the  best  and 
safest  course  to  take  in  entering  and  proceeding 
up  the  river  Tyne  in  densely  fogey  weather.  It  is 
sufficient  to  refer  to  James  Young's  evidence. 
He  said,  in  reply  to  the  ausessors,  '  that  in  foggy 
weather  he  should  have  taken  the  course  taken  by 
the  Baithwaite  HaU  that  morning,  grappling  up 
the  south  side,  till  he  got  abreast  the  jetty, 
and  then  angling  over  to  the  northward.'  He 
said,  also,  in  re-examination  to  Mr.  Blackwell : 
'  In  foggy  weather  we  must  do  so.'  Young  pro* 
bably  speaks  with  as  much  authority  as  anyone  on 
a  matter  like  this.  He  is  a  man  of  the  greatest 
experience — a  pilot  of  thirty-six  years'  standing — 
the  plaintiffs'  witness,  and  pilot  of  the  plaintiffs' 
vessel  at  the  time.  If  any  other  evidence  were 
needed,  it  may  be  found  in  the  fact  that  the  two 
exp^enced  men  who  sat  with  me  as  assessors 
ivere  divided  in  opinion  about  it,  and  I  was  thereby 
deprived  of  the  benefit  of  their  united  counsel  and 
assistance,  and  forced  to  give  my  judgment  with- 
out their  sanction.     I  cannot,  therefore,  and  I  do 


not  find  that  the  Baithwaite  HaU  was  a  wrong- 
doer in  thus  infringing  the  17th  byelaw,  or  that 
she  was  guilty  of  contributory  negligence  in 
taking  the  course  she  did  under  the  circumstances. 
Tbe  cause  of  the  collision  must  be  sought  for  else- 
where." He  then  found  that  the  Baithwaite 
HaU  was  almost  stationary  at  the  timo  of  the 
collision,  and  that  the  Holmside — whatever  her 
pace,  which  he  did  not  exactly  fix— was  going  too 
fast,  considering  the  circumstances  and  state  of 
the  weather  on  the  morning  in  question;  that  she 
was  not  sufficiently  in  hand,  and,  consequently, 
could  not  bring  herself  up  in  time  to  avoid  a  colli- 
sion within  the  distance  that  her  look-out  could 
see  vessels  on  that  morning ;  and  that  the  Holm- 
aid^  was  on  that  account  atone  to  blame. 

From  these  decrees  the  owners  of  the  Holm$ide 
appealed.  The  evidence  had  been  taken  below  by 
a  shorthand  writer,  and  his  notes  were  printed 
and  filed  for  use  on  the  appeal.  The  printed 
transcript  of  the  notes  of  the  evidence  and  notes 
having  been  submitted  to  the  County  Court  judge, 
he  corrected  the  evidence  in  respect  of  certain 
questions  which  he  himself  had  asked,  and  also 
corrected  bis  judgment  where  he  alleged  it  to 
have  been  incorrectly  reported.  These  corrections 
were  made  by  indorsements  in  the  margin  of  one 
of  the  printed  appendices. 

Jan,  20. — Webster,  for  the  respondents,  now 
moved  that  the  shorthand  writer's  notes  and  the 
printed  copies  thereof  should  be  altered,  in  accord- 
ance with  the  County  Court  judge's  corrections. 
The  shorthand  writer's  notes  are  admitted  to  prove 
the  evidence  of  the  witnesses,  under  rule  32  of  the 
General  Orders  Begulating  the  Practice  of  the 
County  Courts  of  Admiralty  Jurisdiction,  butthey 
cannot  be  taken  as  against  the  judge's  notes ;  in 
common  law  cases  the  judge's  notes  are  always 
held  binding. 

E.  G.  Clarkeon,  for  the  respondents,  contended 
that  the  shorthand  writer's  notes  were  binding, 
and  could  not  be  altered.  The  shorthand  writer 
is  sworn  to  take  the  evidence  and  judgment  cor- 
rectly, and  the  32nd  rule  clearly  shows  that  his 
notes  are  intended  to  be  binding.  Unless  it  is 
positively  shown  that  the  notes  are  erroneous,  they 
should  not  be  altered,  and  this  has  cot  been  done. 
The  judge  ought  not  to  be  allowed  to  correct  the 
notes  with  a  view  of  making  his  judgment  appear 
correct. 

Webeter,  in  reply. 

Sir  B.  PHiLLrMO&E. — There  is  no  dispute  in  this 
case  as  to  the  decree ;  no  dispute  as  to  the  judg- 
ment ;  no  confiict  of  evidence  as  to  what  the 
judgment  was  in  its  result ;  and  the  only  ques- 
tion which  the  court  has  before  it  is,  whether 
the  court  shall  accept  as  accurate  the  short- 
hand writer's  notes  or  the  version  of  the  evi- 
dence and  reasons  for  the  judgment,  as  cor- 
rected and  stated  by  the  judge  himself.  lam  of 
opinon  that  it  is  my  duty  to  accept  the  latter, 
lam  clear  that  tbe  judge  has  a  perfect  right  to 
place  before  the  Court  of  Appeal  the  actual  reasons 
for  his  judgment,  and  that  where  there  is  a  con- 
flict between  the  judge  and  the  shorthand  writer 
as  to  questions  and  answers  put  and  received,  the 
judge's  version  must  be  accepted,  more  especially 
whore  those  questions  were  put  by  the  judge  him- 
self. I  will  only  repeat,  what  I  have  so  often  said, 
that  the  practice  of  the  County  Court  judges  giv- 
ing reasons  for  their  judgments  in  oases  coming 
up  on  appeal,  ought  always  to  be  followed,  and  is, 
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iodeed,  of  great  assistanoe  to  the  court.  There  is 
no  difficalty  in  the  present  case.  The  course 
I  shall  pursue  in  the  matter  is  this :  I  shall 
direct  the  registrar  to  see  that  the  amendments 
made  hj  the  learned  judge  are  inserted  in  the 
margin  of  the  printed  appendix  in  red  ink,  so  that 
the  alterations  may  be  opposite  to  the  parts  which 
are,  in  the  learned  County  Court  judge's  opinion, 
inaccurate.  I  shall  therefore  grant  the  prayer  of 
the  motion.    The  costs  will  be  costs  in  the  cause. 

Feb.  12. — ^The  appeal  now  came  on  for  hearing. 

Millward,  Q.C.  and  Glarlcaon  for  the  appellants. 

Webster  and  Davidson,  for  the  respondents. 

The  arguments  sufficiently  appear  in  the  judg- 
ment. 

Sir  E.  Phillimorb.— This  is  an  appeal  from  a 
decree  of  the  judge  of  the  County  Court  of  Nor- 
thumberland, holden  at  Newcastle-on-Tyne,  in 
cross  causes  of  collision,  brought  by  the  owners  of 
the  screw  steamer  Holmside  against  the  owners  of 
the  screw  steameri2a27^t(7at^£ran,and  by  the  latter 
against  the  former  respectively.  The  collision  took 
place  about  seven  o'clock  in  the  morning  of  the  2nd 
April  187i^,  on  the  south  side  of  the  river  Tyne, 
off  a  yard  known  as  Softley's  Yard.  The  learned 
judge  of  the  court  below  found  that  the  Holmside, 
which  was  coming  down  the  river,  was  alone  to 
blame,  and  his  decision  was  founded  upon  the  pace 
at  which  she  was  going  in  a  fog — founded  solely 
on  her  speed. 

The  learned  judge  has  taken  great  pains  to 
render  his  judgment  perspicuous  by  most  carefully 
stating  his  reasons— «  circumstance  which,  of 
itself,  would  make  the  court  most  reluctant 
to  reverse  the  decision  of  the  tribunal,  which 
has  had  the  great  advantage  of  having  the  wit- 
nesses examined  before  it.  The  judgment,  however, 
rests  almost  entirely  upon  the  learned  judge,  for 
the  nantical  assessors  appear  to  have  differed 
among  themselves  and  from  the  court ;  and  this  is 
a  circumstance  deserving  of  notice.  Hence  the 
decision  was  rightly  given  upon  the  responsibility 
of  the  judge  alone,  and  rests,  as  I  have  already 
pointed  out,  upon  the  fact  of  there  being  a  very 
thick  fog,  and  the  pace  of  the  Holmside  during 
that  fog. 

It  appears  that  the  Baithwaite  HaU  had  arrived 
off  the  Tyne  the  night  before  the  oollision, 
and  had  there  anchored,  thinking  it  not  safe  to 
proceed  on  account  of  the  fog.  The  next  morning, 
however,  her  master  deemed  it  right  to  attempt 
to  enter  the  river. 

Now  certain  bye-laws  have  been  admitted 
and  put  in  as  binding  upon  vessels  navigat- 
ing the  river  Tyne,  and  they  purport  to  be 
made  by  the  Tyne  Improvement  Commis- 
sioners under  various  Acts  of  Parliament.  There 
should,  however,  be  no  misunderstanding  as 
to  the  effect  of  these  and  similar  byelaws 
governing  the  navigation  of  a  river.  It  cannot 
be  held  that,  because  they  or  any  of  them 
are  disobeyed,  the  vessel  disobeying  them  must 
therefore  be  held  to  blame.  They  are  only 
evidence  of  what  it  is  the  duty  of  a  vessel  to 
do  under  the  circumiitances  named  in  the  par- 
ticular byelaw.  As  such  evidence,  however, 
they  are  an  important  element  in  every  case 
that  comes  within  their  provisions,  and  if  it 
should  appear  that  by  the  breach  of  one  of  them  a 
ship  has  occasioned  or  contributed  to  a  collision, 
the  existence  of  such  a  byelaw  would  afford  the  very 


strongest  reason  for  holding  that  that  ship  hsA 
been  guilty  of  a  breach  of  duty,  and  was  to  blame 
for  the  collision. 

Now,  by  clause  17  of  these  bye-laws,  it  is 
provided  that  "  All  vessels  navigating  the  river,, 
when  proceeding  towards  sea,  shall  keep  from 
south  of  mid-channel ;  and  when  coming  to  the 
seaward,  shall  keep  to  the  north  of  midchannel, 
so  that  the  port  helm  may  be  always  applied  to 
clear  vessels  proceeding  in  the  opposite  direction.'' 
By  clause  18,  "All  steam  vessels,  and  vessels 
towed  by  steam  vessels,  must  so  approach  the  river 
from  sea  as  to  enter  on  that  side  of  the  channel 
reserved  for  their  navigation."  By  clause  19,  '*  All 
vessels  when  under  weigh,  requiring  to  pass  over 
a  part  of  the  channel  which  is  not  within  that  half 
reserved  for  their  navigation,  for  the  purpose  of 
proceeding  to  or  from  landing  moorings  or  other 
places,  must  take  upon  themselves  the  respcmsi- 
bility  of  doing  so  in  safety,  with  reference  to  the 
passing  traffic,  &c."  The  22ad  clause  is,  "When 
steam  vessels,  proceeding  in  opposite  directions,, 
approach  each  other,  they  shall,  at  a  proper^  dis- 
tance, put  their  helms  to  port,  and  when  within 
thirty  yards  shall  ease  their  engines  sufficiently, 
and  keep  as  near  as  possible  to  the  right  or  star- 
board side  of  the  river,  so  as  to  afford  all  possible 
facility  for  passing  each  other." 

The  fact  is  admitted,  and  upon  this  point  there  is 
no  controversy  ,that  this  collision  took  place  south  o£ 
mid-channel,  or  in  what  maybe  called  the  waters  of 
the  Holmside,  This  fact  is  most  material  in  the 
consideration  of  the  case.  There  is  no  question 
either  as  to  the  state  of  the  weather.  There  was  a 
very  thick  fog,  lifting  occasionally,  but,  as  one 
witness  says,  '*  no  one  could  judge  accurately  as  to 
what  course  to  take."  Other  witnesses  used  various 
words  to  express  its  density,  but  they  all  agreed 
that  it  was  sufficiently  dense  to  prevent  vessels 
being  seen  at  a  greater  distance  than  700  or  800 
feet. 

The  observation  which  the  court  naturally 
makes  on  this  part  of  the  case  is,  that,  if  vessels 
choose  to  navigate  in  such  a  fog  as  this  seems 
to  have  been,  they  do  it  at  their  own  peril,  and  it 
is  incumbent  on  them  to  navigate  with  every 
precaution  and  act  of  prudence  possible;  and  if 
a  course  of  navigation  has  been  laid  down  by  oom- 
petent  authorities  and  well-known  rules,  surely  it 
IS  not  less,  but  rather  more,  incumbent  upon  vessels 
to  keep  that  course  and  to  observe  those  rules,  and 
if  they  negldct  to  do  so  they  must  answer  for  the 
consequences  of  that  neglect.  I  am  at  a  loss  vf> 
understand  the  argument,  that  because  there  was 
a  dense  fog,  the  rules  might  therefore  be  departed 
from.  I  myself  should  have  arrived  at  the  con- 
clusion that  the  existence  of  the  fog  was  the  most 
conclusive  reason  for  obeying  the  rules,  and  that 
each  vessel  would  on  that  very  account  have  good 
reason  to  think  that  the  other  was  obeying  the 
law.  That  a  vessel  should  navigate  in  a  river  at  al> 
during  such  a  fog  is  a  dangerous  and  reprehensible 
thing,  and  it  is  probable  that  the  Holmnde  would 
not  have  started  if  the  fog  had  not  began  to 
lift  shortly  before  she  left  dock.  This,  however, 
was  not  alleged  against  the  Holmside  in  the  court 
below  as  an  act  of  negligence,  probably  because 
the  river  regulations  do  not  prohibit  navigation  in 
a  fog,  for  they  provide  (clause  38),  that  "  during^ 
fogs  the  speed  of  steam  vessels  navigating  the  port 
shall  not  exceed  half  speed;"  but,  nevertheless,  the 
existence  of  a  fog  renders  It  the  more  inonmbeat 
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tkpon  yesselB  so  navigating  to  observe  the  regola- 

tiODS. 

Now,  not  only  did  the  Eaithwaite  Hall  disobey  the 
role  as  to  the  side  of  the  river  on  which  she  was  to 
oavigate,  bat  she  did  not  even  take  the  ordinary 
precaotion  of  employing  a  pilot.  Her  captain  took 
Kpon  himself  the  responsibility  of  taking  his  ship 
into  port  in  that  fog.  He  entered  the  river  on  the 
toath  side,  and  intended  to  cross  from  the  Fish 
Pier  to  the  northward,  and  his  defence  for  his 
disobedience  to  the  rales  is,  that  there  is  a  custom 
that  overrides  the  law.  Some  of  the  pilots  who 
were  called  for  the  Raithwaite  Hall,  say  that  there 
may  be  snch  a  regulation,  bnt  that  when  a  ship 
18  entering  the  river  in  a  fog,  it  is  the  custom  to 
come  in  on  the  sonth  side  nntil  she  sights  the  Fish 
Pier, and  then  make  over  to  the  northward. 

In  the  first  place  it  wonld  be  extremely  difficult  for 
uiy  court  to  support  the  proposition  that  it  is  com- 
petent for  any  person  to  set  aside  an  established 
regulation,  which  is  binding  in  law,  for  their  own 
convenience.  It  is  incumbent  upon  the  court  to 
ophold  the  law. 

But  I  am  by  no  means  satisfied  that  any 
8Qch  general  custom  has  been  proved,  nor  that 
there  was  any  snch  safety  for  vessels  taking 
that  course  in  a  fog  as  would  form  good  ground  for 
estahhshing  snch  a  custom.  One  of  the  nautical 
tBseesors  was  evidently  struck  by  this,  for  he 
asked  the  master  of  the  Baithtcaite  Hall :  **  Q.  If 

SNi  had  come  up  on  the  north  after  you  saw  the 
erd  Buoy,  and  had  gone  and  found  the  Beacon 
on  the  Middens,  would  there  have  been  a  collision  P 
A,  You  see  the  danger  is  putting  your  ship 
aground. — Q.  I  am  not  asking  you  about  that ;  I 
have  my  opinion  of  that,  and  I  was  the  one  who 
had  the  Beacon  put  there  ?  A,  There  is  just  as 
likely  to  be  a  collision  as  there  was,  because  the 
ships  were  noc  in  sight. — Q.  Ton  wonld  not  have 
bec^  able  to  grapple  your  way  up  there  P  A,  Not 
80  well  as  on  the  south  side. — Q.  Because  you 
never  put  your  lead  overboard  P  ^1.  1  told  you  the 
troth ;  I  never  used  the  lead  in  the  harbour,  in  the 
river.**  There  can  be  no  doubt  that  the  Middens 
isadangerons  place,  but  the  cause  indicated  by 
the  nautical  assessor  miffht  have  been  pursued  in 
the  opinion  of  the  Eider  Brethren,  provided  the 
master  had  taken  careful  soundings. 

This  shows  that  the  collision  might  have  been 
avoided,  despite  the  weather,  if  the  Raithwaite 
Hail  had  taken  ordinary  precautions,  and  had 
obeyed  (he  regulations.  But  here  is  a  vessel 
gobg  up  the  Tyne  in  a  thick  fog,  on  her  wrong 
side,  without  employing  a  pilot  or  nsing  her 
lead,  and  the  court  is  asked  to  find  another, 
which  is  navigated  with  both  care  and  skill, 
^one  to  blame  for  an  ensuing  collision.  The 
learned  judge  found  the  HohnaiJe  to  blame,  on 
the  ground  of  her  speed  alone ;  but  he  admitted 
that  he  could  not  fix  that  speed  accurately.  No 
doubt  the  result  of  the  evidence  is  to  leave  her 
speed  uncertain,  but  it  is  clear  that  she  was  not 
going  more  than  four  knots.  According  to  her 
master  she  was  going  dead  slow,  and  just  before 
the  collision  was  nearly  stopped.  The  Raithwaite 
Hall  was  then  reported  right  ahead,  and  was  at 
the  distance  of  about  700  feet ;  she  came  straight 
on  and  struck  the  Holmside's  port  bow  with  her 
own  port  bow. 

The  Elder  Brethren  are  quite  agreed  upon 
the  nautical  points  in  this  case,  and  also  agree 
with  me  as  to  the  effect  of  the   evidence.     I 


am  nnable  to  make  out  from  that  evidence 
how  the  judgment  below  an  be  maintained 
on  the  basis  on  which  the  learned  judge  has 
placed  it,  namely,  that  the  Holmside  was  goini^ 
at  an  undue  pace.  It  never  seems  to  have  occurred 
to  the  learned  judge  that  the  Raithwaite  Hall  was 
to  blame  for  her  infraction  of  the  law,  and  he  con- 
demns the  Holmside  alone.  The  evidence  leads  me 
to  the  exactly  opposite  conclusion,  and.  however 
much  I  regreif  it,  I  must  reverse  the  judgment 
below, and  find  the  Raithwaite  Hall  alone  to  blame. 
I  shall  allow  the  costs  of  this  appeal,  and  those  in 
the  court  below. 

Solicitors  for  the  appellants,  Ingledew,  Ince, 
and  Greening,  for  Ingledew  and  Daggett,  Newcastle- 
on-Tyne. 

Solicitor  for  the  respondent,  H,  C,  Ooote, 

JUDICIAJ.  COMMITTEE  OF  THE 
PBZVT  COUNCIL. 

ON  APPEAL  FROM  THE  HIGH  COU&T  OP  ADHIRAXTY  OP 

BNGLA.ND. 
Beported  bj  J.  P.  Aspdtall,  Esq.,  Barriater-at-Law. 

Feb.  13, 14,  and  17, 1874. 

(Present :  The  Bight  Hons.  Sir  J.  W.  Colvile, 
Sir  Barnes  Peacock,  Sir  Montagfb  Smith, 
Sir  E.  P.  Collier  ) 

The  Kjobenhavn. 

Collision — Dpfence — Inability  to  comply  with  regu* 
lations — Disabled  ship — Frior  collision — Respow 
sibilityfor. 
Where  a  ship  seeks  to  excrise  her  failure  to  comply 
with  the  sailing  regulations  and  with  a  seaman* 
like  precatUion,  by  showing  that  such  a  failure 
was  in  consequence   of  her  being  disabled  in  a 
prior  collision,  it  is  mattrial  to  inquire  whether 
the  prior  collision  was  due  to  her  default,  or  was 
the  result  of  inevitable  accident. 
Semble,  if  tlie  prior  collision  be  due  to  the  default  of 
the  ship  so  steking  excuse,  and  if  her  subiequeni 
failure  to  comply  as  aforesaid  contribute  to  the  coU 
lision  proceeded  for,  she  will  be  to  blame  therefor. 
This  was  an  appeal  from  a  decree  of  the  learned 
Judge  of  the  High  Court  of  Admiralty  of  England 
(Sir  B.  Phillimore)  in  a  cause  of  damage  lately 
pending  in  that  court,  promoted  and  brought  by 
the  appellants,  the    General   Steam   Navigation 
Company  as  owners  of  the  late  steamship  Mermaid 
against  the  Kjobenhavn  and  her  owners,  the  re- 
spondents intervening,  to  recover  damages  for  the 
total  loss  of  the  Met' maid  in  a  collision  between 
the  two  ships.    The  collision  occurred  in  the  river 
Thames,  about  half-a-miie  above  the  Ovens  Buoy, 
off  Coal  House  Point,  on  the  north  side  of  the 
river. 

The  Mermaid  was  a  screw  steamship  of  877  tons 
register,  and  90  horse  power,  and  wan  bound  from 
Shields  to  London  with  a  car^o  of  coals.  The 
Kjobenhavn  was  a  screw  steamer  of  700  tons 
register  and  100  horse  power. 

The  case  on  behalf  of  the  Mermaid,  was  that 
she  was  proceeding  up  the  river  at  full  speed  on 
the  north  shore,  rounding  Coal  House  Point,  when 
the  masthead  light  ot  a  steam  vessel,  which  proved 
to  be  the  Kjobenhavn,  was  seen  a  little  on  the 
starboard  bow  of  the  Mermaid,  distant  about  half 
a  mile;  that  the  engines  of  the  Mermaid  were 
eased,  and  her  helm  ported,  in  the  expectation  that 
the  Kjobenhavn,  which  was  supposed  to  be  under 
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way  comiDg  down,  would  also  port  her  helm,  so 
that  the  two  Teasels  might  pass  port  side  to  port 
side,  bat  that  the  Kjobenhavn  proved  to  be  at 
anchor,  and  althoogh  the  engines  o!  the  Mermaid 
were  stopped  and  reversed,  the  Mermaid  with  her 
port  side  came  into  collision  with  the  stem  of  the 
Kjohenliavn,  and  suffered  a  great  deal  of  damage. 
That  the  Mermaid  was  ran  ashore,  bat  slid  ofif 
again  into  deep  water,  and  became  a  total  wreck. 
The  appellants  attribute  blame  to  the  Kjoben- 
havn  for  having  been  improperly  lying  at  anchor 
in  an  nnnsual  and  improper  place,  for  having  im- 
properly had  her  masthead  light  up  and  burning, 
and  for  not  having  had  a  riding  light  up.  They 
called  the  harbour  master  of  Gravesend,  to  show 
that  the  place  where  the  Kjohenhavn  was  anchored 
was  improper,  and  that  he  should  have  removed 
her  if  he  bad  seen  her. 

The  respondents  in  their  answer  alleged — 

2.  Thftt  the  Kjohenhavn  was  Mng  at  anchor  near  the 
Eaiex  shore,  just  above  Coal  House  Point.  That  the 
wind  was  about  E.N.E.,  very  light.  That  the  tide  was 
about  half  flood,  and  of  the  force  of  about  three  and  a 
half  knots  an  hour ;  that  the  weather  was  fine  with  a 
slight  haze  on  the  water ;  that  there  were  occasional 
clouds  of  smoke  iBsuing  from  some  cement  factories  a 
little  lower  down,  and  borne  across  the  river  ;  that  Uie 
Kjohenhavn  was  riding  with  twenty^five  fathoms  of 
chain,  heading  steadily  to  the  tide,  and  sheered  out  from 
shore  under  a  m>rt  helm. 

3.  That  the  Kjohenhavn  had  not  been  long  at  anchor ; 
that  the  bright  white  or  masthead  light  was,  when  she 
oame  to  anchor,  carried  on  the  outer  jib  stay,  about 
tfairty.six  feet  above  the  hull,  and  remained  there  till  the 
oollision ;  that  it  exhibited  a  dear  light  to  all  vessels 
coming  np  the  river ;  that  just  before  the  Kjohenhavn 
had  come  to  anchor,  a«  aforesaid,  she  had  been  in  collision 
without  anv  fault  on  her  own  part  with  a  brig  riding  at 
anchor.  That  in  this  collision  her  riding  light  had  been 
destroyed ;  tiiat  at  the  time  she  came  to  anchor,  as  afore- 
said, and  up  to  the  time  of  the  collision,  she  had  not  any 
proper  riding  li^ht,  and  could  not  exhibit  one. 

4.  In  theee  circumstances  those  on  board  the  Kjohen- 
havn  observed  the  white  and  red  lights  of  a  steam  ship 
from  one  to  two  ship's  lengths  off  and  nearly  aheao. 
They  were  unable  to  do  anything  to  avoid  the  steamship 
carrying  these  lights,  which  was  the  Mermaid,  whose 
owners  are  proceeding  herein,  and  she  almost  imme- 
diately oame  in  collision  with  the  Kjohenhavn,  her  port- 
side  striking  the  stem  of  the  Kjohenhavn  with  consider- 
able violence.  The  Mermaid  then  passed,  and  no  damage 
was  done  to  the  Kjohenhavn, 

5.  Save  as  herembefore  in  Art.  3  has  been  stated,  the 
Kjohenhavn  had  not  improperly  her  masthead  light  up 
and  burning,  and  was  not  improperly  lying  at  anchor 
without  having  a  proper  riding  light  np.  The  light 
which  was  hung  on  the  kjohenhavn  as  in  Art.  3  stated 
was  for  all  vessels  coming  up  the  river  equivslent  to  a 
proper  riding  light,  and  the  presence  of  this  light  and 
the  absence  of  an^  other  light  did  not  in  anywise  oon- 
tribute  to  the  collision. 

The  respondents  denied  that  the  Kjohenhavn 
was  at  anchor  in  an  unusual  or  improper  place, 
and  attributed  the  collision  to  the  neglect,  default, 
or  mismanagement  of  those  on  board  the 
Mermaid, 

The  cause  was  heard  before  the  learned  judge, 
assisted  by  two  of  the  Elder  Brethren  of  the  Trinity 
Corporation,  and  the  witnesses  were  examined 
orally  in  open  court. 

It  was  proved  and  found  by  the  learned  judge, 
as  a  fact,  that  the  Kjohenhavn  was  lying  at  anchor 
in  an  improper  and  unusual  place,  and  evidence 
was  given  to  prove  that  she  had  come  into  col- 
lision with  the  brig  owing  to  the  carelessness  of 
those  on  board  the  Kjohenhavn,  The  brig  was 
lying  at  anchor  about  a  quarter  of  a  mile  below 
tibe  QreuB  Buoy,  and  about  three  lengths  to  the 


south  of  mid  channel  in  the  fairway,  and  in  the 
midst  of  a  thick  smoke  coming  across  the  river. 
The  defence  of  the  Kjohenhavn  was  that  by  reason 
of  this  smoke,  her  master  and  crew  wera  nnabl» 
to  distinguish  the  brig  until  too  late  to  avoid  a 
oollision,  and  that  the  brig  injured  them  to  such 
an  extent  that  her  steering  gear  would  not  act, 
their  lamp  room  was  broken  in,  their  riding  lights 
broken,  and  that  they  were  compelled  to  come  to 
anchor  at  once,  and  even  if  they  had  had  another 
light  they  had  not  time  to  have  hoisted  it  between 
the  two  collisions.  The  master  of  the  Kjohenhavn 
in  his  evidence  admitted  that  the  respondents 
had  paid  to  the  owners  of  the  brig  the  whole  of 
the  amount  (1162 )  of  the  damage  claimed  by  the 
owners  of  the  brig  in  respect  of  the  oollision 
between  the  Kjoht-nhavn  and  the  brig. 

The  learned  judge  of  the  court  below  found 
that  the  Kjohenhaon  was  lyini;  at  anchor  in  an 
improper  place,  and  that  she  had  not  a  proper 
light  up,  carrying  as  she  did  her  masthead  light, 
hung  15  or  16  feet  higher  than  an  ordinary  anSior 
light ;  but  that  this  was  necessitated  by  the  col* 
lision  with  the  brig,  which  occurred  by  no  fault  of 
the  Kjohenhavn,  but  rather  by  the  lault  of  the 
brig;  and  that  the  Kjohenhavn  must  be  considered 
as  having  been  reduced  to  that  condition  by 
inevitable  necessity,  and  by  no  misconduct  on  her 
part;  that  she  anchored  out  of  the  fairway,  and 
no  vessel  ought  to  have  come  near  her ;  that  there 
was  not  time  to  lower  the  light  to  the  proper  level 
of  an  anchor  light,  and  even  if  there  was  this  light 
ooald  not  have  deceived  the  Mermaid,  or  in  any 
way  contributed  to  the  collision;  and  that  the 
Mermaid  was  going  at  an  improper  speed  when 
entering  the  smoke,  and  ought  not  to  have  ported 
her  helm;  that  she  ought  to  nave  slackened  speed 
and  held  on  her  course,  that  the  effect  of  porting 
was  to  cause  the  collision;  and  pronounced  the 
collision  in  question  in  the  cause  to  have  been 
solely  occasioned  by  the  improper  navigation  of  the 
Mermaid,  and  by  his  decree  dismissed  the  snit 
with  costs. 

It  is  from  such  decree  that  this  appeal  was 
brought. 

The  appellants  submitted  that  the  decree  ap* 
pealed  from  ought  to  be  reversed  for  the  following 
amongst  other  reasons : 

1.  Because  the  evidence  proved  that  the  Kjo^ 
henhaven  was  lying  at  anchor  in  an  improper  and 
unusual  place. 

2.  Because  the  evidence  proved  that  the  Kjohen' 
havn  was  improperly  lying  at  anchor  without  any 

E roper  riding  light  up,  and  that  she  improperly 
ad  a  masthead  light  exhibited  at  a  height  of 
thirty-six  feet  above  her  deck,  being  a  height 
exceeding  by  sixteen  feet  the  height  at  which 
anchor  lights  ought  to  be  exhibited. 

8.  Because  it  lay  upon  the  respondents  to  prove 
that  the  collision  between  the  Kjohenhavn  and  the 
brig  happened  without  any  negtigenoe  on  the  part 
of  the  Kjohenhavn,  and  that  the  Kjohenhavn  was 
therefore  compelled  by  no  fault  of  her  own  to 
anchor  where  she  did,  and  prevented  by  no  fault 
of  her  own  from  exhibiting  a  proper  anchor  light, 
and  the  respondents  failed  to  discharge  suoh 
burden  of  proof. 

4.  Because  the  evidence  proved  that  the  said 
collision  with  the  brig  was  occasioned  or  con- 
tributed to  by  some  neglect  on  the  part  of  those 
on  board  the  Kjohenhavn, 

5.  Because  those  on  board  the  Kjohenhavn  im« 
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properly  left  the  masthead  light  of  the  Kjohenhavn 
•t  too  great  a  height  from  her  deck. 

6.  Beeaase  the  evidence  proved  that  those  on 
botrd  the  Mermaid  were  misled  hy  the  position  of 
tbe  Kjohenkavn,  and  by  seeing  her  masthead  light, 
into  supposing  that  the  Kjohenhavn  was  under 
way,  and  into  acting  accordingly. 

7.  Because  the  evidence  proved  that  the  col- 
lision was  occasioned  by  the  negligence  of  those 
on  board  the  Kjohenhavn. 

8.  Because  the  evidence  proved  that  the  collision 
was  not  occasioned  by  any  improper  navigation  on 
the  part  of  the  Mermaid. 

Buii,  Q.G.  and  E.  G.  (7/arA;«on  for  the  appellants — 
The  respondents  aro  liable  both  because  their  ship 
was  anchored  in  an  improper  place,  and  failed 
to  carry  the  proper  light ;  they  have  failed  to  show 
exoase  for  these  acts  of  default,  inasmuch  as  they 
have  not  shown  that  they  were  free  from  blame  in 
respect  of  the  collision  with  the  brig.  Ko  doubt 
it  was  the  porting  of  the  Mermaid*$  helm,  which 
brooght  aboat  the  collision,  but  she  was  led  into 
that  act  by  the  misleading  light  curried  by  the 
other  vesseL  The  Mermaid  was  bound  to  port, 
rapposing  the  other  ship  to  be  coming  down  the 
nver,  because  she  was  going  round  the  curve  of 
the  river,  and  would  expect  the  other  ship  to  keep 
outside.  The  course  up  and  down  the  river  is  a 
line  parallel  with  the  banks,  and  hence  the  meeting 
or  crossing  rules  do  not  strictly  apply,  but  vessels 
are  bound  to  keep  their  relative  courses  with 
regard  to  the  banks  of  the  river. 

The  Velocity,  L.  Bep.  3  P.  C.  44 ;   21  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S. 
686;  3 Mar.  Law  Cas.  O.  S.  308 ; 
The  Ranger,  The  Cologne,  ante,  vol.  1,  p.  484;   27 
L.T.&P.N.S.709. 

The  Mermaid  knowing  that  no  large  ship  anchored 
in  that  place  properly  assumed  that  the  Kjohenhavn 
waa  coming  down  the  river,  and  that  some  action 
waa  necessary.  The  masthead  light  was  easily 
distingQiBhable  from  an  ordinary  anchor  light,  and 
tins  misled  the  Mermaid. 

Sir  J.  Karelake,  Q.C.  and  W.  O.  F.  Phillimore 
for  the  respondents. — ^Thelfermatdkept  a  bad  look 
out,  and  ought  to  have  known  that  smoke  was 
nsittllyinthat  place,  and  to  have  come  through  it  at 
a  slower  speed.  They  ought  not  to  have  ported  till 
they  discovered  side  lights,  even  if  they  did  mistake 
tiie  Kjohenhavn  for  a  vessel  under  way.  The 
Ejihenhavn  cannot  be  held  to  blame  for  the  col- 
lision with  the  brig.  After  that  collision  there  was 
no  time  to  change  the  lights,  even  if  it  was  pos- 
nUe.  The  Kjohenhavn  was  anchored  in  a  proper 
pkce.  [Sir  J.  W.  Colvile. — There  can  be  no  doobt  * 
that  if  yon  had  cast  anchor  in  that  neighbourhood 
without  being  compelled  to  do  so  by  the  first 
collision,  you  ought  to  have  gone  up  beyond  the 
pomt  B.,  and  have  anchored  on  the  south  side.]  (a). 
Their  porting  was  an  improper  act,  even  if  we  were 
in  motion  ;  it  would  have  run  them  ashore. 

Olarheon  in  reply. — The  Merchant  Shipping  Act 
Amendment  Act  1862  (25  &  26  Vict.  o.  63), 
eect.  27  is  very  stringent,  and  enacts  that  a  vessel 

(a).  The  place  here  referred  to  is  the  anchorage  ground 
offGaveiend,  which  is  marked  on  the  charts  by  a  line 
naamz  from  the  Beacon  Light,  in  the  direction  of  the 
Shomead  Battery,  as  far  as  a  point  marked  B.  At 
sight  the  Beaoon  light  shows  a  bright  light  to  the  north- 
wud  of  that  line,  and  a  red  light  to  the  sonthward  of  it, 
nd  all  Teasels  anchoring  there  should  anchor  to  the 
■puihward  of  the  line.  See  Thames  Conservanoy 
^|«lawB,Bo]e22. 


shall  carry  the  prescribed  lights  and  no  others ; 
henoe  the  respondents  were  carrying  not  merely  a 
wrong  light  but  a  prohibited  light.  They  must 
show,  in  order  to  be  excused,  that  they  did  this 
from  absolute  necessity.  In  this  they  have 
failed,  as  they  admit  that  they  had  a  globular 
light,  and  do  not  show  why  it  was  not  put  up. 
They  were  guilty  of  negligence  in  getting  into 
such  a  position,  and  they  have  practically  admitted 
this  by  paying  for  the  damage  done  to  the  brig^ 
[Sir  Babnes  Peacock. — ^Tbe  Merchant  Shipping 
Act  Amendment  Act  1862,  sect.  29,  provides  that 
a  ship  guilty  of  a  breach  of  the  regulations  which 
occasions  the  collision,  *'  shall  be  deemed  in  fault, 
unless  it  is  shown  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  court 
that  the  circumstances  of  the  case  made  a  departure 
from  the  regulations  necessary.*'  If  by  reason  of 
the  first  collision  the  Kjohenhavn  was  compelled 
to  anchor  in  an  improper  place,  would  not  that  be 
a  circumstance  which  rendered  it  necessary  to 
anchor  in  that  place,  and,  having  by  the  same 
means  lost  her  lights,  to  carry  the  one  &he  did  ? 
Could  her  former  negligence,  if  it  existed,  render 
her  liable  for  the  second  collision  P  or  to  follow  it 
out,  if  the  brig  was  to  blame  for  the  first  collision 
could  she  have  been  proceeded  against  for  the 
damage  to  the  Mermaid  ?  Sib  Montague  Smith. — 
A  similar  case  arose  here,  but  I  do  not  think  the 
point  was  deoided.](a)  There  is  no  decided  case 
on  the  point,  but  the  real  question  is  whether  the 
default  was  occasioned  by  any  negligent  aot  in 
the  first  instance.  The  Kjohenhavn  was  without 
her  lights,  and  she  pleads  that  this  happened 
without  her  default ;  she  must  therefore  show  that 
she  was  not  to  blame  for  that  which  caused  her  to 
be  in  the  fairway  without  her  proper  light. 

Feh.  17. — The  judgment  of  the  court  was  de- 
livered by  Sir  J.  W.  Oolvile. — ^The  general  facta 
of  this  case  are  stated  by  the  learned  judge  of  the 
Court  of  Admiralty  in  the  two  first  paragraphs  of 
the  judgment,  against  which  the  appeal  is  brought, 
as  clearly  as  it  is  possible  for  me  to  state  them. 
He  says  : — "  This  is  a  case  of  collision  between  a 
screw  steamship  called  the  Mermaid  and  a  screw 
steamship  called  the  Kjohenhavn.  It  took  place 
between  nine  and  ten  o'clock  on  the  night  of 
Friday  the  28th  March.  The  place  of  collision 
was  about  half  a  mile  from  the  Ovens  Buoy  off 
Coal  House  Point,  on  the  north  side  of  the  river 
Thames,  and  in  Gravesend  Beach.  The  tide  was 
about  half  fiood,  running  at  a  speed  of  between 
three  and  four  knots.  The  Mermaid  was  a  vessel 
of  577  tons  register,  and  90  horse*power,  with  a 
crew  of  23  hands.  She  was  on  a  voyage  from 
Shields  to  London,  with  a  cargo  of  coals,  and  was 
proceeding  up  the  river  Thames  and  rounding 
Coal  House  Point.  The  Kjohenhavn  was  a  larger 
vessel  of  700  tons  register  and  100  nominal  horse- 
power, with  a  orew  of  20  hands ;  and  at  the  time 
of  this  collision  she  was  lying  at  anchor  with  25 
fathoms  of  chain  heading  to  the  tide,  at  the  place 
which  has  been  marked  by  the  witness  on  the  map 
here,  which  is  close  to  the  Ovens  Buoy  and  off  a 
bank  called  Ovens  Flat." 

There  is  but  one,  action,  namely,  the  action 
brought  by  the  Mermaid  to  reoover  damages 
from  the  Kjohenhavn,  and  there  being  no  cross 
action,  it  follows  that  the  first  and  possibly 
the  only  material  question  in  the  cause  is  whether 

(a.)  The  case  referred  to  was  The  Amelia ;  The  iitmo- 
ante,  p.  96.— Ed. 
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the  Mermaid  has  established  a  case  of  negli- 
geDce,  contribatiDg  to  this  collision,  against  the 
JSijobenhavnt  because  if  she  has  failed  to  do  so, 
it  is  immaterial  whether  the  collision  was  dne  to 
inevitable  accident  or  to  the  fanlb  of  the  Mermaid. 
On  the  other  hand,  if  she  has  established  sach  a 
case  of  negligence  against  the  Kjobtnhavn  then 
the  question,  arises  whether  there  was  not  also 
contributory  oegligence  on  the  part  of  the Mennaid, 
in  which  case,  both  vessels  being  in  fault,  the  rule 
of  the  Court  of  Admiralty  would  apply  and  the 
damage  would  be  divisible  between  them. 

'  There  is  also  this  peculiarity  in  the  case,  that  the 
vessel  complaining,  the  plaintifEs'  vessel,  was  the 
only  vessel  in  rao&ion,  the  Kjohenhavn  being  ad- 
mitted to  be  at  anchor ;  and  in  all  such  cases  it  is 
incumbent  on  the  vessel  which  has  the  power  of 
motion  and  the  means  of  manoeuvring  to  show 
some  sufficient  reason  why  it  should  have  come  in 
contact  with  a  vessel  lying  at  anchor  and  incapable 
of  motion. 

The  negligence  attributed  to  the  KJohenha/vn 
is  that  she  was  anchored  in  an  improper  place, 
and  that  she  failed  to  carry  a  riding  light,  pur- 
suant to  the  seventh  article  of  the  sailing  rules. 
Those  are  the  facts  in  respect  of  which  negligence 
is  imputed  to  her;  but  even  if  those  facts  are 
established  it  will  be  a  further  question  whether 
that  negligence  contributed  to  the  accident. 

Now,  upon  the  evidence  their  Lordships  think  it 
has  been  correctly  found  in  the  court  below  that  the 
Kjohenhavn  was  anchored  in  a  place  in  which  a 
vessel  of  that  size  ought  not,  in  ordinary  circum- 
stances, to  have  anchored.  We  have  upon  that 
point  the  evidence  of  the  harbour- master,  who  is 
very  strong  in  his  general  conclusion  that  the 
place  of  anchorage  was  an  improper  place  for  a 
vessel  of  that  size,  although  he  admit^s  in  another 
part  of  his  evidence  that  small  craft  did  occasion- 
ally anchor  on  that  northern  shore,  and  near  the 
place  where  the  Kjohenhavn  was  anchored.  The 
greater  part  of  his  examination  was  ?ndeed  directed 
to  show  that  the  proper  place  of  anchorage  for 
vessels  in  the  Gravesend  Eeach  which  have  the 
power  of  anchoring  in  the  proper  place  and  intend 
to  remain  there  for  any  time,  is  on  the  southern 
shore,  above  the  point  marked  B.  on  the  chart ; 
but  that  evidence  has  no  bearing  upon  the  present 
case,  since  it  was  impossible  for  the  Kjohenhavn  in 
her  disabled  state  to  get  so  far  into  the  reach.  This 
witness,  however,  persistently  contended  that  the 
place  where  she  did  anchor  in  point  of  fact  was 
primd  facie  an  improper  place  of  anchorage,  and  it 
IS  to  be  remarked  that  his  evidence  on  that  point 
is  in  some  degree  confirmed  by  that  of  Mr.  Claxton, 
the  pilot  of  the  Kjobtnhavn,  who,  at  page  42, 
line  39,  is  asked :  **  It  is  not  a  proper  place  to 
anchor  in  if  you  can  help  it,  is  it  P  "  and  answers 
"  No."  Their  Lordships  then  will  assume  that  the 
Judge  of  the  Court  of  Admiralty  has  correctly 
found  that  the  Danish  steamer  was  anchored  in 
that  which  was  primd  facie  an  improper  place. 

Again  it  is  admitted  that  the  Kjohenhavn  did  not 
carry  the  proper  riding  light;  but  the  amended 
pleading  (Art.  3),  which  is  in  the  nature  of  a  plea 
m  confession  and  avoidance,  states  upon  that 
point:  **The  Kjohenhavn  had  not  been  long  at 
anchor,  the  bright  white  or  masthead  light  was 
when  she  came  to  anchor  carried  on  the  outer  jib 
stay  about  thirty- six  feet  above  the  hull,  and 
remained  there  till  the  collision.  It  exhibited  a 
dear  light  to  all  vessels  coming  up  the  river. 


Just  before  the  Kjohenhavn  had  come  to  anchor 
aforesaid,  she  had  been  in  collision  without  any 
fault  on  her  part  with  a  brig  riding  at  anchor.  In 
this  collision  her  riding  light  had  been  destroyed. 
At  the  time  she  came  to  anchor. as  aforesaid,  and 
up  to  the  time  of  the  collision,  she  had  not  any 
proper  riding  light  and  could  not  exhibit  one." 
Now  that  pleading  seems  distinctly  to  put  forward 
as  an  excuse  for  not  having  the  proper  light,  that 
she  had  been,  without  any  fault  of  her  own,  in  col- 
lision with  the  brig,  and  therefore  it  beoame  a 
material  question  in  the  cause  whether  her  col- 
lision with  the  brig  was  due  to  her  default,  or 
whether  it  was,  as  her  pilot  put  it,  the  result  of 
inevitable  accident. 

Their  Lordships  have  considered  the  evi- 
dence upon  that  point,  und  they  have  also  had 
the  benefit  of  consulting  their  nautical  assee- 
sors  upon  it.  They  are  not  disposed  to  differ 
from  the  conclusion  of  the  learned  Judge  of 
the  court  below,  who  says  not  only  that  it  has 
not  been  proved  that  she  was  in  fault,  but  that  the 
contrary  is  established.  It  seems  to  them  npon 
the  evidence  that  the  Kjohenhavn  was  comin|^  up 
necessarily  more  or  less  under  a  port  helm»  ana 
that  she  was  coming  only  at  half  speed.  There  is 
also  evidence  that  there  was  a  considerable  fo^ 
about  that  place,  either  fog  or  smoke  proceeding 
from  the  cement  factories,  and  that  by  reason 
of  that  the  brig  and  its  riding  light  must  have 
been  more  or  less  obscured.  Again,  it  appears 
clear  to  them  upon  the  evidence  that  the  bri^  was 
anchored  in  an  improper  place,  in  a  place  in  which 
she  should  not  have  anchored  without  excuse. 
The  fog  seems  to  have  been  her  excuse  for  drop- 
ping her  anchor  there,  but  still  she  was  in  a  place 
in  which  a  steamer  coming  up  the  river  would  not 
reasonably  expect  to  find  a  vessel  at  anchor. 
Taking  into  consideration  these  circumstances,  the 
moderate  speed  at  which  the  vess&l  was  proceeding, 
that  she  was  proceeding  under  a  port  helm,  and 
that  owing  to  the  fog  she  could  not  see  the  brig 
earlier  than  she  did,  their  Lordships  are  of  opinion 
that  the  Kjohenhavn  cannot  be  said  to  have  been 
in  fault  in  respect  of  that  collision.  It  was  indeed 
argued  by  Mr.  Clarkson  that  she  ought  not  to  haTe 
ported  her  helm  under  the  circumstances,  but  as 
she  was  going  up  under  a  port  helm  their  Lordships 
think  that  no  fault  is  reasonably  to  be  attributed 
to  her  in  respect  of  that  manoeuvre.  Their  con- 
clusion is  that  the  collision  between  the  Kjohenhavn 
and  the  brig  must  be  taken  for  the  purposes  of  this 
suit  to  have  been  the  result  of  inevitable  accident. 

It  then  appears  that  the  effect  of  the  collision 
was  such  ih&t  the  Kjohenhavn  was  compelled  to  drop 
her  anchor,  and  that  she  could  not,  in  the  state  in 
which  she  was,  have  dropped  it  in  any  other  place 
than  that  where  she  did  anchor.  It  is  clear  that 
she  could  not  by  any  means  have  got  to  the  anchor- 
age on  the  south  side  of  the  river.  It  further 
appears  that  the  effect  of  this  collision  was  to 
knock  out  one  of  her  side  lights,  to  scatter  the 
parafine  about  the  deck,  to  cause  considerable 
damage  on  the  bridge  and  to  bring  across  the 
bridge,  so  as  to  interfere  with  her  steering  power*  a 
considerable  portion  of  the  rigging.  It  is  also  a 
material  circumstance  with  reference  to  the  lights 
that  the  locker  in  which  the  riding  light  was  kept 
was  stove  in,  and  consequently  that  no  proper 
riding  light  was  forthcoming  or  capable  of  being 
put  up.  These  circumstances  appear  to  their 
Lordships  sufficient  to  account  both  for  the  place 


MARITIME  LAW  CASES. 


217 


Peit.  Ca] 


Attobnet-Gsns&ai.  v.  Tsbbt. 


[Chan. 


of  anohorftgo  and  for  the  absenoe  of  the  ordinary 
sidiDg  lighr,  and  to  relieve  the  Kjohenhavn  from 
an^  impatation  of  negligence  upon  those  two 
points. 

The  question  however  remainB,  whether  she 
was  juRtified  in  keepiog  np  her  bright  mast 
Hght  and  omitting  to  lower  it  to  that  height  above 
;he  deck,  namely,  a  height  not  exceeding  20  feet, 
at  whiob,  according  to  Article  7  of  the  Eegu- 
laiions  for  Preventing  Collisions,  a  riding  light 
ought  to  be  carried.  Upon  that  point  their 
Lordships  have  in  the  coarse  of  the  argument 
fslfc  considerable  doubt.  It  has  been  said  that  not 
bsTiog  the  proper  riding  light  she  ought  to  have 
taken  away  the  masthead  light  altogether,  and  to 
have  put  up  some  globular  light,  which  it  is  sup- 
posed might  have  been  found  in  the  engine  room, 
or  the  particular  globular  light  which  after  the 
collision  which  is  the  subject  of  this  action,  was 
really  put  up,  viz  ,  a  lantern  ordinarily  in  use  in 
the  forecastle.  But  considering  the  state  of  the 
vessel,  and  the  short  interval  of  time  which  elapsed 
between  the  two  collisions,  their , Lordships  are 
not  satisfied  that  there  was  time  in  which  that 
kotem,  supposing  it  would  have  answered  any 
effectual  purpose,  or  in  any  degree  have  affected 
the  collision,  oould  have  been  put  up.  They  there- 
fore think  that  negligence  cannot  be  imputed  to 
the  Kjobenhavn  by  reason  of  her  omission  to 
exhibit  that  forecastle  light  before  the  second  col- 
lision. 

It  is  then  said  that  at  least  she  might  have 
bwered  the  masthead  light?  but  even  if  her 
failure  to  do  this  be  taken  to  have  been  an  act  of 
negligence,  which  thfdr  Lordships,  considering  all 
the  circnmstances  of  the  case,  are  not  satisfied  it 
was,  the  question  would  remain,  whether  that 
n^ligenoe  can  be  said  to  have  caused  or  con- 
tributed to  the  collision  P 

That  question  necessarily  opens  the  inquiry 
into  the  conduct  of  the  other  vesseU  Now  the 
Mermaid  was  coming  up  the  river  and  had 
gone  round  the  Ovens  Buoy  at  a  distance  of 
one  ship's  length  from  the  buoy,  at  a  very 
high  speed,  at  a  speed  which  has  been  almost 
admitted  in  the  reply  to  have  been  improper.  It 
cannot  be  taken  npon  the  evidence  to  have  been 
less  than  eight  or  nine  knots  through  the  water, 
and  therefore  eleven  or  twelve  miles  over  #he 
ground.  Again  the  conclusion  which  their  Lord- 
ships draw  from  the  evidence  is  that  the  look-out 
kept  on  board  the  Mermaid  was  very  imperfect. 
There  was  nothing  in  the  position  of  the  two 
vessels  to  prevent  the  Mermaid,  if  she  had  kept  a 
proper  look-out,  not  merely  for  the  buoy,  but  for 
the  vessels  ahead  of  her,  from  seeing  that  bright 
masthead  light  at  a  considerably  greater  distauce 
than  that  at  which  the  witnesses  agree  she  first 
saw  it,  namely,  half  a  mile.  They  cannot  then 
acquit  the  Mermaid,  coming  at  this  rate  of  speed 
upon  a  vessel  with  a  bright  masthead  light  visible 
above  the  fog  about  her,  of  culpable  negligence  in 
respect  to  this  collision.  But  the  point  imme- 
diately to  be  considered  is  whether  the  Kjobenhavn, 
hj  reason  of  her  carrying  that  bright  masthead 
hght  was  guilty  of  negligence  contributory  to  the 
accident.  The  case  of  the  Mermaid  is,  that  seeing 
this  masthead  light  at  a  distance  of  half  a  mile 
end  half  a  point  on  her  starboard  side,  she  came 
to  the  conclusion  that  the  vessel  that  carried  that 
light  must  be  under  weigh  and  coming  down  the 
nver.    She  admits  that  she  did  not  see  any  side 


0  light.  Her  master  and  others  on  board  of  her  say 
they  supposed  that  the  smoke  coming  from  the 
factories,  or  the  mist  had  obscured  those  lights ; 
but  they  admit  that  they  saw  no  side  light.  In 
those  circumstances  the  master  chose  to  assume 
that  the  two  vessels  were  meeting  end  on,  and  that 
he  was  acting  in  obedience  to  the  sailing  rules  by 
porting  her  helm. 

It  seems  to  their  Lordships  that  he  was  not 
justified  in  that  conclusion,  and  that  he  cannot 
be  Slid  to  have  been  deceived  into  executing 
that  manoeuvre  by  merely  seeing  the  bright 
masthead  light.  The  Mermaid  had  this  light 
a  little  on  her  starboard  bow,  and  she  saw  no 
side  lights;  and  in  these  circumstances  their 
Lordships  are  of  opinion  (and  in  that  opinion  they 
are  confirmed  by  their  assessors)  that  her  proper 
manoeeuvre,  even  if  those  on  board  of  her  believed 
that  the  other  vessel  was  moving  down  the  river, 
was  to  starboard  her  helm  and  to  go  towards  the 
south  shore  so  as  to  pass  in  the  mid  channel 
outside  the  Kjohenhavn,  Not  seeing  the  side 
lights  of  the  other  vessel,  she  had  no  reasonable 
grounds  for  supposing  that  that  vessel  would  port 
her  helm  so  as  to  cross  her  course  and  come  into 
collision  with  her.  Their  Lordships  are  also  in- 
formed that  according  to  the  ordinary  course  of 
navigation,  a  steamer  coming  down  the  river  would 
keep^  along  the  north  shore  until  she  came  to 
Ovens  Buoy,  and  then,  and  not  until  then,  would 
stand  across  the  reach. 

Therefore  it  cannot  be  said  that  either  by 
reason  of  a  strict  adherence  to  the  sailing 
rules,  according  to  which  she  would  not  be 
justified  in  coming  to  the  conclusion  that  the 
two  vessels  were  meeting  end  on  unless  she  saw 
the  side  lights,  or  by  reason  of  any  general  or 
established  course  of  navigation  in  that  part  of  the 
river,  the  Mermaid  was  right  in  porting  her  helm. 
And  since  it  is  clear  that  had  she  starboarded  she 
would  have  gone  clear  of  the  Kjohenhavn,  it 
follows  that  the  exhibition  of  the  masthead  light 
was  not  an  act  of  negligence  which  contributed  to 
the  collision. 

For  these  reasons  their  Lordships  are  of 
opinion  that  the  court  below  was  right  in  hold- 
ing that  the  Mermaid  had  failed  to  establish  a 
case  of  negligence  contributing  to  the  accident 
against  the  Kjohenhavn,  and  that  if  ic  were  neces- 
sary to  pronounce  any  opinion  on  that  point,  the 
Mermaid  was  solely  to  blame  for  the  collision. 
Their  Lordships  will  therefore  humbly  advise  Her 
Majesty  to  affirm  the  judgment  of  the  court 
below,  and  to  dismiss  this  appeal,  with  costa 

Appeal  dismissed  and  decree  affirmed. 

Solicitors  for  the  appellants,   Cattams,  Jehu, 
and  Catlarns, 
Proctors  for  the  respondents,  Dyke  and  Slohes, 
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Beported  bj  E.  Btxwast  Bochs  and  H.  Psat,  Esqn., 

Barristen.at-Law. 


Tuesday,  March  3, 1874 

(Before  the  Lobd  Chancellor  (Cairns)  and  the 

Lords  Justices.) 

Attorney  General  v.  Terry. 

Navigable  river'^Obstrwition — Injunction. 
Where  the  oicner  of  a  wharf  abutting  on  a  navigable 
river  drove  piles  ifito  the  bed  of  the  river,  and 
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thv8  caused  an  ohstruction  which  diminished  by 
three  feet  the  navigable  breadth  of  the  river  in  the 
front  of  the  wharf,  such  navigable  breadth  having 
been  sixty  feet  prior  to  the  erection  of  the  obstruc' 
tioni 
Held  (affirming  the  decision  of  the  Master  of  the 
Rolls)  that  this  was  a  substantial  interference 
with  the  free  navigation  of  the  river,  and  that  it 
ought  to  be  restrained  by  injunction,  (a) 
This  was  an  appeal  from  a  decinion  of  the  Master 
of  the  Bolls. 

The  hearing  in  the  ooart  below  ia  reported 
ante,  p.  174,  where  the  facts  of  the  case  are  fally 
stated. 

The  Master  of  the  Bolls  haying  granted  an 
iDJonotion,  the  defendant  appealed. 

Fischer,  Q.C.,  and  O.  Beaumont,  in  support  of  the 
appeal,  contended  that  no  case  of  obstrnotion 
or  public  nuisance  had  been  established  against 
the  defendant ;  no  evidence  was  produced  of  any 
vessel  having  been  impeded  or  injured  by  reason 
of  the  alleged  obstruction.  Indeed  the  works 
erected  by  the  defendant  would  be  a  benefit  rather 
than  a  hindrance  to  the  navigation  of  the  river. 
At  all  events,  on  the  principle  of  the  maxim  "  Be 
minimis  non  curat  lex,**  the  obstruction,  if  any,  was 
so  infinitesimally  slight  that  the  court  ought  not 
to  interfere  by  injunction.    They  cited 

Hale  de  Portibna  Maris,  HarereaTe'a  Law  tracts 

p.  85; 
Attomey'Qeneral  ▼.  The  3fayor  ar^d  Corporation  of 

KingBton-on-Thames,  12  L.  T.  Eep.  N.  S.  665  ;  11 

Jur.  N.  S.  596; 
Taylor  on  ETidenoe,  p.  54 ; 
Angel  on  Carriage  by  Water,  p.  200 ; 
Rem  y.  Russell,  6  B.  &  C.  566 ; 
Rex  y.  Ward,  4  Ad.  A  E.  384; 
Reg  y.  Randall,  Car  4'M.  496; 
Attomey-Oerural  v.  The  Shejield  Qas  Consumer^ 

Company,  3  De  G.  M.  and  G.  304 ; 
Rickett  y.  Morris,  14  L.  T.  Eep.  N.  S.  835 ;  L.  Eep. 

1  So.  App.  47—60 ; 
Attorney-General  v.  The  Earl  of  Lonsdale,  20  L.  T. 

Eep.  N.  S.  64 ;  L.  Eep.  7.  Eq.  377  ; 
The  Sandwich  Hayen  Improyement  and  Eegolation 

Act,  1847,  88, 12,  87. 

Without  calling  upon 

Roxburgh,  Q.O.,  and  E,  P.  C.  Hanson,  who  ap- 
peared in  support  of  the  order  of  the  Master  of  the 
Bolls, 

The  Lord  Chancvlloe  (Oaims). — In  disposing 
of  this  case  I  refer  merely  to  facts  as  to  which 
there  is  no  controversy,  and  make  no  reference  to 
facts  that  are  in  dispute  between  the  parties. 

The  river  Stour  is  a  navigable  river,  which  seems 
to  be  considerably  used,  especially  by  ships  trading 
in  connection  with  the  town  of  Sandwich.  Its 
navigation  was  placed  in  a  special  manner  under  the 
guardianship  of  the  Corporation  of  Sandwich  by 
an  Act  of  Parliament  passed  in  1847,  by  the  12th 
section  of  which  act  the  Mayor  and  Corporation  of 
that  town  are  themselves  prohibited  from  con- 
structing any  work  in  the  river  without  the  con- 
sent of  the  Admiralty,  and  by  the  37th  section  the 
water  bailiff,  an  officer  of  the  Corporation,  is 
authorised  to  remove  any  obstruction.  I  refer  to 
that  Act  for  the  purpose  of  pointing  out  that  it 
was  considered  of  great  public  importance  to 
preserve  navigation  of  the  river  Stour  unim- 
peded, and  that  a  special  duty  devolved  upon  the 
relators  to  keep  the  river  free  from  obstruction. 

The  defendant  has  a  private  wharf  and  a  ware* 

(a)  See  note  (a),  ante  p.  174« 


house,  in  front  of  which  there  is  a  way  for  horses 
and  foot  passengers,  over  which  the  public  had  a 
free  right  of  passage,  and  high  up  over  this  way 
there  is  a  projecting  hutch  or  loft,  which  forma  pai^ 
of  the  defendant's  warehouse,  from  which  the 
defendant  pulls  up  and  lets  down  goods.  Before  the 
oommencement  of  the  works  complained  of,  there 
had  been  a  row  of  old  piles  in  front  of  the  wharf, 
which  had  been  placed  there  some  sixteen  years  ago, 
perhaps  for  the  purpose,  on  the  one  hand,  of  pre- 
venting injury  to  ships  from  their  scraping 
against  the  river  bank,  and,  on  the  other  hand,  of 
protecting  the  river  from  injnry  which  would  be^ 
occasioned  by  ships  rubbing  against  and  bring- 
ing down  the  banks.  These  old  piles  rotted  away» 
and  there  was  no  distinct  evidence  before  the 
court  who  had  placed  them  there;  but  it  is 
sufficient  to  say  that  if  they  had  occasioned  any 
obstruction  to  the  navigation  of  the  river,  no  right 
was  thereby  acquired  by  the-owners  of  the  ground 
opposite  to  them  to  continue  the  obstruction. 
^  The  defendant,  finding  that  his  warehouse  was 
sinking,  and  that  he  oould  not  place  anything  in 
the  nature  of  a  support  upon  a  public  way  be- 
tween the  river  and  his  warehouse,  had  driven 
piles  deep  into  the  soil  of  the  river,  and  erected  a 
platform,  resting  on  a  tripod,  floored  over  at  the 
top  and  boarded  on  the  front  parallel  to  the  bank. 
This  projects  three  feet  into  the  river,  and  the 
practical  efleot  of  it  is  that  the  defendant  has 
provided  himself  with  a  wharf  three  feet  in  width 
outside  his  old  wharl  He  uses  this  structure  in 
the  first  place  for  the  purpose  of  supporting  his 
warehouse  by  fixing  poles  from  it  to  the  founda- 
tions of  the  warehouse ;  and  he  further  proposes 
to  send  a  shoot  from  the  hutch  up  above  to  the 
floor  of  the  platform  erected  on  the  piles,  and  to 
use  this  shoot  for  the  purpose  of  loading  and  un- 
loading vessels  ranged  alongside  the  platform. 

At  this  part  of  its  course,  the  breadth  of  the  river 
Stour  for  navigable  purposes  is  about  sixty 
feet  at  high  water  —  there  is  sixty  feet  of 
navigable  space  for  ships  drawing  from  eight  Uy 
eleven  feet  of  water,  the  ordinary  class  of  ships 
employed  on  the  river.  I  think  that  the  evi- 
dence clearly  establishes  that  prior  to  the  erection 
of  this  structure  a  ship  drawing  not  more  than 
eight  and  a  half  feet  of  water  could  at  high  water 
have  ranged  close  up  to  the  defendant's  wharf  and 
have  remained  close  to  that  wharf,  and  that  ships 
drawing  more  than  eight  and  a  half  feet  of  water 
would  probably  have  grounded.  Now,  all  ships 
that  could  have  got  close  up  to  the  old  wharf  are 
compelled  to  range  up  against  the  new  structure, 
three  feet  further  out. 

The  undoubted  effect  of  this  is,  whether  we 
take  the  case  of  ships  lying  against  this  new  pro- 
jection, or  of  ships  not  lying  there  at  all,  that  the 
defendant  has  lessened  the  navigable  breadth  of 
the  river  by  about  three  feet ;  in  other  words,  he 
has  taken  and  abstracted  three  feet  out  of  sixty. 
It  has  been  strongly  urged  that  there  is  no  real 
obstruction,  and  that  this  court  ought  not  to  inter- 
fere, but  I  feel  bound  to  say  that  this  is  exactly  one 
of  those  cases  in  which  it  is  proper  that  such  an 
act  should  be  challenged  at  the  very  outset  by  the 
persons  appointed  to  act  as  conservators  of  the 
river.  In  my  opinion,  if  three  feet  be  taken  un- 
challenged at  one  time,  it  is  very  likely  that  six 
feet  would  be  taken  at  another  time,  and  although 
I  cannot  say  that  there  might  not  be  an  obstruc- 
tion of  such  a  very  trifling  nature  that  this  oonrfr 
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woold  Dofe  interfere,  I  am  prepared  to  hold  with- 
out any  qoalification  that  this  Bobstraotion  of  three 
faet  from  the  navi^ble  breadth  of  the  river  is  a 
taii||ible  and  sobstaotial  interfereoce  with  the  free 
nayigalion  of  the  river,  which  oafl[hb  at  once  to 
be  challeoged  by  the  corporation  in  performance 
of  the  duty,  with  which  they  had  beenentrasted,  of 
preserving  unimpaired  the  navigation  of  the  river, 
and  ought  to  be  restrained  by  an  injunction  o£ 
this  court. 

The  question  of  the  towing  path  is  out  of  the 
ease ;  it  crept  into  the  decree  per  incuriam,  I 
regret  that  application  was  not  made  to  the 
Ifaster  of  the  Bolls  as  to  that  mistake,  but  that 
ought  not  to  make  any  difference  ia  the  order  to 
be  now  made.  The  appeal  must  therefore  be  dis- 
missed with  costs. 

Lord  Justice  Mellish  was  of  the  same  opinion, 
Hiis  was  an  indictable  nuisance  upon  whicha  jnry, 
properly  directed  by  a  judge,  would  give  a  verdict. 
The  piles  were  erected  in  the  stream  of  a  navig- 
able  river  where  every  foot  was  requi^'ed  for  the 
purposes  of  navi^^ation.  There  might,  indeed,  be 
places  by  the  banks  of  the  river  where  the  water 
was  so  shallow  that  it  was  practically  of  no  use 
for  navigation,  and  as  to  such  places  that  which 
would  otherwise  be  a  nuisance  might  not  be  such 
ts  to  make  it  the  duty  of  this  courc  to  interfere  to 
prevent  it,  but  in  places  which  were  actually  use- 
ful for  navigation  there  was  no  difference  between 
the  obstruction  of  them  and  of  a  highway.  It  was 
DO  answer  to  the  bill  to  pay  that  there  was  room 
enouirh  left  for  navigation,  and  that  if  ships  were 
navigated  with  skill  and  care  they  would  not  suffer 
from  the  obstruction.  The  public  had  a  right  to 
navigate  over  the  whole  space  of  the  river. 
Neither  was  it  any  answer  to  say  that  the  obstruc- 
tion only  occurred  at  certain  states  of  the  tide, 
that  it  made  no  difference  to  ships  drawing  eleven 
feet  of  water,  and  that  in  some  respects  the  works 
complained  of  would  be  advantageous.  The  ad- 
vantage of  one  person  could  not  be  set  off  against 
the  disadvantage  of  another.  If  this  was,  in  the 
ordinary  course  of  navigation,  an  obstruction,  it 
was  in  point  of  law  an  indictable  nuisance,  and 
that  being  so  it  was  the  duty  of  the  Court  of 
Chancery  to  restrain  it  by  injunction. 

Lord  Justice  James  was  of  the  same  opinion. 
He  only  desired  to  add  that  where  a  public  body 
was  entrusted  with  the  duty  of  being  conservators 
of  a  river,  it  was  their  duty  to  take  proceedings  to 
prevent  any  obstruction  to  the  navigation  of  the 
river.  This  was  eminently  a  case  for  their 
interference. 

Appeal  accordingly  dismissed  with  costs. 

Solicitors  for  the  appellants,  Lowless,  Nelson, 
Jones,  and  Thomas, 

Solicitors  for  the  respondents.  Prior,  Bigg, 
Church,  and  Adams, 


V.C.  BACON'S  COU&T. 

B«ported  l^  tho  Hon.  Bobxbt  Bittlkb  wad  F.  Oould, 
£8q.,  BArri8ter8.at-Iaw. 

Feb,  13,  17,  and  18. 1874. 
Gkxat  Western  Insueance  Company  v,  Clnlifpe. 

Marine  insurance — Frincipal  and  agent — JVe^Zt- 
gence — Broker's  allowance — Jurisdiction, 

A  marine  ivsurance  company,  carrying  on  business 
in  New  York,  employed  0,  as  thtir  agent  in  this 
coutUry,for  the  purpose  of  taking  risks,  and  ad- 


justing and  paying  losses,  for  which  he  was  to 
receive  a  commission  of  5  per  cent,  upon  the 
premiums  made  in  each  year.  The  company  also 
effected  insurances  in  this  country  through  0. 

OntheSthDec,lSQt>,0.  received  instructions  from 
the  company  to  reinsure  fifteen  ships  upon  which 
their  lines  were  full.  0,  endeavoured  to  effect  the 
insurances,  but  in  consequence  of  news  of  a  dis' 
astrous  gale  he  wns  unable  to  do  so  except  at 
exorbitant  rates  ;  he  ilierefore  wrote  the  same  day 
to  tlis  company,  informing  them  thereof,  and 
stating  that  he  Uft  it  to  the  company,  if  they 
deemed  it  necessary,  to  insure  on  their  side  where 
it  could  be  done  at  a  profit,  inntead  of  here,  where 
it  would  hcwe  to  be  dotie  at  a  loss.  After  sending 
this  letter,  0,  made  no  further  attempt  to  insure 
these  ships.  Before  the  company  received  this 
leittr,  one  of  the  ships  which  0.  wcm  directed  to 
reinsure  was  wrecked  and  thereby  a  loss  was  in- 
curred by  the  company : 

Held,  that  C,  had  not  discharged  the  duty  east  upon 
him  as  the  company's  agentto  reinsure,  by  writing 
the  above  letter,  and  that  he  was  liable  for  the  loss 
which  had  been  sustained  in  consequence  of  his 
neglect  to  insure  as  directed,  and  was  not  entitled 
to  set-off  against  such  loss  the  amount  of  the 
premiums  which,  by  not  insuring  as  directed,  he 
had  saved  the  company. 

Under  the  "  credit  **  system  of  conductitbg  ma^rine 
insurance  business,  which  was  the  system  adopted 
by  0.,  it  is  customary  for  the  underwriter  to  aUow 
a  discount  of  12  per  cent,  to  the  broker  upon  the 
settlement  of  accounts  with  the  broker  at  the 
end  of  the  year : 

Held,  that  G,  wa^  not  entitled  to  retain  the  discount 
for  his  own  benefit,  but  must  account  for  the  same 
to  the  company.(a) 

The  plaintiffs,  who  were  a  marine  insurance  com- 
pany, carrying  on  business  in  New  York,  in  1858 
constituted  the  defendants,  Messrs.  John  Pick- 
ersgill  and  Son,  their  agents,  the  nature  of  the 
agency  being  expressed  in  certain  letters,  which, 
as  far  as  they  were  material,  were  as  follows : 

The  first  of  these  letters,  dated  the  15th  June 
1858,  was  from  Mr.  Lathers,  the  president  of  the 
plaintiff  company,  to  the  defendaiits,  in  which  he 
stated  : 

This  company,  for  the  purpose  of  extending^  its  nseful- 
neiB,  proposes  to  make  Bome  of  its  policies  on  cargoes  on 
oottoD,  and  other  produce  destined  for  Europe,  pa^^ablein 
London  or  Liyerpool  in  case  of  loss  or  claim,  and  in  such 
uaaeswiU  issue  printed  certificates  on  such  risks^adjastable 
and  payable  there  by  an  agent,  to  be  selected  for  that 
purpose.  The  reputation  of  your  house  induces  me  to 
tender  the  appointment  to  your  good  selves,  and  the  object 
of  this  letter  is  to  ascertain  if  such  an  appointment  would 
be  agreeable  to  yoa,  and  what  compensation  jou  would 
expect  for  each  service.  I  send  you  also  a  copy  of  the 
company's  charter  containing  the  last  fiscal  statement. 

In  reply  to  that  letter,  the  defendants  wrote,  on 
the  29th  June  1858: 

We  shall  have  much  pleasure  in  undertaking  your 
agency  for  settling  and  paying  claims,  on  the  usual  terms 
say  2^  per  cent,  on  the  amount  paid. 

On  the  26th  July  1858,  Mr.  Lathers  wrote : 
Sir ,~I  am  favoured  with  yours  of  the  29th  ult., accepting 
the  agency  of  this  company,  for  the  purpose  of  adjusting 
and  paying  losses,  the  compensation  to  be  2^  per  cent,  (m 
the  amount  actually  paid.  .  .  .  Perhaps  it  would  be  well 
for  you  to  employ  an  intelligent  clerk,  at  a  moderate 
salary,  and  set  apart  a  speciu  desk  for  his  use,  at  the 
expense  of  the  company,  as,  with  your  permission, we  shall 

I    (a)  This  dedsion  has  since  been  reversed  on  appeal.— En. 
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frequently  have  reinmranoe  and  other  bnsineBB  neg[otia- 
tions  tomakethroaghyoa.  Oar  Southern  Cotton  basineea 
is  very  large  and  increasing,  and  often  reqroires  heavy 
reinsnranoe  on  cargoes  by  Britisli  yesaele,  wnioh  we  can- 
not always  get  ooyered  here.  We  are  compelled  to  take 
these  large  amonnts,  as  they  come  ander  oar  numeroos 
open  policies.  Indeed,  we  often  haye  ezceesiye  lines  from 
East  India  and  other  distant  parts,  falling  under  open 
policies,  which  coyer  bankers  credits.  Is  it  practicable 
to  gettnem  reinsured  with  your  underwriters  ?  Could  I 
rely  upon  being  able  to  place  from  50  to  100,000  dole, 
through  yon  at  any  time,  current  rates  ? 

In  answer  to  that  letter  the  defendants  wrote, 

on  the  15th  Aug.  1858 : 

We  are  in  receipt  of  your  favour  of  the  29th  ult., 
appointiug  us  agents  in  this  oonntry  for  the  Great 
Western  Insurance  company.  With  regard  to  reineu- 
ranoes,  we  do  not  anticipate  any  great  difficulty  in  effecting 
at  Lloyd's  any  you  may  have  at  the  current  rates,  and 
the  conditions  usual  at  that  establiehmont,  provided  that 
there  is  nothing  very  unusoal  or  eztraorcunary  in  the 
risk,  and  that  yon  give  us  instructions  to  reinsure  as  early 
as  practicable. 

The  agency  so  constituted  continaed  nntll  the 
26th  Jane  1863,  when  an  agreement  of  that  date 
was  entered  into  between  the  plaintiffs  and  defen- 
dants, which,  after  reciting  that  the  plaintiff  com- 
pany were  desirons  of  appointing  agents  in  this 
country  to  take  risks  on  their  behalf,  and  to  issue 
policies  to  the  parties  in  respecb  of  the  risks  so 
taken,  and  that  the  defendants  had  agreed  to 
accept  such  agency,  it  was  witnessed  that  the 
defendants  should  become  and  be  the  exclusiye 
agents  of  the  plaintiffs  in  London,  *|  for  the  pur- 
pose of  taking  risks  upon  ships  or  freights,  or  upon 
goods,"  &o. ;  and  the  defendants  were  also  to  act 
"  as  such  agents,  for  the  purpose  of  investigating, 
and  setiling,  bnd  adjusting  and  paying  all  claims" 
that  mighti  arise  upon  such  policies,  and  of  re- 
sisting claims  which  ought  not  to  be  paid. 

The  defendants  were  to  keep  proper  accounts 
''of  all  moneys  received  for  premiums  of  insurance, 
and  of  all  moneys  paid  and  disbursed  by  them  in 
respect  of  the  settlement  of  any  claims  upon  poli- 
cies issued  by  them,"  and  interest  was  to  be 
allowed  npon  the  balances  from  time  to  time  in 
their  bonds.  In  the  absence  of  written  instruc- 
tions to  the  contrary,  the  amount  to  be  taken 
upon  any  one  ship  was  to  be  lefb  to  the  discretion 
of  the  defendants. 

The  defendants  were  to  receive  as  remuneration 
"for  conducting  the  business  as  such  agents,"  a 
commission  of  bl,  per  cent,  upon  the  premiums  made 
in  each  year,  to  be  calculated  upon  the  premiums, 
after  deducting  therefrom  the  discount  to  be  allowed 
to  the  assured,  and  the  usual  brokerage  of  bl,  per 
cent,  allowed  to  the  broker;  but  in  the  event  of  any 
premium  being  lost,  the  commission  upon  such  pre- 
mium was  to  be  calculated  upon  the  net  amount, 
after  deducting  the  brokerage  and  discount  that 
would  have  been  allowed  had  such  premiums  been 
duly  paid  at  maturity.  These  commissions  were  to 
include  all  charges  for  settling,  adjusting,  and 
paying  losses,  averages,  or  returns  on  policies  is- 
sued in  London  or  Liverpool. 

On  the  24th  Nov.  1865,  the  plaintiffs  wrote 
the  defendants  a  letter  which,  so  far  as  was  ma- 
terial, was  as  follows:  "Annexed,  please  find  a 
list  of  vessels  from  Gulf  ports  npon  which  we  are 
already  fhll,  and  should  you  have  taken  any  risks 
npon  any  of  them  you  will  please  reinsure.  The 
defendants  received  this  letter  on  the  8th  Dec., 
at  which  time  they  had  taken  risks  upon  fifteen  of 
the  vessels  named  in  this  list,  amongst  them  being 
the  Boger  A,  Heim,  upon  which  they  had  taken  a 


risk  of  SbOOl.  The  defendants  sent  one  of  their 
clerks,  a  Mr.  BuUen,  to  Lloyd's  for  the  purpose  of 
effecting  the  reinsurances,  but  in  oonsequenoe  of 
advices  of  a  most  disastrous  havoc  among  shipping, 
caused  by  a  tremendous  gale  on  the  American 
coast,  which  advices  produced  a  sort  of  panic,  it 
was,  ^s  the  defendants  alleged,  impossible  to  in- 
sure, except  at  most  exorbitant  rates.  The  de- 
fendants accordingly  wrote  the  same  day  to  the 
plaintiffs  (being  the  day  on  which  the  American 
mail  left  London),  stating : 

In  consequence  of  the  recent  numerous  and  heavy 
losses  on  ootton  in  the  Gulf,  there  is  almost  a  panic 
amongst  many  of  the  underwriters  on  this  side,  and 
therefore  we  oould  not  reinsure  as  you  wish,  except  at 
extraordinary  (and  what  we  consider  excessive)  rates,  if 
then,  especially  as  some  of  the  vessels  sailed  about  the 
time  of  the  hurricane  in  October,  and  are  about  due.^  We 
therefore  think  it  better  to  enclose  you  herein  a  list  of 
the  vesaels  not  arrived  by  which  we  have  taken  Hues, 
and  leave  yon,  if  you  deem  it  neoessary,  to  effect  reinsu- 
rance on  your  side.  If  we  remember  rightly  yon  stated, 
when  here,  that  these  risks  were  freely  taken  in  New 
York  at  li  per  cent.,  which  will  eoable  you  to  reinsure 
at  a  considerable  profit,  whereas  we  should  have  to  do 
so  at  a  loss. 

This  letter  was  received  by  the  plaintiffs  on  the 
2l8t  Dec.  In  the  meantime,  on  the  19th  Deo.,  the 
Boger  A.  Heim  stranded  at  Mobile,  whereby  the 
risk  taken  by  the  defendants  on  behalf  of  the 
plaintiffs  was  converted  into  a  loss  of  35002. 

The  plaintiffs  contended  that  the  order  to  re- 
insure, contained  in  their  letter  of  the  24th  Nov., 
was  peremptory,  and  ought  to  have  been  effected 
at  any  rate  of  insurance  which  would  have  been 
obtained  for  the  time  being,  and  they  denied  that 
there  was  any  such  panic  as  described  in  the  de- 
fendants' letter,  and  they  now  sought  to  make  the 
defendants  liable  for  the  loss  they  had  sustained 
in  consequence  of  the  defendants  having  omitted 
to  reinsure  the  Boger  A,  Heim,  in  pursuance  of 
their  instructions. 

Another  question  raised  in  the  suit  was,  whether 
the  defendants  were  entitled  to  retain  for  their 
own  benefit,  in  addition  to  the  regular  5  per  cent, 
brokerage  on  premiums,  a  discount  or  idlowance 
of  12  per  cent.,  allowed  by  the  underwriters  to 
brokers  upon  the  sum  paid  to  the  underwriters  as 
the  balance  owing  to  them  upon  the  settlement  of 
accounts  at  the  commencement  of  each  year. 

It  appeared  that  it  was  the  custom  for  nnder- 
writerts,  when  the  insurance  business  was  con- 
ducted on  the  "  credit  "  system,  which  was  the 
system  adopted  by  the  defendants,  to  make  this 
allowance  to  the  brokers  as  an  inducement  to  them 
to  bring  a  profitable  class  of  business.  The  plain- 
tiffs contended  that  the  defendants  were  their 
agents  for  the  purpose  of  reinsuring,  and  that,  as 
sucb,  they  could  not  accept  a  gratuity,  but  must 
account  to  the  plaintiffd  for  the  amount  of  dis- 
count they  had  received. 

For  the  defence,  it  was  submitted  that  the  mat- 
ters in  dispute  were  properly  subjects  for  pro- 
ceedings at  law.  That  the  defendants  were  justi- 
fied, in  the  exercise  of  their  discretion,  in  refraining 
from  effecting  any  reinsurance  at  the  rainous  rates 
at  which  alone,  if  at  all,  such  reinsurances  could 
have  been  effected,  especially  as  the  plaintiffs  had 
previously  informed  them  that  they  could  reinsure 
these  risks  very  chiefly  on  their  own  side,  bat 
that  if  they  were  liable  for  the  loss  upon  the 
Uoger  A.  Heim,  they  ought  to  be  allowed  to  set- 
off against  such  loss  the  amount  of  the  premiums 
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wfaichy  by  not  reinsnring  as  directed,  thej  had 
8aTed  to  the  plaiotifEs. 

As  to  the  disconnt,  tbev  denied  that  they  were 
the  plaintiffs'  agents  for  toe  pnrpose  of  reinsaring, 
and  alleged  that  ^hey  simply  exeoated  the  plain- 
tiff' orders  for  reinsarance  upon  the  same  terms 
as  tbey  did  those  of  other  persons  who  employed 
them  as  brokers,  and  that,  therefore,  they  were 
•Dtifeled  to  the  enstomary  brokers'  allowances  for 
their  own  benefit. 

•fi^^^yi  Q-C,  Benjamin,  Q.C.  (of  the  Common  Law 
Bar),  and  Marten,  Q.C.  for  the  plaintiffs. — As  to 
the  jnrisdiotion  of  the  court,  we  refer  to 

Makepeace  ▼.  Rogers,  12  L.  T.  £ep.  N.  S.  12 ;  on  app. 

221 :  4  De  G.  J.  &  S.  649 ; 
Souikampton  Dock  Company  r,  Southampton  Pier 

and  Harbour  Board,  23  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.  698  ;  L. 

Bep.  11  £q.  254 ;  26  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.  828 ;  L.  Bep. 

14  £q.  595. 

The  defendants  were  onr  agents  for  the  purpose  of 
effecting  insurances.  They  were  in  a  fiduciary 
position,  and  could  not  accept  a  gratuity.  They 
must,  therefore,  account  to  us  for  the  discount 
which  they  have  received : 

Titmhull  V.  Garden,  20  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.  218 ;  28  L.  J., 

N.  S.  331,  Ch. ; 
Queen  of  Spain  ▼.  Parr,  21  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.  555 ;  89 

L.  J.,  N.  S.,  73,  Cb. ; 
BiUhie  v.  Coupsr,  28  Bear.  344. 

As  to  the  defendants'  liability  for  not  reinsnring, 
they  were  our  agents  for  hire  and  reward ;  there 
was  an  express  contract,  and  the  duty  cast  upon 
tiiem  by  the  contract  was  an  absolute  duty  to  effect 
an  insurance,  and  not  merely  a  manda^um:  {Tarpin 
V.  BUton,  5  Man.  &  Gr.  455,  470.)  Even  an  insu* 
ranoe  broker  is  liable,  a  fortiori  an  agent  would  be. 
This  is  a  case  of  breach  of  trust,  and,  therefore, 
the  trustee  cannot  set-off  against  the  loss  the 
amount  that  has  been  saved  by  his  disobedience 
and  breach  of  trust. 

John  Pearson^  Q.C.  and  MUlar,  for  the  de- 
fendants.— There  is  nothing  to  justify  the  alle- 
viation in  the  bill  that  the  accounts  are  compli- 
cated or  in  dispute ;  the  only  questions  in  dispute 
are  questions  which  could  be  more  properly  tried 
by  a  jury  in  an  action  at  law :  (Moxon  v.  Bright 
20  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.  961 ;  L.  Rep.  4  Ch.  292.)  As 
regards  re-insuring,  we  acted  as  brokers,  and  not 
as  agents ;  there  is  nothing  in  the  agreement  about 
re-insurance.  We  were  agents  for  adjusting  and 
pajing  losses  in  London,  and  for  taking  risks  only, 
and  you  cannot  import  anything  into  the  agree- 
ment which  is  not  there  already.  The  transac- 
tions between  the  broker  and  underwriter  are 
distinct  and  separate  from  the  transactions  be- 
tween the  broker  and  the  assured.  This  is  not  a 
question  of  principal  and  agent,  or  of  trustee  and 
ceitui  que  trust,  but  two  transactions  separate  and 
distinct.  The  practice  as  to  these  transactions  is 
Tery  clearly  stated  by  Blackburn,  J.,  in  Xenos  v. 
Wickham  (U  0.  B.,  N.  S.,  460.)  The  discount 
allowed  is  a  discount  upon  the  balance  of  accounts 
between  the  underwriter  and  the  broker  in  re- 
spect of  all  his  clients,  and  not  a  discount  upon 
aoy  partioolar  premium.  With  respect  to  the 
^leged  negligence,  an  agent  must  use  the  same 
discretion  ana  diligence  for  his  principals  as  he 
would  for  himself.  If  he  finds  himself  unable  to 
uisure  as  desired,  he  must  communicate  at  once 
with  his  principals  (OaUendar  v.  Oelrichs,  5  Bing. 
I'ew  Gas.  58),  which  is  the  very  thing  we  did,  and 
|>ftying  written,  we  could  not  afterwards  reinsure 
ui  Ixmdon ;  if  we  did,  and  the  ships  came  in  safe, 


the  plaintiffs  would  have  been  justified  in  refusing 
to  pay  the  premiums.  The  agreement  states  that 
we  are  to  exercise  our  discretion,  and  there  was 
nothing  in  the  plaintiffs'  letter  directing  us  to  re- 
insure which  took  that  discretion  away  and  ren- 
dered it  imperative  upon  us  to  insure  at  any  price. 
If,  however,  the  court  is  of  opinion  that  we  are 
liable  for  the  loss  occasioned  by  our  not  insuring 
as  directed,  then  in  estimating  the  damages,  the 
amount  saved  by  the  same  act  of  negligence  must 
be  taken  into  consideralion. 

The  Yicb-Cbancellob  said: — ^The  bill  in  this 
suit  is  filed  by  the  Great  Western  Insurance  Com* 
pany  against  Messrs.  Cunliffe,  praying  that  an 
account  may  be  taken  between  them,  and  praying 
relief  upon  certain  matters  specifically  mentioned 
in  the  bill.  The  defendants  admit  the  existence  of  a 
kind  of  agency,  but  say  that  the  particular  agency 
alleged  by  the  bill  in  respect  of  which  one  portion 
of  the  relief  is  sought,  and  the  matters  which 
might  have  been  the  subject  of  account  between 
them  and  the  plaintiffs  might  and  ought  to  have 
been  the  subject  of  an  action  at  law,  and  that  a 
oourt  of  equity  is  not  the  proper  forum  for  deciding 
such  disputes.  It  becomes,  therefore,  absolutely 
necessary  to  consider  the  nature  of  such  agency  as 
was  constituted. 

Now  the  plaintiffs  are  an  insurance  com- 
pany carrying  on  business  in  marine  insurance 
at  New  lork.  A  portion  of  that  business 
was  and  is  transacted  in  this  country,  and  for 
the  purpose  of  that  business  it  was  and  is  in- 
dispensably necessary  that  the  plaintiffs  should 
have  agents  in  this  country,  persons  to  carry  out» 
their  business,  which  consisted  of  making  such 
payments  as  the  plaintiffs  might  have  to  make 
upon  policies  of  insurance  granted  by  them  pay- 
able in  England,  and  for  issuing  policies  in  Eng- 
land, and  for  effecting  reinsurances  on  risks 
which  they  had  undertaken.  And  that  that  is  the 
object  with  which  the  agency  was  constituted 
seems  clear,  not  only  from  the  nature  of  the  oase, 
but  from  the  evidence  which  has  been  adduced, 
and  the  admissions  and  statements  on  both  sides. 
The  agency  undertaken  by  the  defendants  is  ex- 
pressed in  certain  letters  which  were  referred  to  ih 
the  course  of  the  proceedings.  [The  Yice-Chan- 
cellor  having  read  the  portions  of  the  four  first  let- 
ters set  out  ante,  continued :]  Now,  upon  the  basis 
of  those  letters  the  agency  is  constituted,  and  it 
seems  to  me  impossible  not  to  say,  after  reading 
those  letters,  and  having  regard  to  the  subsequent 
transactions  between  the  parties,  that  an  agency^ 
in  the  full  sense  of  the  term — an  agency  for  con- 
ducting in  this  country  that  business  in  which  the 
plaintiffs  were  engaged,  but  which  tbey  could  not 
conduct — was  oonstitnted  and  was  undertaken  by 
the  defendants. 

It  seems  to  me  impossible,  in  the  face  of  the 
evidence,  as  well  as  from  the  transactions  be- 
tween the  parties  as  they  are  stated  and  ad- 
mitted, to  doubt  that  the  defendants  did  under- 
take from  the  beginning  the  business  of  reinsu- 
rance, as  well  as  whatever  other  business  might  be 
committed  to  them  by  their  correspondents  in 
New  York,  and  that  it  is  a  mistake  to  call  them 
brokers.  It  has  been  convenient  for  the  defen- 
dants in  their  argument  to  refer  to  oases  and  to 
conduct  the  argument  as  if  the  defendants  were 
insurance  brokers.  They  are  not,  that  I  know  of, 
properly  called  by  that  name  in  any  instance. 
They  are  not  brokers ;  they  are  described  in  the 


222 


MARITIME  LAW  OASES. 


V.C.  B.] 


GkEAT  WeSTEBK  IN8URA.NCS   COMPANT  V,  GUNLIFFE. 


[V,0,  B. 


bill  as  being  merchants ;  they  are  addressed  as 
merchants ;  they  admit  in  their  answer  that  they 
are  merchants,  and  in  the  character  of  merchants, 
acting  as  agents  for  persons  in  a  foreign  country, 
bat  in  their  name  and  on  their  behalf,  they  effect 
insurances  at  Lloyd's,  not  qua  brokers ;  they  are 
not,  as  Mr.  Millar  read  to  me  from  the  case  which 
he  cited  last,  agents  both  for  the  underwriters  and 
the  persons  insuring ;  it  is  a  mistake  altogether,  a 
fallacy,  which  I  think  has  pervaded  the  greater 
part  of  the  argument  I  have  listened  to  on  behalf 
of  the  defendants — to  treat  these  defendants  as 
ever  having  been  in  any  sense  insurance  brokers. 
If  the  company  at  Kew  York  had  been  resident  in 
this  country,  and  had  desired  to  rei  nsure,  they  would 
have  gone  to  Lloyd's  and  have  effected  the  reinsu- 
rances— they  would  want  no  broker.  Brokers  may 
be  usefully  employed  in  a  variety  of  transactions 
relating  to  insurances  and  reinsurances ;  but  a 
shipping  broker  or  an  insurance  broker  has  no  place 
in  the  case  I  am  considering  here.  It  is,  in  short, 
an  agency  in  its  full  terms ;  it  is  doing  by  a  hand 
here  that  which  the  company  in  America  was  not 
able  to  do  for  itself;  it  is  done  for  the  company, 
and  in  a  sense  by  the  company. 

Now  the  bill  states  that,  besides  the  agreement 
or  engagement,  whatever  it  may  be  called,  consti- 
tuted by  the  letters  and  by  the  course  of  dealing, 
there  was  another  agreement  entered  into  between 
the  parties,  and  that  is  stated  in  the  bill,  and  de- 
scribed by  the  bill  as  being  an  extension  of  the 
business ;  and  it  is  admitted  in  terms  by  the  an- 
swer to  have  been  entered  into  for  the  purpose  of 
extending  the  sphere  of  operations  ;  but  it  is  im- 
possible to  read  that  and  to  suppose  that  it  was 
intended  to  qualify  or  diminish  the  authority  which 
had  been  given  in  the  firat  instance — extend  it,  no 
doubt  it  does,  and  prescribes  other  terms,  but  it 
does  not  in  the  slightest  degree  diminish,  detract 
from,  or  qualify  the  nature  of  the  agreement  or  the 
duties  which  each  party  owed  the  other  haying 
entered  into  that  arrangement.  That  is  the  agree- 
ment of  1863.  These  are  the  only  documents  which 
it  seems  necessary  to  refer  to,  because  upon  tbem 
the  agency  was  constituted.  That  agency  con- 
tinued under  those  agreements  until  sometime  in 
April  1868,  when  the  agency  was  resigned. 

Before  that  time  came,  questions  had  arisen 
between  the  plaintiffs  and  the  defendants,  and 
the  principal  question  which  then  and  now 
subsists  between  them,  I  mean  in  point  of 
amount,  though  not  the  chief  in  point  of  principle, 
was  occasioned  by  the  stranding  of  one  of  several 
ships  which  the  plaintiffs  had  instructed  the 
defendants,  as  agents,  to  reinsure  for  them. 
By  a  letter,  dated  the  24th  Nov.  1865,  the  plain- 
tiffs instructed  the  defendants,  as  their  agents, 
to  reinsure  certain  ships.  That  letter  is  in  very 
clear  and  explicit  terms,  and  is  beyond  the  possi- 
bility of  misconstruction,  regard  being  had  to  the 
nature  of  the  business  which  the  plaintiffs  had 
conducted  through  their  agents  up  to  that  time. 
[The  Yice-Chancellor  read  the  letter  as  set  out, 
ante,  and  continued :]  Accompanying  that  letter 
is  a  long  list  of  vessels,  among  which  is  the  Roger 
A,  JSeim,  That  letter  was  received  in  London 
about  mid-day  on  the  8th  Dec. ;  between  one  and 
two  o'clock  on  the  same  day  the  defendants  in- 
structed their  clerk,  Mr.  Bnllen,  to  go  to  Lloyd's 
and  effect  the  insurances,  according  to  the  instruc- 
tions they  had  received  from  their  principals. 
Mr.  Bullen,  it  appears,  discharged  that  duty  by 


going  and  offerinc  a  list  of  the  vessels,  and  having 
devoted  about  two  hours  of  that  day  in  endeavour- 
ing to  effect  the  reinsurances,  and  having  failed  to 
effect  them,  nothing  more  whatever  was  done  to 
fulfil  the  instructions.  Then  by  the  post  of  that  day 
the  defendants  wrote  to  their  principals  in  America^ 
apprising  them  that  the  insurance  had  not  been 
effected. 

I  admit,  as  indeed  the  oasea  which  were  cited 
yesterday  decide,  that  an  agent,  if  he  declines  to 
exercise  his  power  to  execute  the  orders  of  his 
principals,  may  properly  refuse  to  do  so,  but  that 
cannot  be  without  qualification ;  be  may  do  so 
provided  he  does  not  break  the  contract  between 
them,  BO  that  ho  does  not  frustato  the  expectation 
of  his  principals.  If  he  were  living  in  the  next 
street  he  might  go  and  knock  at  his  door  and  say, 
"  I  ^ill  have  nothing  to  do  with  your  reinsurance  ;*' 
but  if  he  is  dealing  with  a  principal,  at  the  dis- 
tance of  about  twelve  or  fourteen  days*  post,  it  is 
not  sufficient.  Surely  it  would  be  utterly  opposed 
to  all  common  sense  and  justice  to  eay  tbat  he 
could  write  on  the  8th  Dec.  in  London  a  letter, 
which  by  no  possibility  can  come  into  the  hands  of 
his  principals  in  less  than  twelve  days,  saying,  "  I 
refuse  to  execute  your  order,  and  suggest  to  yon, 
as  you  once  said  you  could  insure  in  New  York 
for  30«.,  that  you  had  better  do  so."  I  do  not  say 
that,  consistently  with  the  oases  which  were  re- 
ferred to,  an  agent  is  not  at  liberty  to  decline  to 
perform  the  direction  of  his  principal,  but  I  say 
that,  having  constituted  himself  an  agent  for  such 
a  purpose  as  this,  the  duty  of  reinsuring  was,  in 
the  first  instance,  cast  upon  him,  and  that  he  oould 
not  get  rid  of  that  obligation  unless  he  put  his 
principal  in  the  same  position  as  that  in  which  he 
was  when  that  commission  was  given  to  him ;  and 
if  he  does  it  under  circumstances  which  make  it 
impossible  for  the  principal  to  reinsure,  then  I  say 
he  fails  in  his  duty  as  agent. 

[The  Yice-Ghancellor  here  read  the  letter  of  the 
8th  Dec.  1865,  set  out  ante,  and  continued  :]  That 
letter  being  dispatched  on  the  8th  Dec.,  on  the 
19th  Dec.  the  Roger  A.  Heim—dk  ship  at  Mobile 
when  the  directions  were  given — stranded  in  or 
near  the  part  of  Mobile,  and  thereby  a  loss  was  in- 
curred at  35002. 

Now,  one  of  the  questions  in  the  cause  is, 
whether  there  was  such  neglect  on  the  part  of 
the  defendants  as  justified  the  plaintiffs  in  seek- 
ing to  be  reimbursed  for  the  consequence  of  that 
neglect.  It  may  be,  if  that  was  the  only  transac- 
tion between  the  parties,  the  only  subject  of 
difference  between  them,  a  bill  in  equity  would  not 
lie  for  the  purpose,  but  in  the  relations  which  ex- 
isted between  this  principal  and  this  agent,  I  can- 
not take  out  of  the  transactions  between  them  any 
particular  topic  or  any  particular  article,  and  say, 
because  that  is  in  its  nature  separate,  that  there- 
fore it  cannot  be  included  in  the  prayer  for  relief 
which  is  sought  by  this  bill.  If  I  could,  the  same 
might  be  said  of  every  particular  item  in  every 
account ;  you  might  take  out  a  particular  thing 
and  say,  "  that  is  no  part  of  the  account,  that  is 
the  purchase  of  goods,  not  advances  of  cash,"  and 
so  on,  and  a  variety  of  such  like  excuses  might  be 
made.  If  it  is,  as  I  think  it  is,  a  part  of  the  duty 
of  the  agent  to  reinsure  the  ship  upon  that  letter 
which  he  received ;  and  if  the  reinsurance  formed 
any  part  of  the  general  agency,  it  must  be  covered 
by  the  general  agency  accounts,  and  is  to  be  taken 
into  consideration  when  those  accounts  are  settled 
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G&BAT  WeSTBBN  IN8U&A.NCS   COMPAUT  V.  OUNLIPFE. 


[Y  0.  B. 


The  oaaea  which  were  referred  to  do  not  in  the 
slij^test  decree  toaoh  this  principle.  The  case  of 
Twrpiny^iUon  {vhi  sup,),  was  a  case  in  which  a  man 
had  employed  a  broker,  not  an  agent  in  any  other 
soise,  to  effect  an  insurance  for  him,  and  he  had 
done  it  in  each  a  clumsy  way,  bo  negligently,  as 
that  the  aeaared  could  not  bring  an  action  against 
the  insnrance  company,  therefore  he  brought  his 
action  against  the  broker  for  his  neglect  to  put 
him  in  the  position  which  he  ought  to  have  been 
pat  in,  and  he  succeeded  in  that  action.  The  de- 
cision in  the  case  was  plain  and  distinct,  and 
foaoded  upon  principles  which  no  one  can  question 
for  a  moment.  Tbe  other  case  which  was  referred 
to  I  have  already  mentioned,  that  whicb  does  jus- 
tify an  sgent,  upon  certain  conditions,  in  refusing 
to  execute  the  commission  of  his  principals.  That 
does  not  apply  to  this  case. 

The  reasons  suggested  for  not  re-insuring  are,  a 
storm  which  happened  in  the  Gulf  of  Mexico,  which 
it  is  said  prevented  the  possibility,  after  the  receipt 
of  the  American  mail  upon  that  day,  of  any  reinsu- 
nnce  being  then  effecleo,  "except  at  most  exorbitant 
rates  of  premium."  The  agents  in  this  country  bad 
nothing  to  do  with  exorbitant  rates  of  premium ; 
they  were  ordered  to  reinsure,  and  from  the  evi- 
dence, showing  tbe  manner  in  which  the  defendants 
had  previously  conducted  reinsurance  business,  it 
is  clear  that  they  considered  themselves  bound  to 
reinsure.  I  have  not  heard  a  suggestion  why,  on 
the  9th  or  10th  Dec,  or  some  subsequent  time, 
efforts  were  not  made  to  reinsure  these  vessels,  and 
tbe  evidence  satisfies  me  that  if  the  duty  under- 
taken by  the  agents  had  been  properly  discharged 
no  such  loss  as  that  of  which  the  plaintiff  com- 
plains, could  by  possibility  have  happened. 

Well  then,  the  agency  being  constituted,  the  in- 
structions being  complete,  the  duty  is  cast  upon  the 
defendants  to  show  why  they  did  not  comply  with 
them.  In  my  opinion  they  have  totally  failed  to  do 
80,andtbey  bave  failed  by  suggesting  excuses  which 
are  not  true  in  fact,  as  I  must  say,  upon  the 
evidence.  They  have  failed  to  do  so,  by  writing  a 
letter,  which  could  be  of  no  use  for  the  purpose  of 
the  business  in  which  the  principals  and  agents 
were  concerned,  until  after  the  loss  had  taken  place. 
I  think,  therefore,  upon  the  principles  not  only  of 
the  cases  that  have  been  referred  to  and  other 
cases,  but  upon  the  commonest  principles  of  justice 
and  honesty,  the  defendants  have  occasioned  this 
loss  by  n^lecting  their  duty  as  agents,  and  that 
they  are  liable  to  make  it  good.  From  the  time 
when  the  agency  began,  the  plaintiffs  had  their 
agents,  bound  to  3onduct  their  business  prudently, 
properly,  and  above  all  faithfully,  and  they  find 
oat  that  there  are  certain  things  in  the  accounts 
which  they  are  entitled  to  complain  of  and  they 
file  the  bill  for  an  account,  and  I  do  not  know  any 
reason  why  they  should  not.  I  have  heard  no 
reason.  It  is  said,  because  it  has  been  decided  in 
the  case  of  a  particular  agent  in  a  particular  in- 
stance, the  demand  against  whom  might  be  settled 
at  Uw,  that  that  course  should  be  taken,  that 
therefore  there  could  not  be  any  approach  to  this 
oonrt  in  any  case  where  the  agent  is  a  defaulter, 
where  the  principal  has  a  right  to  have  an  account 
from  him.  The  law  is  well  settled  as  to  that :  it  is 
that  a  principal  has  a  right  to  have  an  account 
from  his  agent.  Of  course  he  takes  it  at  his  own 
risk.  All  that  can  be  expected,  or  that  can  reason- 
ably be  required  from  him,  is  that  he  should  state 
a  case  to  satisfy  the  court   that  there  is  some 


reason  to  dispute  the  accounts  that  have  been  ren- 
dered. 

Now  as  to  the  question  of  allowance,  that 
goes  upon  very  delicate  ground,  because  nothing 
is  better  settled  in  this  court  than  that  if  a  man  is 
an  agent — that  is,  in  other  words,  a  trustee — an 
agent  in  a  fiduciary  character,  it  is  incompetent 
for  him  to  receive  a  gratuity  of  any  sort  or  kind. 
That  cannot  be  disputed  as  a  general  principle. 
The  question  is,  whether  that  applies  to  this  par* 
ticular  case.  Now  what  is  this  case  P  I  have  said 
this  is  simply  the  case  of  a  man  who  cannot  be 
bodily  present  in  this  country,  but  who  employs 
another  to  go  in  his  name  and  person,  and  enter 
into  certain  commercial  engagements  for  him.  Can 
anything  be  more  strictly  within  the  description 
of  fiduciary  employment  than  that?  He  stipu- 
lates for  his  hire,  he  agrees  to  the  commission  he 
shall  pay  him,  and  then  says,  "  Now  go  in  my 
name,  in  my  person,  on  my  account,  for  my  in- 
terest— not  for  your  own  ;  go  and  do  this  thing  for 
me,"  and  the  agent  goes ;  and  in  discharge  of  that 
duty  he  stipulates  for  or  receives  a  benefit  for  him- 
self not  included  in  the  contract  between  himself 
and  his  principal.  Is  there  an  instance  to  be 
referred  to  where  that  has  been  endured  in  a  court 
of  equity  ?  There  are  plenty  of  instances  to  the 
contrary.  If  Mr.  Lathers  had  been  here  in  his 
own  person,  as  president  of  the  society,  he  would 
have  gone  to  Lloyd's  and  would  have  effected  the 
insurance  for  himself.  He  did  not  want  a  broker. 
There  would  be  no  account  between  them,  because 
if  it  suited  this  gentleman  in  the  course  of  his 
business  to  have  dealings  on  another  footing,  well 
and  good ;  he  was  perfectly  competent  to  do  that, 
bat  he  was  not  competent  to  take  an  allowance 
which  but  for  his  stipulation,  if  it  was  made  at  all, 
would  have  been  made  for  his  principal.  If  it  was 
his  intention  to  do  so,  then  the  observation  of  Lord 
Justice  James  in  the  case  referred  to  yesterday,  ap- 
plies directly.  *'  If  you  thought  that  was  right,  why 
did  you  not  say  so,  and  why  did  you  not  state  that 
you  were  taking  the  allowance  F  " 

Then  it  is  said  because  this  was  discovered 
in  1866,  and  the  bill  has  not  been  filed  until 
1869,  there  has  been  acquiescence.  One  can 
understand  that  there  was  not  any  great  dis- 
position to  quarrel  or  make  any  great  fuss  between 
persons  who  had  been  so  long  connected  together 
in  important  transactions  of  this  kind.  I  cannot 
think  that  the  lapse  of  time  furnishes  the  least 
reason  why  the  plaintiffs  should  not,  when  they 
desired  it,  bave  the  accounts  overhauled  and  put 
upon  the  right  basis,  and  made  consistent,  not 
only  with  tbe  principles  of  this  court,  but  with  the 
principles  of  fair  dealing  between  parties.  I  can- 
not think  that  the  lapse  of  time  which  occurred 
should  preclude  them  trom  the  right  which  they 
insist  upon ;  and,  therefore,  I  think  that  the  plain- 
tiffs are  entitled  to  a  declaration  that  this  loss 
happened  in  the  course  of  transactions  which  can- 
not be  severed  from  the  ordinary  agency  subsist- 
ing between  the  parties;  and  that  they  are 
entitled  to  the  relief  asked  in  that  respect,  and 
it  must  be  ascertained  what  the  damage  is 
which  they  have  sustained.  I  should  have  been 
very  much  pleased  if  a  jury  had  had  to  con- 
sider this,  rather  than  I  should,  but  the  law 
requires  roe  to  consider  it,  and  it  is  a  position 
from  which  I  cannot  retire. 

The  accounts  must  be  taken  as  prayed  by  the 
bill,  and  in  taking  those  accounts*  the  defendants 
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Blanche!  v.  Powell's  Llahtwit  Golliebiss  Cohpamt  (Limitbd). 


[Ex. 


must  be  charged  with  the  loss  apon  the  risk  taken 
by  them  on  acoonnt  of  the  plaintiffs  on  the  ship 
Roger  A,  Heim,  and  mnstalso  be  charged  with  the 
discount  or  allowances,  and  all  other  benefits 
obtuned  bj  them  from  the  underwriters,  over 
and  above  the  costomary  commission  of  5  per 
cent. ;  and  the  defendants  mast  pay  the  costs  np 
to  the  hearing. 

Solicitors  for  the  plaintilEs,  Thomas  and  Hoi- 
lame. 

Solicitors  for  the  defendants,  WaMon,  Bubh,  and 
Walton. 


COU&T  OF  EZCEEQXnB&. 

Beported  by  T.  W.  Sauitdbbs  uid  H.  Lsigh,  Eiqn., 

BarriBten-at-Law. 

Friday,  Feb.  13, 1874 

Blanchet  v.  Powell's  Lla-ntwit  Collieries 
CoMPANT  (Limited). 

Bill  of  lading — Delivery  of  lese  quantity  than  that 
stated  in  biU — Whether  lump  freight    payable 
toitkout  deduction — French  law — 18  ^  19  Vict, 
c.  Ill,  s.  3. 
The  whole  freight  named  in  the  bill  of  lading  is 
payable    to    the  shijoovmer  carrying  under  it, 
aldiough  a  less  quantity  of  goods  than  theqiiantiiy 
named  in  the  oill  of  tadvng  be  delivered,  if  the 
quantity  delivered  be  no  less  than  the  quamtity 
received  by  the  shipoumer. 
By  French  taw  the  whole  freight  is  payable  whether 
the  whole  quantity  named  in  the  oiU  of  lading  be 
carried  or  not,  and  therefore,  in  the  case  of  a  bill 
of  lading  eaecuted  in  France,  it  is  immaiericd 
whether  or  not  the  shipowner  received  the  whole 
quantity  named  in  the  oill  of  lading. 
By  18  4- 19  Vict.  c.  Ill,  s.  3,  "  every  bill  of  lading 
is  conclusive  evidence  of  the  shipment  as  against 
the  person  signing  it.** 
Semble  thcUby  ihisstatutethe  bill  of  lading  is  not  eon- 
elusive  evidence  as  to  the  accurcusy  of  measure' 
mentSt  and  does  not  estop  iheperson  signing  from 
disputing  those  measurements. 
Demurrer  to  a  plea,  and  to  a  replication. 

The  declaration  stated  that  one  M.  A.  Parangne 
in  parts  beyond  the  seas  at  L'Orient  in  the 
Bepnblic  of  France  delivered  to  the  plaintiff 
certain  goods,  tbat  is  to  say  a  cargo  of  pitwood  to 
be  b^  the  plaintiff  carried  and  conveyed  in  a 
certain  ship  of  the  plaintififs,  from  L'Orient  to 
Cardiff,  under  a  certain  bill  of  lading,  dat^  the 
2nd  Jan.,  a  d.  1873,  signed  for  the  same  by  the 
plaintiff,  and  there  delivered  (accidents  and 
dangers  of  the  sea  excepted),  to  the  holder  of  the 
said  bill  of  lading,  or  his  order,  he  or  his  said 
assigns  paying  the  plaintiff  for  freight  the  sum  of 
Z44S.  sterling,  and  41.  gratuity  to  the  plaintiff, 
amounting  together  to  176^.  Is ,  and  after  the  said 
2nd  of  Jan.  1873,  the  said  M.  A.  Parangue  in- 
dorsed the  said  bill  of  lading  to  the  defendants, 
in  order  to  pass  the  property  in  such  goods  to  the 
defendants,  and  thereupon,  and  by  reason  of  such 
endorsement,  the  property  in  the  said  goods  passed 
to  the  defendants,  and  all  conditions  were  fulfilled, 
and  all  things  were  done,  and  happened,  and  all 
times  elapsed  necessary  to  entitle  the  plaintiff  to 
have  the  said  freight  and  gratuity  paid  according 
to  the  said  bill  of  lading,  and  to  sue  the  defendants 
for  the  non-payment  thereof.  Yet  the  defendants 
have  made  default  in  paying  the  said  freight  and 
gratuity. 


Pleas — (1.)  Except  as  to  so  much  of  the  above 
count  as  related  to  the  carrying  and  delivery  by 
the  plaintiff  to  the  defendants  of  217  tons  of  pit- 
wood  bein^  a  portion  of  the  cargo  in  the  said 
count  mentioned,  that  the  bill  of  lading  was  in  the 
words  and  figures  following :  [The  plea  then  sec 
out  the  bill  io  French],  which  is  properly  rendered 
in  the  English  tongue  by  the  words  and  figures 
following : 

I,  Blanchet,  master  of  the  ship  named  Christopher 
ColurnbuSf  of  Granville,  being  at  present  at  the  port  of 
L'Orient  in  order  at  the  first  opportunity  to  go  in  the 
direct  road  to  Cardiff,  acknowledge  to  have  received  and 
stowed  on  board  my  ship  under  the  free  deck  thereof,  of 
yon,  Madame  A.  Parangne,  256,782  kilogrammes  at  1015 
— ^253,782  koe.,  payable  the  whole  safe  and  in  good  con- 
dition, marked  and  nnmbered  as  in  the  margin,  whioh  I 
bind  myaelf  to  carry  and  convey,  in  my  said  ship,  perilB 
and  wrecks  of  the  sea  excepted,  to  the  said  place  of 
Cardiff,  and  to  deliver  to  the  bearer,  or  his  order  on  his 
paying  me  for  my  freight  the  sum  of   3441  shillings 
sterling,  pins  41.  gratoity  to  the  captain,  according  to 
the  uses  and  customs   of  the  sea,  and  to  hold  and 
accomplish  this,  I  bind  myself  body  and  goods  with  mv 
said  ship,  freight  and  tackle  thereof.    In  faith  of  whioh 
I  have  signed  three  bills  of  lading  of  the  same  tenor,  ona 
of  which  being  accomplished,  the  others  of  no  value. 
Signed  at  L'Orient  the  2nd  Jan. ,  187S. 
ppon.  M..  A.  Parangne. 
E.  Parangne. 

A.  E.  BIaAnchet. 
Indorsed. 
Beoeived  of  M.  A.  Parangue  the  sum  of  242.  sterling, 
on  account  of  my  freight,  including  insurance. 
L'Orient,  2ad  Jan.,  1873. 

A.  E.  Blanchkt. 
ppon.  M.  A.  Parangue,  E.  Parangue. 

and  that  the  plaintiff  did  not  carry  and  deliver  to 
the  defendants  the  goods  in  the  said  biU  of  ladin^^ 
mentioned,  but  a  proportion  of  the  same  only,  to 
wit,  the  quantity  of  217  tons,  and,  except  the  said 
quantity  of  217  tons,  the  defendants  say  that  the 
plaintiff  did  not  carry  the  said  goods  and  deliver 
the  same  to  the  defendants. 

(2.)  As  to  the  carrying  of  the  217  tons,  pay- 
ment into  court  of  217f.  16s.  lOd. 

Beplication — (3.)  As  to  the  first  plea  that  the 
plaintiff  did  carry  and  deliver  to  the  defendants  the 
whole  of  the  said  goods,  which  were  delivered  to 
him  under  the  said  bill  of  lading,  and  whioh  were 
intended  to  be  thereby  described,  and  that  the 
said  goods  so  delivered,  and  which  are  in  the  said 
bill  of  lading  described  as  wefj^hing  256,782  kos., 
a  weight  exceeding  21?  tons,  m  fact  weighed  217 
tons  only,  and  no  more,  and  that  the  said  weight 
mentioned  in  the  said  bill  of  lading  was  a  mere 
misdescription  of  the  goods  to  be  carried  inserted  in 
the  said  bill  of  lading,  without  fraud  or  defanlt  on 
the  part  of  the  plaintiff. 

(4 )  As  to  the  first  plea  tbat  the  bill  of  lading  was 
made  at  L'Orient,  in  the  Bepnblic  of  France,  and 
that  according  to  the  law  of  France  the  whole  of 
the  said  freight  was  and  is  payable,  notwith- 
standing that  the  said  part  only  of  the  said  goods 
was  carried  and  delivered  as  in  the  first  plea  men- 
tioned. 

(5.)  Repeating  the  third  replication  that  the 
said  bill  of  lading  was  made  at  L*Orient,  in  the 
Republic  of  France,  and  that  according  to  the 
law  of  France  the  whole  of  the  said  freight  was 
and  is  payable. 

Demurrer  to  the  first  plea  on  the  ground  that  it 
does  not  set  out  the  French  law  on  the  subject*, 
and  affords  no  answer  even  by  English  law. 

Demurrer  to  the  third  and  fifth  replications,  on 
the  ground  that  they  do  not  allege  a  misrepresen- 
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ftation  oaased  wholly  by  the  fraud  of  the  shipper, 
or  o(  some  person  under  whom  the  defendants 
cliim ;  and  to  the  fonrth  and  fifth  that  the  con- 
fcnot  set  oat  in  the  first  plea  was  to  be  performed 
in  England,  and  that  the  French  law  is  inappli- 
cible  thereto. 

Joinder  in  demnrrnr. 

R.  E.  Webster  for  the  plaintiff. — ^The  question 
here  is  whether  the  defendant  is  entitled  to  de- 
doct  Rome  proportion  of  the  freight  in  respect  of 
Don-deliTery,  or  whether  he  mast  resort  to  a 
cross-action  in  order  to  obtain  any  dedaotion  to 
which  he  may  be  entitled.  It  is  submitted  that 
the  freight  cannot  be  apportioned  upon  the  record ; 
h  being  dear  law  that  if  the  ship  be  not  fally 
laden,  the  whole  of  the  lump  freight  is  neyerthe- 
less  recoverable. 

The  Norway,  2  Mar.  Law  Oas.  O.  S.  17,  168,  254 . 

Brown.  &  Lusb.  226 :  12  L.  T.  Rep.  N.  S.  57,  a«f . 

oa  app.  3  Moore,  P.O.,  N.S.,  245  ;  13  L.  T.  Bep 

N.  S.  50; 

Robinson  t.  Knight,  ante,  p.  19 ;  28  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S. 

820;  L.B«p.  8C.  P.  465; 
Mtrchant  Shipping  Co,  v.  Armitage,  ante,  pp.  51, 
185. 

[He  was  then  stopped.] 

E.  darJce  for  the  defendants.— The  just  prin- 
ciple is  that  an  indorsee  of  a  bill  of  lading  is  cot 
bound  to  pay  the  fall  amoant  if  the  fall  quantity 
has  not  been  shipped  or  carried.  The  delivery  oc 
a  complete  cargo  is  not  a  condition  precedent  to 
the  payment  of  the  freight,  and  what  is  to  be 
looked  to  is  the  intention  of  the  parties. 

BiUMe  ▼.  Atkinson,  10  Bait,  295 ; 

Qibson  v.  Sturge,  10  Ex.  662. 

"If  the  shipowner  fail  to  carry  the  goods  to 
the  destinea  port  the  freight  is  not  earned/' 
BajB  Willes,  J.,  in  DaTcm  v.  Oxiley  (2  Mar.  Law 
Cas.  O.  8.  6;  33  L.  J.  119,  0.  P.;  10  L.  T. 
Bep.  N.  S.  268),  and  he  adds,  "If  he  carry 
part,  bat  not  the  whole,  no  freight  is  payable 
in  respect  to  the  part  not  carried,  and  freight 
is  payable  in  respect  of  the  part  carried,  unless  the 
diarter-party  make  the  carriage  of  the  whole  a 
oondidon  precedent  to  the  earning  of  any  freight 
~a  case  which  has  not  within  onr  experience  arisen 
in  practice."  By  18  &  19  Vict.  c.  Ill,  s.  3,  (a)  the 
hill  of  lading  is  made  conclnsive  against  the  captain 
of  the  amount  shipped.  The  deoiBion  in  The  Nor- 
woy  (vhi  sup.)  tamed  upon  these  words,  *'  freight 
for  the  use  and  hire  *'  of  the  Tessel,  being  used  in 
the  charter-party.    He  also  cited 

Meyer  v.  Dresser,  2  Mar.  Law  Ca«.  O.  S.  27 ;  10  L.  T. 
Bep.N.8.268;  33  L.  J.  289,  C.  P.  

BtAMWBLL,  B. — I  think  that  the  plaintiff  is 
clearly  entitled  to  onr  judgment  in  this  case.  The 
plea  is  ambiguous,  but  the  ambiguity  is  cleared 
np  by  the  statement  in  the  third  replication,  that 
the  plaintiff  delivered  all  that  was  delivered  to 
him.    If  this  was  an  action  for  non-delivery,  per- 

.  (a)  By  18  &  19  Vict  o.  Ill,  a.  3,  "  Every  bill  of  lading 
la  the  hands  of  a  consignee  or  indorsee  for  valuable 
consideration  representing  goods  to  have  been  shipped 
on  board  a  vessel  shall  be  conolneive  evidence  of  snch 
shipment  as  against  the  master  or  other  person  signing 
the  same,  notwithstanding  that  snch  goods  or  some  part 
thereof  may  not  have  been  so  shipped,  nnlees  snch  holder 
of  the  bill  of  lading  shall  have  had  actual  notice  at  the 
time  of  receiving  the  same  that  the  goods  had  not  been 
in  fact  laden  on  board :  Provided  that  the  master  or 
wier  person  so  signing  may  exonerate  himself  in  respect 
of  snob  misrepresentation  by  showing  that  it  was  oansed 
i^bont  any  default  on  his  part,  and  wholly  by  the  frand 
of  thA  shipper,  or  of  the  holder,  or  some  person  under 
whom  the  hcddsr  claims.'' 

Vol.  n^  N.8. 


haps  the  statute  18  &  19  Yict.  o.  Ill,  would  bind 
the  master  in  respect  of  the  freight,  but  I  doubt 
extremely  whether  the  statute  was  intended  to  be 
conclusive  in  such  a  case  as  this.  If  it  were  not 
for  the  third  replication,  the  plea  would  be  a 
defence,  and  if  I  am  to  say  that  whether  the  third 
replication  be  good  or  not,  I  say  that  it  is  good. 
However  that  may  be,  I  think  that  the  fonrth 
replication  is  clearly  good.  The  original  parties 
were  bound  by  the  French  Law  by  virtue  of  the 
contract  having  been  made  in  France.  The  fifth 
replication  is  even  better  still.  [The  learned 
judge  r»Bui  the  fifth  replication.]  The  plaintiff 
there  shows  that  he  has  done  that  which  would 
entitle  him  but  for  the  statute  to  recover,  and  he 
then  proceeds  to  show  that  the  statute  does  not 
apply.  Very  clearly,  therefore,  the  fifth  replica- 
tion is  good,  clearly  the  fonrth,  and  I  think  also 
the  third. 

FiGOTT,  B. — ^I  agree.  I  will  not  say  anything 
about  the  construction  of  the  statute,  exoepc  that 
I  agree  with  what  my  brother  Bramwell  has  said 
upon  that  head. 

Cleasbt,  B. — ^It  is  not  easy  to  arrive  at  the 
meaning  of  this  plea,  but  it  should  be  read  with  a 
view  to  what  it  abstains  from  stating  as  much  as 
to  what  it  actuidly  states.  The  effect  is,  applying 
the  established  rule  of  constrnction  of  pleawdrngs, 
that  an  ambiguity  is  to  be  construed  i^^nst  the 
person  who  uses  it,  that  we  have  an  action  npon  a 
contract  by  the  defendant  to  pay  the  plaintiff  a 
lump  sum  for  freight.  The  plaintin  has  per- 
formed his  part  of  the  contract,  and  is  therefore 
entitled  to  the  lump  sum.  The  only  way  to  defeat 
his  claim,  is  to  apply  the  statute  against  him,  bat 
I  am  of  opinion  that  the  statute  cannot  be  so 
applied.  If  the  contract  had  been  to  deliver  ten 
horses  and  ten  cows,  it  would  have  been  different. 
But  the  statute  does  not  apply  to  measurements, 
which  vary  infinitely  from  many  causes,  so  that  it 
would  be  quite  unreasonable  to  maintain  that  the 
captain  is  estopped  from  saying  that  a  measure- 
ment is  not  accurate.  If  an  exaggeration  par- 
taking of  the  character  of  fraud  could  be  shown 
it  would  be  otherwise. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 

Attorneys  for  the  plaintiff,  Ingledew,  Ince,  and 
Greening, 

Attorneys  for  defendants,  Qosling,  for  Luard 
and  Sherley,  Cardiff. 


Frida/y,  Feb.  13, 1874 

BiDDtJLFH  AND   OTHEBS  V,  BlNGHAK. 

Verbal  chartering — No  bill  of  lading — McUe^e  receipt 
not  conclusive  evidence  against  master  of  quantity 
shipped. 

The  plaintiffs  having  verbally  chartered  the  ship 
of  Vie  defendant  to  carry  iron  from  Glasgow  to 
Swansea,  the  ship  was  loaded  with  iron  bought 
by  the  plaintiff  from  W.  and  Go.  The  iron  was 
weighed  by  ike  agents  of  W.  and  Oo,,  to  whom 
the  male  gave  a  receipt  signed  by  him  for  330 
tons,  but  there  was  no  bill  of  lading.  On  delivery 
at  Swansea  the  quantity  of  iron  was  discovered 
to  be  326^  tons  only,  but  the  mato  deposed,  and 
was  not  contradicted^  to  the  delivery  of  aU  that 
had  been  shipped.  The  plaintiffs  havi/ng  paid  on 
the  fuU  amoimt  of  330  tons  to  W.  andUo.,  who 
refused  to  repay  tliem  the  difference,  suedthe  defers 
dofatfor  short  delivery. 

Held  that  there  was  no  evidence  of  negligence  in  the 

Q 


226 


MARITIME  LAW  CASES. 


Ex.] 


PUEKIS  V.  TlOVER. 


[Baii^ 


defendcmt,  and  that  if  there  had  been,  it  would 
not  he  negligence  causing  loss  fo  the  plaintiffs, 
and  a  Oounty  Court  judgment  in  favour  of  the 
'plaintiffs  for  short  delivery  reversed. 

This  was  an  appeal  from  the  County  Court  of 
GlamorganBhire,  upon  the  following  case  stated 
by  the  learned  judge  of  that,  court. 

1.  The  action  was  for  21 L  7«.,  on  the  following 

particulars : 

Short  deliyery  of  cargo  per  Jane  Bingham, 

Sootoh  piff  iron,  d^  tons,  at  45« ^820    2    6 

Freight  paid  oa  aoove  at  7« 14    6 

je21    7    0 

2.  The  plaintiffs  chartered  the  Jane  Bingham, 
of  which  the  defendant  is  owner,  to  carry  a  cargo 
of  iron  from  Glasgow  to  Swansea,  at  a  freight  of 
78,  a  ton.  No  charter-party  was  signed,  and  the 
agreement  was  a  verbal  one. 

3.  The  Jane  Bingham  thereupon  proceeded  to 
Glasgow,  and  was  loaded  with  iron  purchased  by 
the  plaintiffs  from  Messrs.  Watson  and  Co.,  of 
that  city,  at  115«.  a  ton,  free  on  board.  As  the 
iron  was  put  on  board  it  was  weighed  by  Messrs. 
Connell  and  Co.,  who  acted  as  shipping  agents  to 
Messrs.  Watson  and  Co.  The  mate  of  the  Jane 
Bingham  watched  the  iron  put  on  board,  and 
when  the  loading  of  the  cargo  was  completed, 
gave  Messrs.  Connell  and  Co.  a  receipt,  of  which 
the'  following  is  a  copy : 

Jane  Bingham,  Beoeived  of  Connell  and  Co.  330  tona 
nnmhers  1  and  3  pig  iron,  acoonnt  of  James  Watson 
and  Company 

Qeoboe  Hopkins,  mate. 

4.  The  master  of  the  Jane  Bingham  sailed  from 
Glasgow  on  the  evening  of  the  day  on  which  the 
cargo  was  loaded  without  seeing  the  consignors, 
and  there  was  no  bill  of  lading. 

5.  The  mate's  receipt  was  forwarded  by  Messrs. 
Watson  and  Co.  to  the  plaintiffs,  and  on  the  arrival 
of  the  Jane  Bingham  at  Swansea  it  was  produced 
to  the  master,  who  obtained  payment  of  freight  on 
the  quantity  of  iron  (namely,  330  tons)  acknow- 
ledged in  the  receipt  to  have  been  shipped.  The 
plaintiffs  thereupon  remitted  to  Watson  and  Co. 
the  price  of  the  quantity  so  acknowledged  to  have 
been  shipped. 

6.  The  quantity  of  iron  delivered  to  and  received 
by  the  plaintiffs  from  the  Jane  Bingham  was  sub- 
sequently found  to  be  3^  tons  less  than  the  quan- 
tity acknowledged  to  have  been  shipped ;  but  it 
was  admitted  by  the  plaintiffs  that  about  7cwt. 
of  this  deficiency  was  due  to  an  intermixture  of 
sand.  It  was  stated  by  the  mate  and  unconbro- 
yerted  that  he  watched  all  the  iron  beiug  put  on 
board,  and  that  he  delivered  at  Swansea  all  but 
the  dross.  On  discovering  the  deficiency  of  3^ 
tons,  the  plaintiffs  applied  to  Watson  and  Co.  to 
repay  the  price  of  the  3^  tons.  This  Watson  and 
Co.  declined  to  do,  whereupon  this  action  was 
brought. 

^  7.  The  learned  County  Court  Judge  having  de- 
cided that  the  plaintiffs  were  entitled  to  recover 
from  the  defendants  the  amount  which  they  had 
paid  to  Watson  and  Co.  as  the  price  of  3  tons 
3  cwt  of  the  3^  tons  deficient  in  quantity  (7  cwt. 
being  allowed  for  sand),  as  well  as  the  sum  which 
they  had  paid  to  the  defendant  as  freight  for  that 
quantity. 

The  question  for  this  court  was  whether  his 
judgment  was  correct. 

Wood  Hill,  for  the  appellants,  the  defendants 
below.— The  defendant  having  delivered  all  the 


iron  which  was  in  fact  shipped,  there  was  no  short 
delivery.  The  mate's  receipt  is  only  prima  facie 
evidence  of  the  quantity  of  iron  shipped,  and  this 
evidence  is  rebutted  by  the  nncontroverted  evi- 
dence of  the  mate  that  all  that  was  shipped  waa 
delivered.  He  admitted  that  the  plaintiffs  were 
entitled  to  judgment  for  the  12.  is,  6d.  claimed 
for  overpayment  of  freight. 

Arthur  Williams,  for  the  respondents,  the  plain- 
tiffs below. — The  position  of  the  parties  has  been 
clearly  altered  by  the  act  of  the  mate  in  giving  an 
incorrect  receipt.  [Pigott,  B. — ^Does  not  the 
statement  in  paragraph  6  of  the  ease  amoant  to  a 
finding  against  you  P]  The  Plaintiffs  have  acted 
upon  the  receipt,  and  suffered  damage  from  acting 
upon  it. 

Bramwell,  B. — I  am  of  opinion  that  this  judg- 
ment should  stand  for  the  11,  49.  6d,  on  account  of 
freight,  and  for  nothing  more.  There  is  no  evi- 
dence of  negligence,  and  if  there  were  negligence, 
it  would  not  be  negligence  causing  loss  to  the 
plaintiffs.  The  receipt  was  probably  given  in 
order  that  the  ship  might  sail  away  as  soon  as 
possible,  and  when  the  plaintiffs  oome  forward 
to  complain  of  its  incorrectness,  the  answer  is 
that  they  should  not  have  believed  it  to  be  true. 
I  f  the  plaintiffs  have  paid  more  money  than  was 
due  by  them  upon  the  faith  of  the  receipt,  they 
may  recover  it,  so  that  no  damages  are  atribntahle 
to  any  act  of  the  defendant. 

PiGOTT  and  Clbasbt,  BB.  concurred. 

Judgment  reversed,  quoad  tlie  alleged  short  de- 
livery,  hut  to  stand  for  11,  4«.  6d,    No  costs. 

Attorney  for  plaintiffs,  W,  M,  Hacon, 
Attorneys  for  defendant :  Williamson,  Hill,  and 
Co,  for  Field,  Swansea. 


BAIL  COU&T. 

Baported  by  B.  ▲•  Kinolakx,  Bsqr.,  Bazrister-at-Law. 

Monday,  Nov,  24, 1873. 
PuKRis  V.  Flower. 

Admiralty  Jurisdiction  of  County  Court — Collieion 
in  the  body  of  a  county — Ship  injured  by  barge — 
Costs, 

The  Admiralty  Court  Acts  (3  <fc  4  Yict.  c,  65,  e.  6 ; 
24  Vict,  c.lO,s.7),  confer  upon  ilie  High  Court  of 
Admiralty  of  England  ov^  causes  of  damage 
arising  within,  the  body  of  a  county  the  jurie- 
diction  which  thai  court  originally  possesses  over 
such  causes  arising  on  the  high  seas ;  and  the 
jurisdiction  given  to  the  County  Courts,  having 
admiralty  jurisdiction  over  causes  of  damage,  by 
the  Oounty  Courts  Admiralty  Jurisdiction  Acts 
1868  and  1869  (31 4*32  Vict,  c  71,  s.  3.  sub  sect.  3; 
32  ^  33  Vict.  c.  51,  s.  4),  is  as  large  {where  the 
amount  claimed  does  not  exceed  300!.),  as  thiU 
possessed  by  the  High  Court  of  Admiralty. 

By  the  County  Courts  Admiralty  Jurisdiction  Act 
1868,  sect,  9,  if  any  auction  is  brought  without 
leave  of  the  court  in  a  Superior  Court,  which 
might  have  been  brought  in  a  County  Court 
having  a,dmdralty  jurisdiction,  and  the  plaintiff 
shall  not  recover  a  sum  exceeding  the  amount  to 
which  the  jurisdiction  of  the  County  Court  is  by 
the  Act  limited,  he  shall  not  he  entitled  to  costs,  and 
shall  be  liable  to  be  condemned  in  costs,  unless 
the  judge  before  whom  the  ease  is  tried  certify 
for  costs.  ' 

Damage  to  a  ship  by  a  barge  {propelled  by  oars 


MARITIME  LAW  CASES. 


227 


Bail.] 


FuRKis  V.  Flower. 


[Bail. 


onhf)  iconid  he  within  the  jwriedidion  of  the  High 
C<mrt  of  Admiralty  if  it  owwrred  on  the  high 
iea$,  and  (by  the  Admiralty  Courts  Acta)  if  it 
oeeurred  on  the  tidal  river  within  the  body  of  a 
county  ;  hence  the  County  Courts  having  admi* 
rdUy  jurisdiction  would  have  jurisdiction  over 
tuck  aamage. 

The  Sarah  (Lush,  549)  followed, 

A  plaintiff  proceeding  without  leave  in  a  Superior 
Court  for  da/magea  to  his  ship  by  a  barge  ipro' 
pdLed  by  oars  only),  taking  judgment  by  default, 
and  having  his  damages  assessed  by  a  sheriff  at 
an  afnount  under  SOOL,  is  not  entitled  to  his 
costs,  (a) 

This  was  a  rule  calliDg  npon  the  plaintiff  to  show 
otose  why  the  master  should  not  he  at  liherty  to 
reTiew  his  taxation  of  costs,  and  disallow  the 
l^ntifirB  costs,  on  the  ground  that  the  action 
wtsbrooght  improperly  in  the  Superior  Oonrt. 

The  facta  were  briefly  as  follows : 

The  plaintiff's  vessel,  the  Silent,  was  lying  at 
ber  moorings  at  Chalk  Stones,  in  the  river  Thames, 
where  the  defendant's  barge  (propelled  by  oars 
onlj),  through  improper  and  nnskilfal  handling, 
came  into  collision  with  the  Silent,  and  the  plain- 
tiff in  consequence  brought  an  action  to  recover 
compensation  for  the  injury  to  his  vessel. 

The  defendant  admitted  his  negligence,  and  no 
plea  being  entered,  the  damages  were  assessed  in 
favour  of  the  plaintiff  upon  a  writ  of  inquiry  at 
152.  The  plaintiff  claimed  oosts,  which  were 
allowed  by  the  master  upon  taxation. 

Webster  obtained  the  above  rule,  contending 
tiiat  this  was  a  cause  over  which  the  Admiralty 
Court  would  have  jurisdiction,  that  the  admiralty 
jarisdiction  in  claims  of  damage  not  exceeding 
3001  was  given  to  certain  County  Courts  by  the 
County  Courts  Admiralty  Jurisdiction  Acts  1868 
and  1869,  and  that  under  the  Acts,  if  a  plaintiff 
fiuled  to  recover  in  a  cause  of  damage  brought  in 
a  Superior  Court  a  sum  exceeding  300Z.,  he  was 
not  entitled  to  his  costs.  (&) 

(a)  This  deoition  and  that  of  the  8<krah  ruling  that  the 
Adinitaltj  Court haa  jurisdiotion  over  a  olaim  for  ooUiBion 
by  a  ahip  againat  a  barge,  and  the  Malvina  (Luah.  493 ; 
Bro.  &,  LoMh.  57 ;  1  Mar.  Law  Caa.  O.  S.  218,  341)  ruling 
that  the  court  has  iuriadiotion  over  a  olaim  by  a  barge 
againat  a  ship,  it  ia  obvioua  that  any  oolliaion  ooourring 
ina  tidal  river  between  a  barge  and  a  ahip  ia  within  the 
jurisdiction.  These  deoiaiona  do  not  in  any  way  conflict 
with  the  decision  in  Everard  v.  Kendall  (3  Mar.  Law  Caa. 
0.  S.  391),  where  tiie  oolliaion  was  between  two  barp^ea. 
la^tbat  caae^ however,  the  judges  expreased  some  opinions 
vhieh  are  Boarcely  consistent  with  the  present  decision. 
Th^  aeem  to  indicate  that  for  the  Admiralty  Court  to 
have  jurisdiction  over  a  coUiaion,  it  most  have  occurred 
between  two  ships,  that  ia,  two  vessels  not  propelled  by 
oars  only.  Thia  might  nave  been  the  case  within  the 
bo<^  of  a  county  be^re  the  24  Vict.  c.  10,  s.  7  (see  the 
Bilhao,  Lush.  151 ;  1  Mar.  Law  Cas.  O.  S.  5),  but  it  cer- 
tainly ia  not  BO  now. — £d. 

(h)  By  the  Ooujity  Court  Admiralty  Jurisdiotion  Act 
1868  (31  A  82  Vict.  o.  71)  it  is  enacted :  Sect.  8.  Any 
Cooa^  Court  having  admirally^  jarisdiction  shall  have 
jimadictioB,  and  all  powers  and  authorities  relating 
thereto,  to  try  and  determine,  subject  and  according  to 
the  provisiona  of  this  Act,  the  following  causes  (in  thia 
Aet  referred  to  as  Adaiiralty  causes).  ...  As  to  any 
daim  for  damage  to  cargo  or  damage  by  collision,  anv 
eanae  in  which  the  amount  claimed  (foes  not  exceed  dOOf. 
S6et9.  If  any  person  ahall  take  in  the  High  Court  of 
Adndratty  of  England,  or  in  any  Superior  Court,  pro- 
eeadiags  which  he  might,  without  agreement,  have  taken 
m  a  County  Court,  except  by  order  of  the  judge  of  the 
Hi^  Court  of  Admiralty  or  of  such  Superior  Court, 
or  of  a  Count/  Court    having    admiralty   jurisdio- 


W,  O,  F.  FhtUimore  now  showed  cause. — ^The 
collision  being  within  the  body  of  the  county,  the 
Admiralty  Court  would  have  no  jurisdiction, 
unless  it  were  given  by  an  Act  of  Parliament 
passed  in  the  present  reign.  Neither  S  Ss  4  Vict. 
c.  65,  s.  6  (a),  nor  24  Vict.  c.  10,  s.  7  apply  to  the  case. 
"  Damage  received  by  a  ship  "  in  the  first  of  those 
statutes  most  mean  damage  received  by  a  ship 
"  from  another  ship,"  for  at  the  time  it  was 
passed  process  in  personam  was  practically  obso- 
lete, and  process  in  rem  would  have  been 
useless  except  against  a  ship.  In  Everard  y. 
Kendall  (3  Mar.  Law  Cas.  O.  S.  891 ;  L.  Bep.  5 
0.  P.  428;  22  L.  T.  Rep.  N.  S.  408),  it  was 
admitted  by  Day,  arguendo,  that  there  was  no 
case  to  be  found  where  the  Court  of  Admiralty 
has  dealt  with  a  case  of  collision  between  two 
barges ;  and  there  it  was  held,  on  a  motion  for  a 
writ  of  prohibition  to  the  judge  of  a  County  Court 
who  has  assumed  to  exercise  jurisdiction  in  a  case 
in  which  two  barges  had  come  into  collision  on 
the  river  Thames,  that  the  admiralty  jurisdiotion 
of  the  County  Court  in  cases  of  collision  was  not 
more  extensive  than  that  of  the  High  Court  of 
Admiralty.  As  to  the  second  question  which  is 
whether  the  County  Court  can  entertain  this 
action  under  its  admiralty  jurisdiction,  the  juris- 
diction was  conferred  on  the  County  Courts  by 
31  &  32  Vict,  c  71,  and  extended  by  32  &  33  Vict. 
0. 51.  But  the  County  Court  has  no  jurisdiction 
where  the  Admiralty  Court  would  have  none. 
In  The  Dowse  (3  Mar.  Law  Cas.  0.  S.  424;  22  L.  T. 
Rep.  N.  S.  627 ;  L.  Bep.  3  Adm- 135),  "necessaries." 
in  the  County  Courts  Acts  (31  &  32  Vict.  c.  71,  s.  3, 
sub-sect.  2)  was  held  only  to  refer  to  such  claims 
as  the  Admiralty  Court  had  jurisdiction  over. 
The  Act  (32  &  33  Vict.  c.  51)  should  be  construed 
as  the  previous  Act,  so  as  to  limit  it  to  such 
matters  as  the  Admiralty  Court  have  jurisdiction 
over— and  this  was  decided  in  Simpson  v.  Bluss 
(ante  vol.  1,  p.  326 ;  26  L.  T.  Rep.  N.  S.  697 ; 
L.  Rep.  7  C.  P.  292),  Cargo  ex  Argos  and  The 
Hewsons  (a/nte  vol.  1,  pp.  360.  519 ;  L.  Bep.  3  Adm. 
568 ;  27  L.  T.  Rep.  I^.  S.  64 ;  28  L.  T.  Rep.  N.  S.  77), 
are  distinguishable,  as  they  were  decided  on  a 
different  section.    [Lush,  J. — The  second  Act  was 

only  an  extension  of  the  first,  which  was  clearly 

^— • — — — ^ — _» 

tion,  and  shall  not  recover  a  sum  exceeding  the 
amount  to  which  the  jurisdiction  of  the  County 
Court  in  that  admiralty  cause  is  limited  by  this  Act 
...  he  shall  not  be  entitled  to  costs,  and  shall  be 
liable  to  be  condemned  in  costs,  unless  the  judge  of  the 
High  Court  of  Admiralty,  or  of  a  Superior  Court  before 
whom  the  cause  is  tried,  shall  certify  that  it  was  a  proper 
admiralty  cause  to  be  tried  in  the  High  Court  of  Admi- 
ralty of  England,  or  in  a  Superior  Court.  By  the  County 
Courts  Admiralty  Jurisdiction  Act  Amendment  Act  1861) 
(32  4*  33  Vict.  o.  51),  it  is  enacted :  Sect.  4,  The  3rd 
section  of  the  County  Courts  Admiralty  Jurisdiotion  Aot 
1868,  shall  extend  and  apply  to  all  claims  for  damage  to 
ships,  whether  by  collision  or  otherwise,  when  the  amount 
clauned  does  not  exceed  3001. 

(a)  By  the  Sand  4yiot.ic.  65.  s.  6.  it  is  enacted  that  the 
High  Court  of  Admiralty  shall  have  jurisdiction  to  decide 
all  claims  and  demands  whatsoever  in  ike  nature  of 
salvage  for  services  rendered  to  or  damage  received  by 
any  ship  or  sea  going  vessel,  or  in  the  nature  of  towage, 
or  for  necessaries  supplied  to  any  foreign  ship  or  sea- 
going vessel,  and  to  enforce  the  payment  thereof  whether 
such  ship  or  vessel  may  have  been  within  the  body  of  a 
county  or  upon  the  high  seas,  at  the  time  when  the 
services  were  rendered  or  damage  received  or  necessaries 
furnished  in  respect  of  which  such  claim  is  made.  By 
the  24  Vict.  c.  10,  s.  7,  it  is  enacted  that  the  High  Court 
of  Admiralty  shall  have  jurisdiotion  over  any  claim  for 
damage  done  by  any  ship. 
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The  Village  Belle. 


[Adv. 


limited  in  respect  of  causes  of  damage  at  least, 
by  the  admiralty  jurisdiction.] 

R,  E,  Webster  in  support  of  the  rule.— In  the 
case  of  the  Sarah  (1  Lush.  549),  the  Court  of  Ad- 
miralty held  that  it  had  jurisdiction  over  a 
barge  in  a  collision  on  the  high  seas,  independently 
of  the  present  Acts ;  and  I  rely  upon  that  casei 
and  the  words  of  the  Act  of  3  &  4  Vict.  o.  65,  s.  6. 
I  also  contend  that  the  words  in  the  second  Ad- 
miralty Act  (24  Vict.  c.  10),  8. 7,"  "  damage  done  by 
any  ship,*'  cover  all  kinds  of  damage.  Indepen- 
dently of  the  Admiralty  Court,  the  County  Court 
has  jurisdiction  under  the  words  of  the  County 
Court  Acts.  The  case  of  Siwpeon  v.  BlueB 
{uhi  8up,)  decided  that  the  County  Courts  had 
not  a  jurisdiction  which  the  Court  of  Admiralty 
never  possessed ;  but  that  case  was  subsequently 
fully  considered  in  tbe  Privy  Council,  and  that 
court  refused  to  follow  the  decision  without 
attempting  to  distinguish  it :  (Oaryo  ex  Argos, 
uhi  sup.) 

Lush,  J. — The  plain  object  of  the  Admiralty 
Court  Acts  was  to  give  jurisdiction  over  Acts  com- 
mitted within  the  body  of  a  county  where  such 
junsdiction  already  existed  upon  the  high  seas.  It 
is  not  necessary  to  decide  this  question  upon  the 
interpretation  of  the  County  Courts  Acts.  I  am 
clearly  of  opinion,  and  that  opinion  is  strengthened 
by  the  case  of  the  Sarah  (1  Lush.  549),  that  the 
Admiralty  Court  would  have  had  jurisdiction 
under  3  and  4  Vict.  c.  65,  s.  6. 

Archibald,  J. — I  am  also  of  the  same  opinion. 
The  moment  it  is  shown,  as  it  is  by  the  case  of  the 
8a/rah,  that  the  Admiralty  Court  would  have  had 
common  law  jurisdiction  on  the  high  seas,  the 
case  is  clear,  and  it  is  unnecessary  for  us  to  decide 
between  the  conflicting  decisions  of  the  Privy 
Ceuncil  and  the  Court  of  Common' Pleas. 

Rule  absolute. 

Attorneys  for  plaintiff,  Byhe  and  Stokes, 

Attorney  for  defendant,  Famfield, 


COU&T  OF   ADMZSALTT. 

Beported  by  J.  F.  Aspikall,  Eiq.,  Barrlater-at-Law* 

Monday,  Feb.  9. 1874. 

The  Vill.\qe  Belle. 

Charter-party — Demurrage — Exceptions — Civil 
commotionr^Onus  of  proof. 
Where  a  charterer  by  his  charter-party  undertakes  to 
load  a  ship  within  certain  given  lay  days,**aecidents 
or  causes  occurring  beyond  the  control  of  the  ship' 
pers  or  offreighters,  which  may  prevent  or  delay 
her  loading  or  discharging,  including  civil  com' 
motion,   strikes,   riots,  stoppage  of  trains,   8fc., 
always  excepted,**  or  to  pay  demurrage,  he  cannot 
excuse  default  in  loading  within  the  lay  days  by 
giving  evidence  of  general  disturbance  and  cessa^ 
tion  of  work  in  the  district  ahout  the  time ;  but  to 
exempt  himself  fron^  liability  must  show  a  dis' 
turbing  cause,  actually  preventing  the  loading  of 
the  particular  ship. 
This  was  an  appeal  from  a  decree  of  the  jadge  of 
the  County  Court  of  Glamorgihushire,  holden  at 
Swansea. 

The  suit  was  instituted  under  the  2nd  section  of 
the  County  Courts  Admiralty  Jurisdiction  Act 
Amendment  Act  1869,  by  the  owner  of  the  ViUage 
Belle  against  the  charterer  of  that  vessel,  to  re- 
cover damages  for  breach  of  the  charter-party. 
The  shipowner  claimed  demurrage,  in  respect  of 


detention  of  the  ship  after  the  lay  days  had  ex- 
pired, for  thirty-nine  days.  The  defence  of  the 
charterer  was,  that  the  default  in  loading  during^ 
the  lay  days  was  excused  by  the  happening^  of 
certain  events  excepted  by  the  charter-party  in 
favour  of  the  charterer  (civil  commotion,  strikes  of 
pitmen  and  workmen,  &o.)  At  the  time  of  tbe 
arrival  of  the  Village  Belle  at  Bilbao,  that  place 
was  threatened  by  the  armed  forces  of  the  Carliat 
party  in  Spain.  The  facts  of  the  case  will  be 
found  fully  set  out  in  the  judgment. 

Tbe  County  Court  judge  held  that  there  was 
evidence  of  general  disturbance  and  civil  com- 
motion delaying  the  loading  of  vessels,  and  this 
was  sufficient  to  excuse  the  charterers  from  the 
performance  of  their  contract.  From  this  decree 
the  shipowner  appealed,  (a) 

(a)  The  exact  amonnt  of  evidence  reqnired  to  aatabliah 
the  existence  of  each  a  civil  oommotion  as  would  prevent 
or  delay  the  loadinir  of  a  p&rtionlar  ship  is  not  easily 
arrived  at.  Tbe  charterers  are  aware  that  they  have 
great  difficulty  in  obtaining  the  necessary  cargo,  and 
that  the  difficulty  is  created  by  the  exception  named  in 
the  charter-party,  but  when  they  attempt  to  prove  that 
all  the  sources  of  supply  have  been  affected  by  that 
exception,  they  find  it  aunost  an  impossibility  to  pro- 
duce any  testimony  of  a  etronf^r  character  than  of 
general  disturbance  of  trade ;  the  merchants  do  not 
altogether  abandon  their  work,  but  cannot,  in  face  of  tbe 
public  panic,  carry  it  on  with  their  usual  rapidity.  SUJl 
this  general  disturbance  affecting  particular  trades  most 
affect  the  loading  of  a  particular  ship  whose  cargo  is  to 
be  of  goods  forming  the  staple  of  that  trade.  The 
difficulty  of  proof  in  these  cases  is  so  well  pointed  out 
bv  the  learned  Oounfy  Court  judge  (Thos.  Falconer, 
ifsq.)  that  we  give  his  judgment. 

His  Honour,  after  stating  the  facts,  said :  *'  It  waa 
stated  that  the  defendant  could  not  have  chartered 
the  veesel  unless  he  had  protected  himself  from  the 
probable  effect  of  civil  commotions  in  Spain.  Of 
the  necessity  of  such  a  course  there  can  be  no 
doubt.  In  countries  where  educated  men  influence 
the  multitude,  and  society  is  protected  by  le^al 
equality — ^the  only  equality  which  in  this  world  can 
be  perpetuated  or  even  exist—there  is  necessarily  con- 
tinued security.  Contracts  can  be  made  and  entered 
into  in  such  countries  without  reference  to  any  expecta- 
tion of  a  disturbance  of  the  ordinary  business  of  life. 
In  Spain,  however,  revolution  succeeds  revolution, 
general  after  general,  ecclesiastic  after  ecolesiaatio, 
stimulate  to  frequent  civil  strife  the  desperate  and  fierce 
passions  of  an  ignorant  population.  Against  the  effects 
of  such  events  even  private  contracts  require  the  pro- 
tection  of  exceptional  conditions.  But  in  the  expreenion 
of  the  terms  of  exceptional  conditions,  such  as  '  civil 
commotions,'  charter-parties  are  defective  in  not  declar- 
ing what  shall  be  received  as  sufficient  evidence  of  Uie 
facts  connected  with  such  conditions.  What,  for  ex- 
ample, shall  be  sufficient  evidence  of  a  '  civil  oomaao- 
tioa  P'  A  claim  or  demurrage  may  relate  to  501.  or  1001., 
and  the  claim,  if  contested,  though  perfectly  just,  may 
involve  the  expenditure  of  a  very  large  sum  of  money  to 
sustain  it  and  an  equally  large  expenditure  to  oppose  it 
if  it  be  unjust.  A  *  civil  commotion '  means  much  more 
than  a  locMd  riot.  it  means  attacks  by  force  on  the 
authority  of  the  government  through  measures  which 
disturb  the  ordinary  trade  or  business  of  a  locality  or  a 
district.  The  occurrence  of  euoh  an  event,  from  its 
publicity  and  importance,  it  may  have  been  assumed, 
would  not  be  disputed.  But  suppose  it  is  disputed,  see 
what  expense  may  be  incurred  !  Witnesses  must  be 
brought  from  a  great  distance,  and  as  the  knowledge  of 
each  witness  can  extend  only  over  a  limited  spaoe  of 
ground,  many  witnesses  must  be  summoned.  At  one  end 
of  a  distorbed  district  all  may  appear  to  be  peace ;  at 
another  place  there  ma^  appear  to  be  the  activity  of 
business,  and  yet  what  is  seen  may  be  only  hasty  efforts 
to  preserve  what  may  be  threatened  with  destruction ; 
and  in  another  locali^  the  beasts  of  burden  which  may 
usually  be  employed  to  supply  a  port  or  city  with  its 
common  articles  of  trade  may  be  driven  off.    The  bolt 
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Wood  HiU,  for  the  appellant.— To  excuse  the 
charterer  it  mast  be  shown,  not  only  that  there 
was  oiTil  commotion,  bat  that  it  prevented  the 
loading  of  the  ship  daring  the  lay  days.    This  the 

of  war  may  fall  on  one  place,  and  the  effeot  of  its 
eqdoskm  maj  shake  the  whole  diatriofc.    One  witnesa 
B^lit  relale  uitla,  and  seyend  might  appear  to  oontoa- 
dic(«aeh  other  when  even  no  real  gronnd  of  disagree- 
Bcni  axiated.      In  the  case  of  the  San  Roman  (ante, 
vol  1,  p.  603),  where  a  ship  had  been  delayed  by  ita 
oaptsin  at  Valparaiso,  nnder  the  apprehension  of  being 
oaptofad,  the  evidenoe  seems  to  hkve  inolnded  reports 
zwpeoting  the  morementa  of  a  vesael  of  war  and  news- 
paptr  reporta,  which  might  haye  been  correct  and  incor- 
reot,  and  the  advice  of  a  consul  not  to  sail.    The  evi- 
denoe^ of  the  most  justly  apprehended  danger  most 
oftentimeB  be  imperfect.    JSnt  surely  there  would  be  no 
diiBenl^  to  provide  in  charter-parties  that  those  who 
sre  the  parties  to  them  shall  be  oound  by  local  offidid 
■tateiaenta  of  facts  relating  to  causes  of  delay,  mattera 
of  regular  tnm  in  loading ;   the  amount  of  cargo ;  or 
nch  other  fecta  as  are  connected  with  what  are  usually 
esUed  'exceptional  clauses.'    This  could  be  especially 
done  when  the  evidence  relates  to  events  of  a  public 
eksraoter.      Commissions  to  examine  witnesses  abroad 
tie  the  aooroe  of  a  great  money  outlay,  and  the  testi- 
Bony  of  witnesaea  brought  from  abroad  is  frequently 
oionnousl^  expensive.    It  is  thus  that  the  great  diffi- 
culty in  this  caae  arises— What  is  sufficient  evidence  of 
'flim  commotions'  disturbing  the   trade  of  a  port? 
The  plaintiff,  through    hia  agents,   may  know  what 
ooeurred.    He  should,  aa  a  just  man,  disclose  it.    He 
■ay  be  ignorant,  and  then  it  is  the  duty  of  the  defen- 
dsnt  to  excuse  the  non-performance  of  his  contract. 
The  seamen  on  board  the  Village  Belle  can  tell  us  little. 
Their  knowledge  is  limited  to  the  business  of  their  own 
Tesael,  and  to  what  they  can  imperfectly  observe  from 
its  deck.    Neither  the  master,  mate,  nor  aeamen  could 
relate  what  is  passing  on  the  net  distant  mountaina 
which  may  interfere  with  the  trade  they  are  engaged  in. 
They  may  know  nothing  of  the  injury  done  to  the 
nilway  leading  to  Miranda,  though  they  may  have  beard 
whore  were  the  chief  quarters  of  the  Carhsts.      John 
Joaef,  the  mate  of  the  Village  Belle,  says, '  There  were 
M  or  500  vessels  at  Bilboa ;  there  were  lots  arrived  after 
Hi.*    *Did  they  get  away   before   you?*    *Yes — one; 
■he  loaded  before  us.'    Surely  such  an  accumulation  of 
■hips  at  the  end  of  February  and  in  March,  and  down  to 
astf  the  end  of  April,  ia  strong  evidence  of  great  dia- 
tsrfaanoe  of  trade,  oanaed  by  thoae  iK>litioal  eventa  re- 
ined to  by  the  witnesses.      The  ship  Daniel  was  at 
Bilboa  in  February,  but  the  master  was  not  able  to  get 
avsy  till  April— though  it  was  early  in  April.    The  p»y- 
Bieat  to  him  of  demurrage  is  of  no  importance,  as  his 
delay  might  not  have  been  excused  by  any  exception 
ooBUined  in  hia  charter-party.    The  ship  Campanile  was 
a  steamer,  and  it  is  admitted  that  a  preference  is  given 
to  the  loading  of  steamers ;  perhaps  even  *  regular  turn ' 
night  permit  such  a  preference.     The  evidence  of  Mr. 
Wsrborton  and  of  vice-consul  Tutor,  proves  a  state  of 
commotion  and  disturbance,  extending  from  February  to 
Apni— that  ia,  to  the  time  of  the  departure  of  the 
ViUage  BeUe.    How,  in  such  a  state  of  affairs,  could 
there  be  order  or  regularity  in  the  transaction  of  busi- 
oiM?     Some  merchanta  of  San  Nicholaa,  or  persons 
having  private  wharves,  or  who  were  placed  in  favour- 
sble  poaitiona  on  the  river,  between  the  firat  loading- 
place  on  the  river  Nervon  to  Bilbao,  may  have  loaded 
Titsels.     'All  aooideots  and  cauaes  ooourring  beyond 
the  control  of  the  affreighters  preventing  or  delaying 
losing '  are  specified  in  the  exceptional  ol»u8e  as  well  as 
civil  eommotions.'    Is  there  not  sufficient  evidence  of 
general  commotion  and  disturbance  of  the  trade  delaying 
the  loading  of  vessels  ?     The  case  of  Tendvilsden  v. 
Bardcasile,  heard  by  me  at  Cardiff  ao  far  back  a»  the 
year  1857,  haa  been  cited.    That  case,  in  its  principles, 
has  been  sustained  by  several  decisions  of  the  Sup*'rior 
Courts :  {Adams  v  Royal  Mail  Steam  Packet  Company , 
28  L.  J.  33,  C.  P.).    The  charter-party  in  the  Cardiff 
case  provided  that  the  freightera  ahould  not  be  held 
to  be  liable  for  any  delay  in  loading  caused  by  frosts, 
uooda,  strikes  of  workmen,  or  accidents.    I  held  that  a 
•trike  at  a  particular  colliery  was  no  defence  to  the 
Mttoo,  the  genetal  market  for  the  pnzohase  of  ooal  sot  1 


respondent  has  failed  to  establish^  having  giving 
evidenoe  of  general  disturbance  only,  and  the  onos 
lies  entirely  upon  him. 

Olarhson,  for  the  respondent. — ^There  is  enough 
evidenoe  to  establish  the  fact  that  there  was  snoh 
a  general  disturbance  in  the  Bilbao  district  as  to 
prevent  the  procuring  of  the  usual  quantity  of  ore. 
It  is  shown  that  vessels  were  kept  waiting  for  ore, 
and  that  the  miners  were  taken  away  by  the 
Garlists.  The  fair  inference  from  this  is,  that  the 
delay  in  loading  was  occasioned  by  the  general  dis- 
turlMuice.  [Sir  B.  Philuuoae.— You  must  show, 
not  merely  that  there  was  a  general  commotion, 
but  a  particular  disturbance,  by  which  theloadiufl; 
of  the  ship  during  this  time  was  affected.  In  the 
Grerman  war  cases,  I  held  that  positive  evidence 
of  the  presence  of  French  men  of  war  must  be 
given  (a) ;  so  here  evidence  of  actual  prevention 
must  be  given.]  It  is  clear  on  the  evidence  that 
there  was  not  enoush  ore  to  enable  him  to  fulfil 
this  stipulation.  If  the  charterer  had  had  all  the 
ore  there  was  to  be  got  in  Bilbao,  this  exception 
would  have  applied.  Why  should  it  not  apply 
equally  when  the  deficiency  is  spread  among  several 
charterers  P 

Wood  Hill  was  not  called  upon  to  reply. 

Sir  B.  Phillimore. — ^This  is  an  appeal  from  the 
County  Court  of  Glamorganshire,  under  the  pro- 
visions of  the  County  Courts  Admiralty  Jurisdic- 
tion Act  1869  (32  &  33  Vict.  c.  51).  The  action  in 
the  court  below  was  brought  by  David  Bees,  the 
owner  of  the  Village  BeUe,  against  the  charcerer 
of  that  vessel,  William  Henry  Thomas,  of  Swansea, 
merchant.  The  charter-party  is  dated  Swansea, 
9th  Dec.  1872,  and  is  made  between  David  Bees 
and  William  Henry  Thomas  and  Co.,  as  agents  for 
the  merchant.  The  charter-party  set  forth  that  the 
Village  Belle  should  proceed  to  Bilbao,  and  there 
load,  from  the  agents  of  the  freighter,  a  full  and 
complete  cargo  of  iron  ore  in  bulk;  it  then  pro* 
ceeds  in  the  usual  language,  till  it  comes  to  a  clause 
expressed  in  these  words :  *'  Eight  working  days 
to  be  allowed  for  loading  the  said  ship  at  Bilbao, 
and  to  be  discharged  in  regular  turn,  and  in  the 
customary  manner,  with  all  such  despatch  as  the 
usage  of  the  port  will  permit;"  and  here  folio  woertain 
excepted  perils  in  favour  of  the  charterers:  ''All 
accidents  and  causes  occurring  beyond  the  control 
of  the  shippers  or  afireighters  which  may  prevent 

being  affected  by  the  strike.  The  strike  at  a  particular 
pit  did  not  prevent  the  obtaining  of  coal  in  the  ordinary 
course  of  the  ooal  trade,  and  now  it  is  nsnal  to  meet  snoh 
a  case  by  a  special  proyision  in  charter-parties  referring 
to  the  particular  pit  or  pits  from  which  it  is  intended  to 
procnre  coal.  If,  however,  vessels  are  laden  in  a  port 
daring  the  general  disturbance  of  trade  from  some  general 
cause,  or  during  civil  commotions,  sucb  cases  of  loading 
are  exceptional.  The  excusing  cause  ia  to  be  a  general 
disturbance  in  the  business  of  the  port,  caused  by  civil 
strife.  The  inference  I  draw  is  that  there  was  a  preva- 
lent general  cause  of  delay,  arising  from  circumstances 
named  in  the  exceptional  clause  exiating  up  to  the  time 
the  ship  was  laden,  as  well  as  at  the  time  of  her  arrivaL 
There  was  clearly  disturbances  in  those  districts  from 
which  the  customary  supply  of  ore  at  the  port  of  Bilbao 
came.  The  disturbances  were  not  merely  local  riots 
which  could  be  suppressed  by  the  ordinary  civil  power  of 
the  town,  and  this  was  shown  by  the  preparations  made 
for  the  defence  of  the  town  of  Bilbao  itself.  Judgment 
for  defendant/' 

It  ia  to  be  regretted  that  this  question,  considering  its 
great  importance  in  point  of  principle,  did  not  go  up  to 
the  Privy  Council.— Ed. 

(a)  See  the  San  Roman  (^ante,  vol.  1,  pp.  347,  603).— 
£d. 
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or  del^y  her  loading  or  disoharglDg,  inolndiiig  civil 
commotion,  strikos  of  any  pitmen  or  workmen, 
riots,  frost,  floods,  stoppage  of  trains,  accidents  to 
machinery,  Sdo„  always  excepted."  Demurrage  (if 
any)  was  payable  at  the  rate  of  foarpenco  per 
register  ton  per  day. 

The  vessel  arrived  at  Bilbao  on  the  23rd  Feb. 
On  the  26th  Feb.  the  captain  gave  notice  that 
he  would  be  ready  to  take  in  cargo  on  tho 
27th.  TbAn  for  the  purpose  of  loading  the  cargo 
there  were  eight  working  days  allowed  by  the 
i^harter  -  party,  and  these  expired  on  the  6bh 
March.  The  actual  loading  did  not  begin  till  the 
7th  April,  when  fifteen  tons  were  put  on  board  for 
stiffening.  The  loading  was  continued  on  the  12th 
April,  and  was  completed  on  the  16th  April,' when 
the  vessel  sailed.  The  shipowner  claims  thirty- 
nine  days'  demurrage,  at  4(i.  per  register  ton  per 
day. 

It  cannot  be  denied — ^what  is  really  an  important 
principle  of  law  in  these  cases — that  the  burden  of 
proving  that  the  non-compliance  with  the  terms  of 
a  charter-party  similar  to  the  present  was  occa- 
sioned by  one  of  the  exceptions  in  favour  of  the 
charterer  therein  contained  lies  upon  the  charterer, 
that  is,  upon  the  respondent  in  the  present  case. 
The  whole  question  seems  to  lie  in  a  very  narrow 
compass,  and  it  is  :  Has  he  produced  such  adequate 
proof  that  he  is  within  the  exceptions  of  the  above 
clause  of  the  charter-party  as  will  reasonably 
satisfy  the  mind  of  the  court  ?  What  is  the  proof 
he  has  produced  ?  He  called  two  persons  only, 
although  he  had  abundant  opportanity  to  produce 
other  evidence.  The  cause  was  instituted  on  tho 
8th  June,  and  heard  on  the  8th  Aug.  No  applica- 
tion was  made  for  any  adjournment  beforn  the 
hearing,  but  at  the  hearing,  for  good  and  sufficient 
reason  I  have  no  doubt,  the  case  was  adjourned 
until  November,  and  this  sufficient  postponement 
afforded  ample  opportunity  for  the  introduction 
by  the  respondent  of  any  further  evidence  which 
might  appear  necessary." 

Now  the  plaintiff  had  produced  several  witnesses 
who  said,  in  substance,  that  there  were  commotions 
and  that  there  was  a  stoppage  of  the  line  of  railway 
for  four  days — but  that  that  stoppage  took  place 
on  tho  18th,  19th,  20th,  and  21st  March,  long 
after  the  time  for  loading  had  expired.  It  was 
shown  that  iron  ore  was  brought  down  every 
day  except  those  four  days.  That  evidence  had 
been  produced  by  the  plaintiffs,  but  it  must 
not  be  forgotten  that  the  burden  of  proof  was  on 
the  defendant,  the  present  respondent.  The 
respondent  produced  a  Mr.  Warburton,  who  said 
he  was  an  iron  merchant,  and  in  the  beginning 
of  the  year  1873,  from  January  to  April,  he  was  at 
Bilbao,  as  a  general  mani^er  of  the  Eva  Iron  Works ; 
that  there  were  great  disturbances  in  the  district 
generally;  his  mines  were  near  the  town,  and 
they  were  affected,  although  they  were  under 
more  protection  than  mines  in  the  country ;  the 
miners  absented  themselves,  and  being  in  fear  of 
the  Carlists  did  not  work ;  on  the  18th  March  the 
Carlists  cut  the  Deputation  Railway  which  brings 
ore  down  from  the  mines ;  for  four  or  five  days 
the  line  was  out,  and  it  was  cut  again  for  a  day, 
later;  he  loaded  a  good  many  ships  at  Bilbao 
during  the  time;  his  ore  was  from  the  Eva  Mines 
close  to  the  town,  and  was  all  brought  down  in 
barges ;  the  Eva  Mines  were  never  stopped  during 
this  time.  No  evidence  was  given  why  the  vessel 
oould  not  have  got  ore  from  this  mine.     The 


respondent  also  called  a  Mr.  Tutor,  Spanish  Yioe* 
Consul,  I  presume  at  some  English  port,  and 
partner  of  the  other  witness.  Now,  this  gentle- 
man says  that  he  was  resident  at  BilfaNEio  during  the 
time  this  ship  was  there ;  that  the  disturbed  state 
of  the  country  interfered  with  hauling  of  the  ore, 
and  that  the  interruption  was  such  as  to  make  a 
sensible  difference  in  the  quantity  brought  np; 
during  tho  time  he  loaded  a  good  many  vessels,  and 
but  for  the  disturbuioes  he  should,  without  doubt, 
have  loaded  more. 

Now,  does  this  kind  of  evidence,  so  entirely 
general  and  vague,  satisfy  the  burden  of  proof  and 
show  that  there  was  any  civil  commotion  or  other 
interruption  with  the  exception,  preventing  tho 
loading  of  this  vessel  during  the  lay  days  P  The 
learned  judge  of  the  court  below  thought  it  did. 
but  I  cannot  see  the  force  of  his  reasoning.  It  is 
admitted  that  the  oases  cited  by  the  learned  jadge 
are  not  in  point,  and  his  reasons  are  in  effect 
summed  up  at  the  end  of  his  judgment,  where  he 
says,  "  The  excusing  cause  is  to  be  a  general  dis- 
turbance in  the  business  of  the  port  caused  by 
civil  strife.  The  inference  that  I  draw  is  that 
there  was  a  prevalent  general  cause  of  delay, 
arising  from  circumstances  named  in  the  excep- 
tional clause  existing  up  to  the  time  the  ship  was 
laden,  as  well  as  at  the  time  of  her  arrival.  There 
were  clearly  disturbances  in  those  districts  from 
which  the  customary  supply  of  ore  at  the  port  of 
Bilbao  came.  The  disturbances  were  not  merely 
local  riots,  which  could  be  suppressed  by  the  ordi- 
nary civil  power  of  the  town,  and  this  was  shown 
by  the  preparation  made  for  the  defence  of  the 
town  of  Bilbao  itself." 

In  my  opinion  the  burden  of  proof  is  not  satisfied 
by  the  respondents'  producing,  as  he  has  done, 
evidence  of  general  commotion.  It  is  not  suffioient 
to  show  that  there  is  a  general  civil  disturbance  and 
a  stoppage  of  the  railway  for  a  short  period.  The 
respondent  was  bound  to  show  that  between  the 
27th  Feb.  and  the  7th  March  there  was  a  disturbing 
cause  of  such  a  character  as  would  prevent  the 
loading  of  this  vessel,  that  it  did  actually  prevent 
the  loading,  and  so  brought  the  respondent  within 
the  excepted  perils. 

The  question  then  narrows  itself  to  this,  whether 
such  proof  has  been  produced.  I  am  clearly  of 
opinion  that  the  proof  is  not  adequate  to  show 
that  the  loading  was  prevented  by  the  above  perils. 
That  being  my  opinion,  and  having  the  same 
evidence  before  me  as  there  was  in  the  court  below, 
I  must,  however  reluctantly,  reverse  the  sentence 
and  pronounce  that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to 
thirty-nine  days*  demurrage  and  the  oosts  of  tliis 
appeal. 

A^eal  allowed,  and  decree  heloto  reversed. 

Solicitors  for  the  appellants,  IngUdew,  Ince,  and 
Greening. 
Solicitors  for  respondent,  Nehon  and  Son, 


Monday,  Feb,  9, 1874 
The  Glengakry. 

Gollision — Launchr^Precaulions   required — River 

Mersey, 

It  ia  tlie  duty  of  those  who  launch  a  vessel  to  do  so 
with  the  utmost  precaution,  and  to  give  such 
notice  as  is  reasonable  and  sufficient  to  prevent 
injury  ha^ening  to  other  vessels  from  the  taunclt^ 
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and  the  burden  of  proving  thcU  iheee  things  have 

been  done  lies  upon  them. 

What  i$  recuonckble  and  eufficient  notice  depends 

upon  local  eireumsiances ;  the  size  and  breadth  of 

ike  river  or  waters  in  whichthelaunch  takes  place, 

the  amount  of  shipping,  and  other  like  things. 

Where  in  launching  a  vessel  in  a  river  the  usual 

precautions  taken  in  that  river  have  been  taken, 

and  the  usual  general  notice  that  the  launch  was 

about  to  take  place  has  been  given,  the  persons 

having  charge  of  the  launch  have  performed  all 

they  are  required  to  do  by  law,  amd  no  specific 

notice   of  the  exact   moment  of  Hie  launch  is 

required. 

In  the  Biver  Mersey  to  give  notice  of  a  launch  taking 

place  it  is  customary  to  have  the  ship  dressed  in 

flags  for  an  hour  or  more  before  high  water  (about 

which  time  the  launch  takes  place) ;  to  huve  tftgs, 

one  ai  least  also  dressed  in  flags,  plying  about 

some  time  before  the  launch  m  front  of  the  yard 

where  the  ship  is  lying ;  and  there  are  usually  a 

number  of  small  boats  lying  off  ready  to  pick  up 

Umber  when  the  ship  comes  aioay. 

This  was  a  cause  of  damage   instituted  by  the 

Bridfiiewater    Navigation    Company,  owners    of 

ibe  flats  or  barges  Industry  and   Atlcu,  and  of 

the  cargo  lately  laden  therein,  and  of  the  freight 

payable   in    respect    thereof,    against    the    snip 

Glengarry,    her    tackle,  apparel,   and   furniture, 

sod  against  the  owners  thereof  intervening.    The 

petition    filed  in  behalf  of  the  plaintiff  was  as 

follows : 

1.  The  Industry  was  a  flat  plyinff  on  the  Biver 
lUrMj,  of  tons  register.    The  Atlas  is  a  fl»t  of 

tons  register.    The  Glengarry  is  an  iron  ship  of 
3000  tons  burthen,  register  1800. 

2.  At  about  11.45  a.m.  on  the  23rd  Oct.  1873,  theplain- 
tiff*8  steam  toff  Bridgewater  left  the  Morpeth  Dock, 
Birkenhead,  and  proceeded  to  steam  np  the  Biver  Mersey, 
haviog  a  timin  m  four  flats  in  tow  o?er  her  etarboard 
quarter,  and  a  train  of  five  flats  in  tow  orer  her  port 
quarter.  The  Industru  was  the  second  flat  in  the 
port  train,  and  the  Atlas  was  the  second  flat  in  the 
ittf  board  train. 

3.  The  weather  was  fine  and  clear,  with  a  light  breeze 
from  the  sonUi-east.  The  tide  was  flood,  about  half  an 
boor  off  high  water. 

4.  When  the  Bridgewater  was  about  opposite  the 
Traomere  Beach  and  near  mid-river,  the  Glengarry 
vss  suddenly  launched,  stern  foremost,  from  the  ship- 
building yard  of  Messrs.  Boyden,  on  the  Liverpool  shore, 
sad  ran  at  great  speed  aoroes  the  river  towards  the  flats 
i^oh  the  Bridgewater  had  in  tow. 

5.  The  helm  of  the  Bridgewater  was  at  once  put 
bsrd-a-port,  and  the  helms  of  the  flats  were  also  ported. 
When  the  master  of  the  Bridgewater  saw  that  it  was 
impossible  to  draw  the  flats  clear  of  the  Glengarry 
he  iuuled  the  flatmen  to  oast  off  the  tow  ropes  between 
the  first  and  seoond  flats  in  each  train. 

6.  This  was  done  at  once,  but  the  Glengarry  came 
on  a&d  struck  the  Indusiy  with  great  force  on  the 
port  bow  and  drove  her  against  the  AtUu,  The 
Industry  shortly  afterwards  sank,  in  oonse<^uence  of 
the  injuries  she  had  received  in  the  collision ;  the 
AHaa  also  received  considerable  damage. 

7.  The  said  collision  was  cansed  wholly  by  the  neg. 
Hgcmoe  and  improper  conduct  of  those  hating  the  charge 
snd  control  of  the  Glengarry. 

8.  They  negligently  permitted  the  Glengarry  to  be 
Isimehed  when  her  course  aoroes  the  river  was  not  clear. 

9.  They  negligently  omitted  to  give  proper  and  suf- 
ficient notice  or  warning  of  the  said  launch. 

10.  They  improperly  neglected  to  keep  a  good  look- 
oot. 

11.  They  negligently  omitted  to  take  proper  measures 
or  pMoantions  for  controlling,  directing  or  arresting  the 
conrse  and  speed  of  the  Glengarry, 

The  answer  filed  on  behalf  of  the  owners  of  the 
Glengarry  was  aa  follows : 


1.  The  Glengarry  is  an  iron  ship  of  one  thousand 
eight  hundred  tons  register,  and  belongs  to  the  Port  of 
Liverpool. 

2.  Previous  to  the  28rd  Oct.  last,  the  Glengarry  bad 
been  building  in  the  defendants'  building  yud  on  the 
Liverpool  side  of  the  Biver  Mersey,  and  it  had  been 
determined  to  launch  her  on  that  day. 

8.  Accordingly,  the  necessary  preparations  were  made 
for  the  launch  on  that  day,  the  Glengarry  had  a  flag 
flying  on  each  of  three  poles  erected  on  her  deck,  and 
two  tugs,  which  had  Men  engaged  to  take  her  into 
dock,  when  launched,  and  one  of  whioh^  was  decorated 
with  flags,  were  manoeuvring  off  the  building  yard. 

4.  About  12.15  p.m.,  the  wind  being  about  S.S.E.,  a 
gentle  breeze,  the  weather  being  fine  and  clear,  and  the 
tide  fiood,  but  slack  water  in  shore,  it  being  high  water 
at  12.2i  p.m.,  those  in  charge  of  the  launch,  having  first 
ascertained  that  the  river  abreast  of  the  said  building 
yard  was  clear,  gave  orders  to  knock  away  the  daggers 
and  the  Glengarry  had  begun  to  move  down  the  ways, 
when  the  tug  Bridgewater,  towing  a  double  string  of 
flats,  eiffht  or  nine  in  number,  and  altogether  about  six 
hundred  to  seven  hundred  feet  in  length,  was  observed 
to  the  westward  of  mid  river,  and  in^  a  north-westerly 
direction  from  the  Glengarry,  coming  up  the  river 
heading  to  the  southward,  so  as  to  cross  the  course  of 
the  Glengarry  ;  she  Was  going  at  a  speed  of  about  four 
knots,  and  was  distant  between  a  quarter  and  half  a  mile 
from  the  Glengarry. 

5.  It  was  then  too  late  to  stop  or  check  the  Glengarry, 
and  she  took  the  water  stern  foremost,  and  as  her  stem 
got  into  tiie  flood  tide,  she  made  a  south-westerly  course. 

6.  Although  those  on  board  the  Bridgewater,  and  the 
flats,  saw,  or  might  have  seen  that  the  Glengarry  was 
being  launched,  &ey  continued  their  course,  and  as  the 
Bridgewater  neared  the  Glengarry,  she  appeared  very 
much  to  increase  her  speed,  and  although  loudly  h«ilea 
by  tho^e  on  board  the  Glengarry  to  stop  and  let  go  the 
flats,  she  went  on  and  crossed  the  course  of  the  Glen* 
garry,  taking  with  her  the  two  headmost  flats,  but  the 
flat  Indtutry,  which  was  next  in  line  astern  of  the 
leading  flats,  came  into  oolUeion  with  the  rudder  of  the 
Glengarry.  The  flat  Atlas,  which  had  been  towing 
abreast  of  the  Industry,  did  not  come  into  collision  with 
the  Glengarry,  but  was  damaged  by  the  Industry. 

7.  Nothing  could  be  done  by  those  on  board  the  Glen- 
garryto  avoid  the  collision. 

8.  Proper  and  sufficient  notice  and  warning  was  given 
by  those  having  charge  of  the  Glengarry,  that  the  launch 
was  about  to  take  place,  and  it  was  the  duty  of  those  in 
charge  of  the  Bridgewater  and  the  flats  to  leave  the 
course  of  the  launch  clear. 

9.  Those  on  board  the  Bridgewater  and  the  flats 
improperly  neglected  to  keep  a  proper  look-out. 

10.  These  on  board  the  Bridgewater  and  the  flats 
improperly  neglected  to  leave  the  course  of  the  Glengarry 

clear.  ,  ^^    -  x 

11.  Those  on  board  the  Bridgewater  and  the  flats 
neglected  to  keep  out  of  the  way  of  the  Glengarry, 

12.  Those  on  board  the  Bridgewater  improperly  n«g- 
leoted,  before  the  said  collision,  to  slacken  her  speed,  or 
to  stop  and  reverse,  and  improperly  increased  her  speed, 
and  crossed  the  course  of  the  Glengarry, 

13.  Those  on  board  the  Bridgewater  improperly  neg- 
lected in  proper  time  to  port  her  helm,  and  to  oast  off 
the  said  flats. 

14.  Those  in  charge  of  the  Industry  and  Atlas  nepr- 
lected  to  oast  off  or  cut  their  tow  ropes  in  time  to  avoid 
the  said  collision. 

15.  The  said  collision  was  caused  wholly  by  the  neg- 
ligence or  default  of  those  in  charge  of  the  Bridgewater 
and  the  said  flats,  and  was  not  caused  in  any  way  by 
any  negligence  or  default  on  the  part  of  those  on  board 
or  in  cha:^  of  the  Glengarry,  sind  so  far  as  the  latter 
are  concerned  the  said  collision  was  an  inevitable 
accident. 

16.  Except  so  far  as  they  are  herein  admitted,  the 
defendants  deny  the  truth  of  the  several  allegations  in 
the  plaintiff's  petition. 

The  pleadings  were  thereupon  concluded. 

The  main  faces  in  dispute  between  the  parties 
were  first  the  position  in  the  river  of  the  Bridge^ 
water  and  the  flats,  when  the  QlengarruYrvM 
launched ;  and  secondly  the  preci^i(tion§  which  it  is 
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asual  to  tfake  in  the  Biver  Mersey  when  a  ship  is 
laaAohed. 

The  plaintiffs  prodnoed  evidence  in  snpport 
of  the  allegations  of  their  petition.  High  water 
on  that  day  was  about  12.24  p.m.  The  tug  in 
ffoing  to  the  Morpeth  Dock,  to  fetch  the  flats 
had  passed  the  yard  from  which  the  laonoh  was 
afterwards  made  about  an  hour  before  the  col- 
lision, but  had  seen  no  flags  indicating  that  a 
launch  was  about  to  take  place.  There  was 
nothing  however  to  prevent  the  crew  of  the  tug 
seeing  Boyden's  yard  from  the  inside  of  Morpeth 
Dock.  The  master  of  the  tug  did  not  actually  see 
the  Qlengarry  until  just  after  he  left  the  Morpeth 
Dock,  and  then  knew  she  was  going  to  be  launched 
about  high  water,  but  could  not  tellthe  exact  time. 
It  was  alleged  by  him  that  it  was  usual  when  there 
was  a  launch  in  the  river  Mersey,  not^only  to  dress 
ihe  launch  in  flags,  but  to  have  a  steam  tug  dressed 
in  flags  in  the  middle  of  the  river  to  warn  passing 
vessels  of  the  time  when  the  launch  was  coming 
oS;  if  he  had  had  this  warning  he  would  have 
kept  farther  over  to  the  westwaiS.  The  tug  and 
flats  were  as  alleged  by  the  plaintifls  about  one 
hundred  yards  to  the  westward  of  mid  river  and 
abreast  of  Tranroere  ferry  when  the  Qlengarry 
was  launched.  Launches  always  take  place  about 
high  water,  but  according  to  the  pla^tiffs  they 
took  place  any  time  within  an  hour  before  high 
water. 

Evidence  was  given  for  the  defendants  in 
support  of  their  answer,  and  thence  it  appeared 
the  usual  precautions  taken  on  the  Mersey  to  give 
warning  of  a  launch  are  that  the  ship  is  dressed 
with  flags,  and  has  in  attendance  on  her  one  or 
two  tugs,  according  to  her  size ;  one  of  these  tugs 
is  dressed  with  flags,  and  manoQuvres  off  and  on 
at  the  entrance  to  the  building  yard  till  shortly 
before  high  water,  and  then  prepares  to  follow  the 
launch,  which  takes  place  about  that  time  ;  small 
boats  are  also  in  attendance  to  pick  up  timber  as 
the  ship  comes  away.  From  Mr.  Boyden*s  yard 
launches  always  took  place  at  about  10  minutes 
before  high  water,  as  the  yard  abutted  on  to  the 
river,  and  it  was  consequently  necessary  to  wait 
until  the  tide  ceased  to  flow,  in  order  to  avoid 
having  the  ship  twisted  on  the  ways  as  she  took 
the  water.  There  were  two  tugs  in  attendance  on 
the  Qlengarry;  one  was  dressed  with  flags  and 
was  up  and  down  the  river  in  front  of  the  yard 
for  an  hour  before  the  launch ;  the  Qlengarry  had 
flags  flying  for  about  an  hour  before  the  launch 
took  place.  The  pilot  in  charge  of  the  Qlengarry 
alleged,  that  when  the  word  was  given  to  let  go 
the  river  was  clear  abreast  the  yard,  but  that  no 
sooner  had  the  ship  begun  to  move  than  he  saw 
the  tug  and  flats  coming  up  the  river;  it  was 
then  too  late  to  stop  the  launch.  From  the  time 
the  ship  left  the  ways  to  the  time  of  the  oolliBion 
eight  minutes  elapsed.  When  the  tug  and  flats 
were  first  seen  from  the  Qlengarry  they  were  about 
opposite  Monk's  Ferry.  The  Qlengarry  when 
launched  went  about  three  quarters  of  the  way 
across  the  river. 

Aepmall,  Q.O.  (W.  0.  Qtdiy  with  him)  for  the 
plaintiff,  contended  that  the  general  notice  that 
there  was  going  to  be  a  launch  about  the  time  of 
high  water  was  not  sufiicient,  but  that  a  special 
notice  of  the  approximate  time  ought  to  be  given 
'by  means  of  a  tug  flying  flags  in  the  middle  of  the 
river,  lowering  or  raising  a  flag,  firing  a  gun,  or 
some  Buch  act  calculate  to  attract  pa^ioular 


attention.  The  defendants  have  no  right  to  require 
that  vessels  shall  keep  out  of  their  way  for  an 
hour  before  high  water ;  that  is  practically  to 
block  up  the  navigation  of  the  river  for  an  hoar. 
The  plaintiffs  were  using  a  highway  in  a  proper 
manner,  and  had  the  right  to  suppose  it  safe,  and 
no  negligence  can  be  imputed  to  them,  except  npon 
the  supposition  that  they  ought  to  have  expected 
the  defendants  to  be  negligent.  There  is  evidence 
that  there  is  a  custom  to  give  particular  notice  of 
the  approximate  time  of  tbe  launch,  and  even  if 
the  evidence  on  this  point  is  not  very  strong,  such 
a  course  is  so  reasonable  that  I  submit  that  this 
court  ought  to  hold  that  such  notice  should  be 
given. 

The  Blenheim,  4  Notes  of  Oases  393 ; 

The  Ftonna,  Swab.  405 ; 

The  United  States,  2  Mar.  Law  Gas.  O.S.  166. 

The  launch  might  have  been  delayed  if  they  had 
had  a  good  look  out,  or  thev  ought  to  have  given 
the  plaintiff  notice.  The  plaintiff  had  a  right  to 
go  ahead,  or  receive  notice.  The  defendants  saw 
us  in  time,  or  ought  to  have  seen  us  in  time,  and 
yet  let  the  ship  go  ;  this  was  negligence  on  tbe  [MU't 
of  the  defendants,  even  if  the  tug  and  flats  were 
wrong  in  beinsr  where  they  were : 
Daviea  v.  Mann,  10  M.  &  W.  549. 

Myburgh  (BM  Q.C.  with  him)  for  the  defendaots. 
— ^The  notices  of  the  launch  being  those  which  are 
usual  in  the  Mersey  were  sufficient  on  the  autho- 
rity of  the  cases  quoted.  There  was  no  reason 
why  the  tugs  and  flats  should  not  have  kept  further 
over  to  the  westward  on  seeing  the  flaffs ;  the 
Mersey  is  sufficiently  broad  for  both  the  lauDch, 
and  the  free  passage  of  vessels.  There  was  nothing 
to  prevent  tbe  tog  from  waiting  in  the  Morpeth 
Dock  till  the  launch  was  over. 

AapinaU,  Q.C,  in  reply. 

Sir  R.  Philumore. — On  the  23rd  Oct.,  in  last  year, 
shortly  before  high  water,  between  twelve  and  a 
C|uarter  past  twelve,  or  twenty  minutes  past  twelve, 
in  the  river  Mersey,  the  Qlengarry,  which  was  then 
launched  from  the  Liverpool  side  of  tbe  river, 
went  stem  foremost  into  the  port  bow  of  the 
Industry,  forcing  her  into  the  port  side  of 
the  Atlas,  they  being  two  out  of  a  number  of 
vessels  called  flats,  which  were  on  tbe  port  and 
starboard  side  of  a  tug  called  the  Bri^gewcUer, 
and  the  question  for  the  court  is  who  is  to  blame 
for  this  collision  P  Whether  the  tug  which  had 
these  flats  in  tow  is  to  blame,  or  whether  tbe 
Qlengarry,  the  launch,  is  to  blune,  having  regard 
to  all  tbe  circumstances  of  the  case  P 

It  may  be  almost  unnecessary  to  make  any  obser- 
vations on  the  general  law  relating  to  these  caaes 
of  vessels  launched,  after  the  full  discussions  which 
they  have  undergone  in  tbe  three  cases,  to  which 
reference  has  been  made,  the  case  of  The  Blenheim 
(4  N.  of  0.393),  the  case  of  The  Ftanna  (Swab.  405) 
and  the  more  recent  case  before  the  Privy  Cooncii 
{The  United  States,  2  Mar.  Law  Cas.  0.  S.  166). 
There  is  no  doubt  whatever  as  to  the  law  which 
has  been  laid  down  for  a  considerable  period,  and 
always  observed  in  this  court — viz.  that  it  is  tbe 
duty  of  those  who  launch  a  vessel  to  do  so  with 
the  utmost  precaution,  and  to  give  such  a  notice 
as  is  reasonable  and  sufficient  to  prevent  injury, 
happening  from  that  event,  and  that  the  burden 
of  proof  lies  on  them.  There  is  no  doubt  at  all 
that  those  who  appear  for  the  launch  have  the 
obligation  oast  upon  them  of  showing  that  it  took 
place  in  each  circumstances,  which  ought,  with 
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reMOoable  precautions  on  the  other  side,  not  to 
hafe  broaght  her  into  collision.  What  is  reason- 
able notice  mast  of  coarse  depend  yery  maoh  on 
the  facts  of  these  cases.  It  was  very  well  said  in 
the  case  of  The  Blenheim,  "what  is  reasonable 
notice  depends  on  local  circa mstances ;  the  breadth 
of  the  rirer,  the  number  of  vessels  passing,  and 
other  circumstances  of  that  kind.  It  mast  not  be 
a  mere  general  notice  of  a  laaoch  on  a  particular 
day,  the  notice  must  so  specify  the  time  of  the 
laaoch,  that  vessels  navigating  up  and  down  the 
river  may  not  be  damaged  or  incar  danger." 

The  first  subject  which  the  court  must  consider 
is  whether,  according  to  the  evidence  in  this  case, 
there  was  such  reasonable  notice  as  the  law 
requires,  given  by  those  who  launched  the  Glen- 
garry ?  Now  the  Glengarry  was  a  very  large 
Tessel,  I  think  of  8000  tons.  She  was  laanohed 
from  the  slip  of  Mr.  Koyden,  on  the  Liverpool 
side  of  the  Mersey,  and  it  appears  from  a  variety 
of  e? idence,  which  at  this  late  hour  of  the  evening 
it  is  not  necessary  to  eo  into  in  detail,  that  it  is  cus- 
tomary in  the  river  Mersey  before  a  launch  takes 
place,  that  a  certain  namber  of  flags  should  be  pat 
on  poles,  which  are  placed  where  the  masts  are  to 
be— if  it  is  a  barque  or  a  ship,  three  poles,  a  brig 
two  poles,  a  schooner  one  pole,  and'  so  on — bat 
that  there  should  be  a  certain  number  of  flags  put 
on  poles  in  the  vessel,  as  indicating  that  the  vessel 
is  about  to  be  launched.  It  appears  also  that  it  is 
CQStomary  to  have  two  steam  tugs  in  attendance 
on  the  vessel,  and  for  oneof  the  steam  tugs  to  have 
banting,  or  flags  of  various  kiods,  onit;  and  it 
appears  also  that  it  is  oustomary  to  have  small 
boats  called  gigs,  pulling  about,  in  order  to  pick 
up  some  of  the  timber,  which  would  otherwise  be 
lost,  when  the  operation  of  launching  takes  place. 
All  these  precautions  were  tal^en  in  this  instance, 
and  it  is  not  denied,  and  could  not  be  denied,  that 
the  proper  and  usual  general  notice  was  given  that 
the  launch  was  about  to  take  place.  It  is  said 
that  a  more  specific  notice  was  required,  and 
Tarions  suggestions  were  made  as  to  what  the 
specific  notice  should  be,  but  no  evidence  was  pro- 
dooed  before  me  at  all,  that  any  such  specifio 
notice  is  habitually  given  in  cases  of  this  descrip- 
tion. One  witness  indeed  did  say  that  it  was 
QBoal  that  a  tug  should  be  in  the  mid  river,  just 
before  the  vessel  is  launched,  but  that  witness 
Btcod  almost  alone  in  his  opinion,  and  the  pilot 
who  was  produced  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiffs  in 
this  case,  in  enumerating  what  precautions  were 
necessary  to  be  taken  in  order  that  a  launch 
shoold  take  place  in  safety,  did  not  mention  that 
it  was  a  necessary  circumstance  that  there  should 
be  a  boat  in  mid-river,  but  he  did  recapitulate  all 
these  precautions,  which,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  were 
taken  in  this  case.  The  yard  or  slip,  from  which 
this  launch  took  place,  is  one  in  which  it  appears 
from  the  evidence  a  great  number  of  vessels  are 
boilt,  and  I  think  the  evidence  was  that  a  con- 
Biderable  number  were  launched  every  year.  I 
think  Mr.  Boydon,  who  was  examined,  said  twelve 
or  thirteen. 

Therefore,  patting  all  these  circumstances  to- 
Sother,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  principle  of  the 
law  to  which  I  have  referred,  justifies  me  in 
saying  that  there  was  not  only  a  general  notice, 
hat  a  sufficient  notice  according  to  the  usage  of 
the  place,  that  a  launch  was  about  to  take  place  at 
this  time.  It  was  known  perfectly  well  that  the 
bonoh  could  only  take  place  very  near  to  the  time 


of  high  water.  Now  high  water  was  about  twenty- 
four  minutes  past  twelve  on  this  occasion.  The  col- 
lision I  think  took  place  somewhere  about  a  quarter 
past  twelve,  and  the  launch  took  plaoe  about  six  or 
seven  minutes  after  twelve,  according  to  the 
best  calculation  one  can  arrive  at.  I  must 
mention  what  has  made  a  considerable  impression 
on  the  mind  of  the  court.  It  appears  not  only 
from  the  evidence  produced  on  behalf  of  the 
plaintiffs,  but  also  from  that  produced  on  behalf  of 
the  defendants,  especially  the  e  videnceof  the  master 
of  the  tug  Bridgewater,  that  this  vessel,  the  Glen- 
garry, stood  veiy  high  on  the  ways,  and  that  there 
was  nothing  to  prevent  his  seeing  it  from  the 
Morpeth  Dock,  and  that  in  fact  he  did  see  it  from 
theie  and  most  have  seen  that  she  had  her  proper 
flags  up. 

It  becomes  necessary  to  make  some  short 
statement  with  regard  to^  the  plaintiffs  in  this 
case  the  tug  and  the  flats.  The  Bridgewater 
came  out  of  Morpeth  Dock,  with  I  think  eight  or 
nine  flats  in  tow,  so  many  on  her  port  side,  and  so 
many  on  her  starboard  side.  Now,  according  to 
the  statement  of  the  master,  before  she  came  out 
of  Morpeth  Dock,  the  G2e»^arr^,  with  the  flags  indi- 
cating an  approaching  launch,  was  visible  to  her, 
and  she  knew,  for  the  reasons  which  I  have  already 
stated,  that  the  launch  would  take  place  very  nearly 
about  high  water,  and  I  admit  the  proposition 
that  was  contended  for  by  the  counsel  for  the 
plaintifE  in  this  case,  that  it  is  not  competent  to 
those  who  are  about  to  launch  a  vessel  to  block  up 
the  navigation  not  only  for  a  day,  but  any  con- 
siderable period  of  time.  Bat  in  this  case  the 
evidence  satisfies  the  court  that  the  tug  must 
have  been  aware  that  the  launching  would  take 
place  within  a  very  short  time  of  high  water — say 
twenty  minutes  or  a  quarter  of  an  hour ;  and  that 
being  made  plain  to  her  when  she  was  within  the 
Morpeth  Dock,  it  was  her  duty — ^as  it  appears  to 
the  court  after  consulting  with  the  Elder  Brethren 
of  the  Trinity  House,  who  are  entirely  of  the  same 
opinion — it  was  the  duty  of  the  tug  when  in 
Morpeth  Docks,  either  to  wait  a  quarter  of  an  hour 
or  twenty  minutes,  if  she  thought  there  was  any 
danger  to  be  incurred  by  the  launch ;  or  it  was  her 
duty  when  she  came  out  (she  had  full  option  to 
choose  which  course  she  would  take),  to  have 
ported  her  helm,  and  to  have  kept  up  on  the  west 
shore,  in  which  case  the  collision  would  not  have 
happened.  Aooording  to  the  evidence  we  believe 
that  she  did  not  take  this  course,  and  indeed  it 
seems  to  be  perfectly  well  proved  in  the  case  that 
she  came  out  into  mid-channel. 

Now  what  precautions  were  taken  besides  those 
general  precautions  I  have  mentioned  P  What 
precautions  were  taken  by  those  who  were  about 
to  launch  the  Glengarry  ?  Really  it  seems  every 
precaution  that  could  be  required  was  taken.  The 
look-out,  so  far  from  being  as  suggested  a  bad 
look-out  in  this  case,  appears  to  ns  to  have  been  of 
a  very  good  description.  The  pilot  says  he  was 
aft  on  the  ship;  there  were  two  steamers  in 
attendance,  the  Rattler  and  the  Garter,  flying 
about  for  an  hour  before.  Then  the  pilot  says  he 
looked  to  see  if  the  river  was  dear,  he  saw  three 
flats,  and  he  waited  till  they  got  dear ;  he  looked 
again  to  see  if  it  was  clear,  and  then  he  gave  the 
order  to  let  go,  and  when  he  had  given  the  order  to 
let  go,  Mr.  Koyden,  who  was  on  a  stage  under  the 
bows,  performed  what  I  believe  is  the  usual  cere- 
mony  on  these  oooasions  of  catting   the  rope 
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bimsolf,  and  the  vessel  began  to  move.  Ader  the 
vessel  had  so  began  to  move  the  pilot  called  oat, 
*'  Hold  on,"  or  "  stop  the  lannoh/'  and  it  has  been 
contended  that  if  he  had  disoharc^ed  his  daty 
properly  be  would  have  said  that  before  the  vessel 
began  to  move,  and  before  the  last  rope  had  been 
cut,  but  we  are  not  of  that  opinion  at  all. 

It  may  very  well  be,  as  was  very  ingeniously 
suggested  by  Mr.  Myburgh,  that  as  this  tug  and 
the  fiats  came  oat  of  Morpeth  Dock,  they  came  in 
a  direct  line  and  did  not  present  themselves,  until 
the  tug  bad  ported,  to  the  view  of  the  pilot ;  but, 
be  that  as  it  may,  there  was  no  necessity  for  any 
collision  in  this  case  if  the  tug  had  taken  the  proper 
course  of  porting  to  keeping  herself  along  the  west 
shore.  We  believe  upon  the  evidence — there  ib 
great  conflict  as  there  always  is  in  these  cases — but 
we  believe  that  the  tug  when  reported  had  arrived 
a  quarter  of  a  mile  N.N.W.  of  Mr.  Boyden's  slip 
in  mid  channel,  and  was  not  as  she  represents 
herself  to  have  been,  off  Tranmere  Ferry.  The 
launch  had  to  go  800  yards  to  the  place  of  collision, 
and  she  was  stopped  in  mid  nver  against  the 
barge,  into  which  she  ran.  In  fact,  when  the 
whole  case  comes  to  be  examined,  it  resolves 
itself  into  this,  that  in  our  judgment  the  tug 
steamed  right  across  the  path  of  the  launch,  and 
that  she  did  nothing  but  goon  full  speed,  and  took 
no  measure  whatever  to  avoid  the  oollision  in  this 
case. 

Having  arrived  at  this  conclusion,  it  becomes 
unnecessary  in  my  judgment  to  go  into  the  other 
parts  of  the  case,  and  I  have  no  hesitation  in  pro- 
nouncing, under  the  advice  that  I  have  received, 
that  the  plaintiffs  in  this  case  have  failed  to 
establish  the  averments  in  their  petiuon,  and  that 
I  must  reject  that  petition. 

Solicitor  for  plaintiffs,  IslMim  IL  E,  Oill. 

Solicitors  for  defendants,  Bateson  and  Go, 


Friday,  Feb.  27, 1847. 
The  John  Evans. 

Salvage — Bond  given  io  Receiver  of  Wreck — Leave 
to  proceed  in  Admiralty  Court — Jurisdiction  of 
County  Court — Cowity  CovHa*  Admiraliy  Jwris' 
diction  Act  1868  (31  &  32  Vict,  c.  71)  sect,  3,  9, 
2['— Merchant  Shipping  ActlS^i,  (17  &  18  Vict. 
c.  104),  sect.  468. 

As  it  is  a  matter  of  groAje  doubt  whether  the  County 
Courts  having  admiralty  jurisdiction  have  power 
ioenforcesalvagebonds  given  to  Receiver  of  Wrecks 
under  the  Merchant  Shipping  Act  1854  (17  ^  18 
Vict.c.  104)  sect.  468.  the  High  Court  of 
Admiralty  will,  on  the  application  of  a  salvor  in 
respect  of  whose  services  such  ahondhasheen  given, 
grant  leave  to  proceed  in  the  High  Court  imd&r  the 
County  Conrts  Admiralty  Jurisdiction  Act  1868 
(31^32  Vict.  c.  71),  sect  9. 

8(mbte,  that  even  where  leave  is  so  given  to  proceed 
in  the  High  Court,  that  court  is  not  thereby 
precluded  from  condemning  the  plaintiff  in  costs, 
if  at  the  hearing  of  the  cause  it  snould  appear  that 
tJie  cause  was  improperly  instituted  in  the  court. 

This  was  an  application  by  the  defendants  to  re- 
scind an  order  made  by  the  Judge  of  the  High 
Court  of  Admiralty,  giving  leave  to  institute  a  suit 
in  that  court,  or  to  order  that  the  suit  should  pro- 
ceed subject  to  costs  in  the  same  way  as  though 
such  order  bad  not  been  made. 
The  plaintiffs,  who  were  the  own^rsi  masteri  and 


crew  of  the  lugger.  Wild  Boy,  moved  the  court  on 
the  previous  motion  day  "  for  liberty  to  institute  a 
cause  of  salvage  on  behalf  of  the  owners,  master, 
and  crew  of  the  lugger  Wild  Boy  against  the  ship 
or  vessel  John  Evans,  her  cargo  and  freight,  and  to 
direct  that  the  bond  given  to  the  receiver  of  wreck 
at  Eamsgate  in  the  sum  of  6001.  in  respect  of  saoh 
salvage  services  may  be  brought  into  the  registry 
of  this  honourable  court."  In  support  of  this 
motion,  an  affidavit  was  filed  stating  that  salvage 
services  had  been  rendered  by  the  plaintiff  to  the 
John  Evans  and  her  cargo ;  that  a  bond  had  been 
given  to  the  receiver  of  wreck  at  Bamsgate  in  the 
sum  of  6002.  to  secure  the  payment  of  compen- 
sation for  such  services;  that  by  the  Mercnant 
Shipping  Act  1854  (17  &  18  Yict.  c.  104)  sect. 
4r68,  power  is  given  to  the  Admiralty  Court  to 
adjudicate  upon  the  amount  of  salvap^e,  and  en- 
force bonds  given  under  the  foregomg  circam- 
stances ;  and  that  the  County  Courts  have  no 
such  power,  nor  has  any  other  court  except  the 
Admiralty  Court.  Upon  these  facts  and  allega- 
tions the  Admiralty  Court  gave  leave  to  in- 
stitute the  suit.  The  order  was  made  upon  the 
ex  parte  application  of  the  plaintiff.  The  defend- 
ants now  moved  to  rescind  the  former  order,  and 
in  support  of  their  motion  filed  an  affidavit  allegin;; 
that,  although  a  notice  of  the  former  motion  had 
been  served  upon  the  defendant,  it  had  come  too 
late  for  them  to  instruct  any  one  to  appear  on  their 
behalf;  that  the  services  were  of  a  very  trifling 
character,  and  deserviog  of  a  small  reward,  and 
thati  the  cause  ought  to  have  been  brought  in  a 
county  court.  In  reply  to  this  affidavit  the 
plaintiff  filed  another  denying  the  plaintiff's  state- 
ments of  fact,  and  calling  the  attention  of  the  court 
to  the  fact  that  similar  orders  had  on  many 
previous  occasions  been  made  by  the  court  althoogh 
opposed  by  the  owners  of  the  salved  property,  (a) 
The  ship  was  actually  at  Monmouth  at  the  CM>m- 
mencement  of  the  proceedings. 

W.  0.  F,  Fhillimore  for  the  defendants  in 
support  of  the  motion. — The  plaintiffs  applied 
for  leave  to  proceed  here  in  order  to  avoid 
being  condemned  in  costs  under  sect.  9  of  the 
County  Court  Admiralty  Jurisdiction  Act  1868 
(31  &  32  Vict.  c.  71)  if  thoy  should  recover  a 
less  sum  than  3002.  The  reason  alleged  for  their 
application  is  that  the  County  Courts  cannot  enforce 
a  salvage  bond  given  under  the  Merchant  Shipping 
Act  1854  (17  A18  Vict.  c.   104)  sect.  468,  (6)1 

(a)  Similar  orders  were  made  in  The  Oneisa,  TTm 
Snareshrook ;  The  Zetland  and  The  Clotlw.  In  tho  last 
mentioned  case  leave  was  given  to  proceed  in  the  Hi^ h 
Court  although  opposed  by  the  owners  of  ship,  cargo, 
and  freight. — £e. 

(b)  Tbit  section  is  as  follows  .—'*  468.  Whenever  any 
salvage  is  dne  toany  person  under  this  Act,  the  receiver 
shall  act  as  follows  ;  (that  is  to  say) 

First  if  the  same  is  due  in  respect  of  services  ren- 
dered in  assisting  any  ship  and  boat,  or  in  saving  the 
lives  of  persons  belonging  to  the  same,  or  the  cargo  or 
apparel  thereof. 

He  shall  detain  such  ship  and  boat  and  the  cargo  and 
apparel  belonging  thereto  until  payment  is  made,   or 

S recess  has  been  issued  by  some  competent  court  for  the 
etention  of  suoh  ship,  boat,  cargo,  or  apparel.  .  .  . 
But  it  shall  be  lawful  tor  Uie  reoeiver,  if  at  any 
time  previously  to  the  issue  of  such  process  aecnrity 
is  giyen  to  his  satisfaction  for  the  amount  of  aal- 
yage  due,  to  release  from  his  custody  any  ship, 
boat,  cargo,  apparel,  or  wreck  so  detained  by  him 
as  fuoresaid;  and  in  cases  where  the  ohdm  for  aal- 
Tage  exceeds  two  hundred  pounds  it  shall  be  lawfn 
in  England  for  the  High  Court  of  Admiralty  of  Engluid, 
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sabmic  tbafc  there  was  no  need  of  the  order  as  the 
bond  might  have  been  enforced  in  the  oounty  court. 
The  Goonty  Court  Admiralf>7  Jurisdiction  Act 
1868,  sect.  3,  gives  County  Courts  having  admiralty 
jarisdiction  power  to  ti7  *'  as  to  any  claim  for 
aalyage — any  cause  in  which  the  value  of  the 
property  saved  does  not  exceed  one  thouHand 
pounds,  and  in  which  the  amount  claimed  does  not 
exceed  three  hundred  pounds."  [Sir  E.  Philli- 
3C0RE.— Does  that  Act  give  a  plaintiff  an  absolute 
right  to  costs  if  he  obtained  leave  to  proceed 
here  in  the  first  instance?]  Sect.  9  would 
appear  to  bear  that  construction.  The  plain- 
tin  would  be  entitled  to  his  costs  unless  the 
court  positively  ordered  him  to  pay  them,  and  in 
practice  this  is  never  done  in  salvage  cases.  The 
Merchant  Shipping  Act  1854,  simply  provides  a 
mode  in  which  salvors  can  get  security  for  the  pay- 
mentof  their  claims  without  detaining  the  property. 
The  receiver  is  to  arrest  and  take  security  instead 
of  waiting  for  the  warrant  of  the  court,  the  amount 
of  salvage  is  to  be  settled  afterwards.  The  taking 
security  in  this  form  is  only  another  mode  of 
getting  bail.  The  prooeeding  to  recover  salvage 
remained  the  same  as  it  was  before  the  Act  m 
dtims  exceeding  200Z.,  the  security  only  being 
changed.  The  jurisdiction  of  this  court  in  such 
a  case  is  over  a  claim  of  salvage  and  that  juris- 
diction is  transferred  by  the  County  Courts  Act  to 
the  County  Court.  Bonds  under  the  amount  of 
2002.  given  as  security  for  salvage  reward  are  not 
under  the  Act  within  the  jurisdiction  of  any  named 
court;  still  it  is  to  be  presumed  that  some 
court  has  jurisdiction  over  them.  This  court 
bat  not  power  over  them.  It  must  be  con- 
cluded that  the  justices  have  power  by  implication 
to  enforce  them  under  sect.  460  of  the  Merchant 
Shipping  Act  1854.  Hence  a  reason  can  be  found 
for  the  express  words,  giving  jurisdiction  over 
hoods  over  2002. ;  the  justices  would  refuse  under 
sect.  460,  to  entertain  a  claim  where  there  was  a 
hood  for  a  greater  amount,  and  yet  in  the  Admiralty 
Court  the  plaintiff  might  be  condemned  in  costs  if 
he  recovered  less  than  that  amount,  although  he 
was  obliged  to  introduce  his  suit  there.  This  is 
the  reason  why  express  power  is  given  to  this 
court;  but  this  does  not  alter  the  nature  of  the 
claim  which  still  remains  a  salvage  claim.  Obher- 
wiae  the  magistrates,  having  no  express  power 
given  to  them,  could  not  enforce  bonds  under  2002. 
If  these  are  ordinary  salvage  claims  they  are 
transferred  to  the  County  Courts  where  under  3002. 
The  bond  can  be  enforced  in  the  County  Court  in 
whose  district  the  bond  is  given.  The  bond  is  no 
more  than  bail  or  security  given  to  an  officer  of 
the  court. 

Clarkion  for  the  plaintiffs,  contra. — This  court  is 
the  only  court  which  has  power  to  enforce  a  bond, 
given  to  the  receiver  of  wreck  in  such  a  case  as  this. 
The  object  of  the  bond  is  to  release  the  ship,  and 

in  Irskad  for  the  High  Court  of  Admiralty  of  Ireland 
and  in  SootUnd  for  the  Court  of  Session,  to  determine  any 
qaeetion  that  may  arise  concerning  the  amount  of  the 
•aonrity  to  be  given  or  the  tuffioienoy  of  the  seourities  ; 
tad  in  all  caaee  where  bond  or  other  seourity  is  given  to 
tht  receiver  for  an  amount  exoeeding  two  hundred  pounds, 
it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  salvor  or  for  the  owner  of  the 
property  salved  or  their  respective  agents,  to  institute 
prooeedings  in  such  last  mentioned  courts  for  the  purpose 
of  having  the  questions  arising  between  them  ad  j  odioated 
npoQ,  and  the  said  oourts  may  enforce  payment  of  the 
taid  bond  or  other  eeourit^,  in  the  same  manner  as  if 
bail  had  been  Fiven  in  the  said  courts. ' ' 


to  enable  her  to  leave  the  port  where  the  bond  is 
given.  Now  by  the  County  Courts  Admiralty 
Jurisdiction  act  1868  (31  &  32  Vict.  c.  71)  sect.  21, 
proceedings  in  an  admiralty  cause  in  the  County 
Court  must  be  commenced  "  in  the  County  Court 
having  admiralty  jurisdiction  within  the  district 
of  which  the  vessel  or  property  to  which  the  cause 
relates  is  at  the  commencement  of  the  proceedings," 
provided  that  this  rule  is  applicable ;  which  is  the 
case  here,  as  the  ship  is  at  Monmouth  within  the 
district  of  a  County  Court  having  admiralty 
jurisdiction.  Hence  the  suit  in  this  case  must  be 
begun,  if  in  any  County  Court,  at  Monmouth. 
What  jurisdiction  can  the  County  Court  at  Mon- 
mouth have  over  the  receiver  at  Bamsgate,  to 
require  him  to  produce  and  to  enforce  a  bond  given 
there,  or  pay  over  a  deposit  of  money  P  On  the  other 
hand  the  Admiralty  Court  has  jurisdiction  over 
all  receivers  of  wreck,  and  can  compel  the  bonds  or 
deposits  to  be  sent  to  the  registry  of  this  court. 
There  is  no  difficulty  as  to  bonds  for  amounts 
under  200Z.;  the  justices  on  the  spot  where  those 
bonds  are  given  can  enforce  them.  [Sir  B. 
Philuhorb. — If  the  justices  have,  without  express 
words  and  by  implication  only,  jurisdiction  over 
bonds  for  amounts  under  2002.,  why  have  not  the 
County  Courts  jurisdiction  by  implication  also 
over  bonds  for  amounts  under  300Z.  P]  Because 
the  County  Courts  have  no  power  over  receivers  of 
wreck  out  of  their  own  jurisdiction,  and  could  nob 
enforce  a  bond  given  out  of  their  own  circuit,  even 
if  they  could  within  it.  [Sir  B.  Philumoke. — ^The 
County  Court  Admiralty  Jurisdiction  Act  1868 
does  not  prevent  me,  if  it  should  turn  out  that  this 
suit  was  improperly  instituted  in  this  court,  from 
condemning  the  plaintiff  in  costs  even  if  this  order 
stands.  The  order  for  leave  to  proceed  is  given  on  an 
e;Bpar^6 application,and  if  I havegivenit  improperly 
I  am  not  bound  by  it,  and  I  should  beat  full  liberty 
to  give  no  costs  or  less  salvage  reward.  It  is  a 
question  of  considerable  doubt  whether  the  statutes 
have  given  jurisdiction  over  receivers  of  wreck 
and  these  bonds  in  every  part  of  England  to  the 
County  Courts,  whilst  there  is  no  doubt  that  this 
court  nas  such  jurisdiction.  That  alone  is  enough 
to  entitle  me  to  give  leave  to  proceed  here.] 
Besides  it  is  doubtful  whether  the  County  Courts 
can  have,  under  any  circumstances,  jurisdiction  in 
these  cases.  Their  jurisdiction  in  causes  of 
salvage  is  in  rem  or  in  personam  only.  This  is 
not  a  proceeding  in  rem ;  nor  can  it  be  strictly 
called  a  proceeding  in  personam.  It  is  not  against 
the  owners  alone;  it  is  against  the  obligee  of  the 
bond,  who  may  or  may  not  be  the  owner.  The 
general  terms  of  the  County  Courts  Act  cannot 
embrace  the  jurisdiction  given  by  express  terms 
to  this  court  by  the  Merchant  Shipping  Act.  If 
such  a  transfer  of  jurisdiction  had  been  intended, 
the  Legislature  would  at  least  have  effected  it  by 
giving  to  the  County  Courts  in  express  terms 
jurisdiction  over  the  receivers  within  their  district. 

W,  0.  F.  Phillim^ore  in  reply. — ^There  is  nothing 
to  prevent  an  agreement  being  entered  into  to  try 
at  Bamsgate,  and  then  the  County  Court  there 
would  have  jurisdiction  over  the  receiver  and  tho 
bond.  The  receiver  is  an  officer  of  the  court,  and 
would  be  of  any  court  where  the  cause  was 
instituted,  and  could  be  punished  for  not  bringing 
in  the  bond.  This  is  a  cause  of  salvage,  and  the 
County  Court  has  clearly  jurisdiction  in  such 
causes. 

Sir  B.  Phillimobb.— This  is  a  cause  of  salvage, 
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in  which  ander  the  provisioDS  of  the  County  Coarts 
Admiralty  Jurisdiction  Act  1868  (31  &  32  Vict, 
c.  71),  I  made  an  order  permitting  the  galvors  to 
institute  proceedings  in  this  court.  An  application 
is  now  made  to  me  hy  the  defendants  to  rescind 
the  order. 

The  words  of  the  9th  section  are:  "If  any 
person  shall  take  in  the  High  Court  of  Admiralty, 
or  in  any  superior  court  proceedings,  which 
he  might  without  agreement  have  taken  in  a 
County  Court,  except  by  order  of  the  judge  of 
the  High  Court  of  Admiralty,  and  of  such  superior 
court,  or  of  a  County  Court  having  admiralty 
jurisdiction ;  and  shall  not  recover  asnm  exceeding 
the  amount  to  which  the  jurisdiction  of  the  County 
Court  in  that  ndmiralty  cause  is  limited  by  this 
Act;  and  also  if  any  person  without  agreement 
shall,  except  by  order  as  aforesaid,  take  proceed- 
ings as  to  salvage  in  the  High  Court  of  Admiralty, 
or  any  superior  Court  in  respect  of  property  saved, 
the  value  of  which  when  saved  does  not  exceed 
10002.,  he  shall  not  be  entitled  to  costs,  and  shall 
be  liable  to  be  condemned  in  coste,  unless  the 
judge  of  the  High  Court  of  Admiralty,  or  of  a 
superior  court  before  whom  the  cause  is  tried  or 
heard,  shall  certify  that  it  is  a  proper  admiralty 
cause  to  be  tried  in  the  High  Court  of  Admiralty 
of  England,  or  in  a  superior  court." 

Now  I  am  of  opinion  that  this  section  contem- 
plates proceedini^s  being  taken  by  order  of  this 
court  upon  an  ex  parte  application  by  the  plaintiff. 
At  the  same  time  it  is  competent  to  the  other 
parties  in  the  suit  to  apply  to  have  any  order  so 
made  rescinded ;  and,  moreover,  although  the  sec- 
tion apparently  gives  alternative  modes  of  avoiding 
condemnation  in  coRts,  the  alternatives  must  be 
taken  together,  and  there  is  nothing  to  prevent  the 
court — if  need  be  and  justice  should  require  it — 
for  condemning  the  plaintiffs  in  costs  at  the 
hearing,  notwithstanding  that  they  may  have  ob- 
tained an  order  of  the  court  to  take  proceedings 
here,  and  that  the  court  had  refused  to  rescind 
that  order  on  the  application  of  the  defendants. 

The  grounds  asserted  in  the  first  instance,why  an 
order  under  the  transfer  sections  should  be  granted 
in  this  case,  were  that  there  was  a  salvage  claim 
against  property  valued  at  600^.,  which  had  been 
placed  in  the  hands  of  the  receiver  of  wreck  at 
Bamsgate;  that  the  receiver,  exercising  the  power 
given  to  him  by  the  468th  sect,  of  the  Merchant 
Shipping  Act  1854  (17  and  18  Vict.  c.  104),  had 
taken  from  the  owners  of  the  property,  in  lieu  of 
bail,  a  bond  in  the  amount  of  6002.:  that  the 
County  Court  had  no  jurisdiction  to  enforce  that 
bond,  and  that  it  was  therefore  necessary  to  bring 
the  suit  in  this  court. 

I  know  that  there  are  no  reported  cases  to  be 
found  with  respect  to  the  practice  of  the  court  on 
this  point,  but  I  remember  that  in  many  cases 
orders  for  proceedings  to  be  taken  here  have  been 
made  by  the  oourt  where  applications  have  been 
based  upon  the  same  grounds  as  upon  the  present 
occasion,  namely,  that  neither  the  County  Courts 
Admiralty  Jurisdiction  Act  1868  (31  &  32  Vict.  c. 
71),  nor  in  the  County  Courts  Admiralty  Juris- 
diction Act  Amendment  Act  1869  (32  &  33  Vict, 
c.  51)  are  there  any  express  words  giving  to 
County  Courts  jurisdiction  over  bonds,  or  any 
power  to  enforce  them,  or  to  compel  the  receiver 
to  deliver  up  the  bonds  or  security  he  may  have 
received  from  salvors,  under  the  powers  given  to 
him  by  the  Merchant  Shipping  Act  1854.    It  is  i 


clear  that  this  oourt  has  no  original  jurisdiction, 
or  power  over  bonds  given  to  a  receiver  of  wreck, 
and  that  it  was  thought  necessary  to  oonfer  this 
power  by  express  words;  and  accordingly  the 
Merchant  Shipping  Act  1854,  sect.  468,  having 
given  salvors  the  right  to  institute  proceedings  in 
this  court,wherethe  claim  for  salvage  exceeds  200(., 
gives  the  power  to  the  court  to  enforce  the  bonds 
in  these  words : — "  and  the  said  courts  may  enforce 
the  pajrment  of  the  said  bond  or  other  security, 
in  the  same  manner  as  if  bail  had  been  given  in 
the  said  courts."  It  has  been  argued  that,  although 
the  County  Courts  have  not  acquired  jurisdiction; 
in  such  oases  by  express  words,  yet  it  is  given  by 
necessary  implication  from  the  words  of  the 
County  Courts  Admiralty  Jurisdiction  Act  18t>8, 
sect.  3,  which  says,  *'  Any  County  Court  having 
admiralty  jurisdiction  shall  have  jurisdiction, 
and  all  powers  and  authorities  relating  thereto,  to 
try  and  determine,  subject  and  according !t to,  th<^ 
provisions  of  this  Act,  the  following  causes  (in 
this  Act  referred  to  as  admiralty  causes) :  (1)  As 
to  any  claim  for  salvage— any  cause  in  which  the 
value  of  the  property  salved  does  not  exceed  one 
thousand  pounds,  or  in  which  the  amount  claimed 
does  not  exceed  three  hundred  pounds,  &o.**  It  has 
been  contended  that  under  these  words  the  power 
in  question  has  been  sui&oiently  given  to  the 
County  Courts,  having  admiralty  jurisdiction, 
and  it  has  been  pointed  out  that  if  this  were  not 
the  case  there  would  be  a  casus  omissus  in  the 
Merchant  Shipping  Act,  because,  if  express  words 
are  necessary  to  confer  the  jurisdiction,  by  that  Act 
the  Justices  have  no  power  to  enforce  these  bonds  or 
to  adjudicate  upon  salvage  disputes,  where  security 
has  been  given  to  the  receiver  of  wreck,  even 
though  the  value  of  the  security  is  under  2001. 

It  is  undoubtedly  true  that  a  great  many  im- 
perfections exist  in  the  County  Courts  Admiralty 
Jurisdiction  Act,  and  that  many  difficulties  may 
be  suggested  arising  out  of  the  mode  in  which 
those  Acts  have  been  drawn,  without  accurate 
knowledge  of  the  subjects  they  were  going  to  affect, 
and  it  is  at  least  a  matter  of  grave  doubt  whether 
the  County  Courts  having  admiralty  jurisdiction 
would  be  held  to  have  the  jurisdiction  contended 
for.  This,  however,  in  my  opinion  furnishes  good 
reason  why  the  proceediufts  should  be  commenoed 
in  this  court ;  moreover,  it  should  not  be  forgotten, 
I  am  not  thereby  prevented  in  any  way  from 
visiting  the  applicant  with  costs  if  it  should 
appear  that  the  suit  has  been  improperly  insti- 
tuted. 

I  shall  refuse  this  motion;  but  I  do  not  mean 
that  my  refusal  to  rescind  the  order  will  in  any 
way  bind  the  hands  of  the  court  as  to  oosts  or 
preyent  it  from  condemning  the  plaintiffs  in  oosts. 
if  it  should  become  necessary  to  do  so  by  reeison 
of  the  plaintiffs  having  proceeded  in  this  court 
when  they  might  have  proceeded  in  an  inferior 
court,  or  otherwise  improperly  instituted  the  suit. 

As  the  question  in  this  case  is  novel,  and  raised 
in  court  for  the  first  time,  I  shall  order  the  costs 
of  the  motion  to  be  costs  in  the  cause. 

Solicitors  for  the  plainti£fs,  LowUss,  Nelson,  and 
Jones, 

Proctors  for  the  defendants,  Pritchard  and  Sons, 
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Wednesday,  March  4, 1874. 
The  0.  S.  Butler;  The  Baltic. 

GdUmon — Damage  done  by  saloing  $hip — Bight  to 

salvage  reward. 

Where  damage  ia  infiicfed  upon  a  ship  by  another 
engaged  in  rendering  salvage  services  to  the 
former t  the  Court  of  Admiralty  regards  the  neg^ 
ligenee  of  the  salvor  les9  severely  than  ii  does 
the  negligence  of  a  vessel  wholly  unconnected 
vrith  the  injured  vessel,  hut  will  condemn  the 
salvor  in  the  damage  where  he  Ims  been  guilty 
of  gross  negligence  and  want  of  fyroper  navi' 
galion, 

A  salvor  whose  ship  succeeds  in  bringing  an  in- 
jured  ship  into  safety,  but  in  so  doing  inflicts 
damage  upon  her  by  coming  into  collision  throuqh 
negligence  and  want  of  proper  navigation,' which 
are  gross  but  not  wilful,  is  not  thereby  deprived 
of  his  right  to  a  reward  which  ha^  bee^i  agreed 
upon  between  the  masters  of  the  reepective  vessels. 

These  twocanses  were  respectively  a  caase  of  colli- 
lioo  institated  by  the  owners  of  the  barqae  Bailie, 
against  the  steamship  0,  S.  Butler,  and  a  caase  of 
Mdvage  by  the  owners  master  and  orew  of  the 
C.  S,  ButUr  against  the  Baltic,  The  cause  of  col- 
lision was  institnted  in  the  High  Court  of  Admiralty 
on  8th  Dec.  1872.  The  cause  of  salvage  was 
instituted  in  the  County  Court  of  Hampshire,  and 
was  on  27th  June,  1873,  transferred  to  the  High 
Court  on  the  ground  that  the  cause  of  damage  was 
there  pending.  It  was  agreed  between  the  solicitors 
of  the  respective  parties  that  pleadings  should  be 
filed  in  the  damage  cause  only,  and  that  the  two 
Baits  should  be  heard  at  the  same  time,  and  upon 
the  same  evidence,  and  that  if  the  court  should 
decide  that  the  C.  8.  Butler  was  entitled  to  salvage 
rewtrd  an  award  in  respect  of  such  reward  should 
be  made  for  lOOl.,  the  amount  agreed  upon  by  the 
respective  masters  of  the  two  vessels,  and  costs. 
The  facts  will  be  found  sufficiently  stated  in  the 
pleadings  in  the  damage  cause. 

The  petition  filed  on  behalf  of  the  owners  of  the 
BaUie  against  the  G.  6*  Butler,  and  against  the 
nwnera  of  the  said  steamship,  the  defendants 
ioterveninu:,  was  as  follows : 

1.  Between  5  p.m.  and  6  p.m.  on  27th  Oct.,  1873,  the 
Barque  Baltic  of  458  tons  register,  laden  with  a  cargo  of 
dealt,  and  bound  from  New  Bmnawick  to  Hall,  and  oar- 
rpoff  a  orew  of  eleven  hands  was  off  Beachy  Head  in  the 
fngUsh  Channel. 

^  2.  The  Baltic  during  the  previovs  night  had  lost  her 
Jibboom  and  foreyard,  and  had  suffered  other  damage  by 
ooUiaion,  and  was  at  snch  time  proceeding  down  channel 
on  the  starboard  taok  with  a  view  to  getting  into  port  to 
repair  damages ;  she  had  a  signal  for  a  pilot  flying. 

3.  At  snch  time  the  above  named  screw  eteamsbip 
C.  8.  BtUler,  which  was  steaming  np  channel,  tamed  to 
the  northward  and  came  ronnd  nnder  the  stem  of  the 
Baltic  and  on  to  her  starboard  quarter,  and  after  some 
liailiog  between  the  two  vessels  the  C,  8,  Butler  again 
passed  the  stem  of  the  Baltic  and  came  on  to  her  port 
side. 

4.  The  mate  and  afterwards  the  master  of  the  C,  8, 
BtUler  boarded  the  Baltic  by  means  of  the  0.  8,  Butler's 
boat,  and  after  a  good  deal  of  bargaining  an  arrangement 
was  made  for  the  C.  8.  BtUler  to  take  the  Baltic  m  tow. 
l^waa  then  between  7  p.m.  and  8  p.m.,  the  weather  was 
fine  and  dear,  the  wind  was  light  from  about  north  to 
soTth>north-ea8t,  and  the  Baltic  was  olose-hanled  on  the 
■ttfboard  tack,  making  about  two  knots  an  hour.  The 
Baltic  Lad  her  proper  regulation  green  light  dnly  ex- 
bibited  and  bnming  brightly.  Her  red  lamp  had  been 
carried  away,  and  by  arrangement  with  or  at  the  sagges- 
tion  of  the  master  of  the  C.  8,  Butler  a  globe  lantern 
coTsred  with  red  bunting  was  exhibited  and  burning  in 
t^  port  forerigging  of  the  Baltic, 


5.  The  tow  rope  of  the  Baltic  was  got  ready,  and  her 
mainyard  was  laid  abaok,  and  the  boat  of  the  steamer, 
having  put  the  master  and  mate  of  the  C.  8,  Butler  on 
board  tneir  vessel,  came  back  to  the  Baltic  and  lay 
alongside  her  on  her  port  side^  and  those  in  the  boat 
proceeded  to  coil  in  her  the  hanlmg  line  of  the  Baltic, 

6.  Whilst  this  was  being  done  the  C.  8,  Butler ,  instead 
of  keeping  clear  of  the  Baltic,  as  she  oonld  and  ought  to 
have  done,  ran  against  and  with  her  starboard  quarter 
strnok  the  Baltic  on  her  port  quarter,  doing  her  some 
damage. 

7.  The  C.  8.  Butler  then  steamed  ahead,  and  tnmed 
round  and  ran  against  and  with  her  stem  struck  the 
Baltic  a  violent  blow  on  the  port  bow,  and  did  her  so 
mnch  damage  that  she  filled  with  water  in  a  very  few 
minutes,  and  was  only  saved  from  sinking  by  her  cargo 
of  deals. 

8.  The  C,  8.  Butler  subsequently  took  the  Baltic  in 
tow,  and  proceeded  with  her  towards  the  Downs,  but  the 
master  of  the  Baltic  not  thinkine  it  prudent  to  proceed 
to  the  Downs,  arranged  with  the  master  of  the  C.  8, 
Butler  to  tow  the  Baltic  to  Cowes.  On  the  following 
day,  at  about  noon  the  two  vessels  on  their  way  to  Cowes 
were  just  inside  the  Isle  of  Wight  and  the  C,  8,  Butler 
was  towing  ahead  of  the  Baltic  with  two  hawsers  fast  to 
her  when  one  of  snoh  hawsers  parted.  The  C.  8,  Butler 
backed  astern  with  a  view  to  the  remaining  hawser  being 
shortened  in,  but  in  consequence  of  the  want  of  care  and 
skill  of  those  on  board  her  she  with  her  starboard  side 
ran  a^inst  the  bowsprit  of  the  Baltic  and  broke  it, 
and  did  further  damage  to  the  Baltic,  The  C,  8,  Butler 
subsequently  towed  the  Baltic  to  Cowes. 

9.  The  said  collisions  between  the  0.  8,  Butler  and  the 
Baltic ^  and  the  damages  and  losses  consequent  thereon, 
were  occasioned  by  the  negligence  or  want  of  skill  of  the 
master  or  crew  of  the  C,  8.  Butler, 

10.  The  same  collisions  were  notinany  way  oooasioned 
by  any  negligence  on  the  part  of  those  on  board  the 
Baltic, 

The  answer  filed  on  behalf  of  the  C,  8.  Butler, 
the  defendants,  was  as  follows : 

1.  Shortly  before  6  p.m.  of  27th  Oct.,  1873,  the  screw 
steamship  0.  8  Butler,  of  the  burthen  of  516  tons  nett 
register,  propelled  by  engines  of  80  horse  power  and 
navigated  by  William  Dodds,  her  master,  and  a  crew  of 
sixteen  hands,  was  about  ten  miles  distant  from  the 
Owers  Light  Vessel,  which  bore  abont  north-north-west 
proceeding  in  the  prosecution  of  a  voyage  from  South- 
ampton to  Shields  in  water  ballast. 

2.  The  wind  at  this  time  was  from  north-east  to  north- 
north-east  and  the  weather  was  fine  and  clear,  the  tide 
was  flood  and  approaching  high  water  and  of  the  force  of 
about  a  knot  and  a  half  an  hoar.  The  0.  8.  Butler  was 
steering  east  by  south  half -south,  her  proper  course  up 
channel,  and  she  was  making  abont  eight  knots  an  hour. 
A  good  look-out  was  being  kept,  and  the  Admiralty 
regulation  lamps  were  duly  exhibited  and  burniog  well 
and  brightly  on  board  her. 

3.  Wnilst  the  C.  8,  Butler  was  so  proceeding  a  flash 
light  was  seen  on  board  a  vessel  on  the  port  bow,  and 
the  same  being  waved  abont  it  was  believed  on  board  the 
C,  8.  Butler  to  be  a  signal  from  some  vessel  requiring 
assistance.  The  C.  8,  Butler  then  proceeded  towards  snch 
vessel  and  found  her  to  be  the  Baltic, 

4.  The  Baltic  was  then  in  a  damaged  condition  and 
had  had  all  her  yards  forward  carried  away  and  her 
upper  maintopsail  yard  was  broken  and  hanging  down ; 
she  had  only  her  foretopmoet-staysail  and  lower  main- 
topsail  ;  her  mainsail  was  in  the  brails,  and  the  dews  of  it 
were  hauled  up.  She  was  heading  about  north-west  and 
was  making  scarcely  any  headway. 

5.  The  C,  8,  Butler  proceeded  to  the  Baltic,  and  upon 
getting  near  her  the  engines  were  stopped  and  she  hailed 
the  Baltic  and  inquired  if  assistance  was  wanted,  and 
was  informed  that  the  Baltic  required  assistance.  The 
boat  of  the  C,  8.  Butler  was  thereupon  lowered  and  the 
chief  mate  went  in  it  to  the  Baltic,  and  the  master  of 
the  Baltic  then  endeavoured  to  nmke  an  agreement  with 
such  chief  mate  for  the  amount  to  be  paid  far  the  ser  rices 
required,  bat  the  chief  mate  of  the  C.  8,  Butler  asking 
2001- ,  and  the  master  of  the  Baltic  only  offering  501.,  no 
agreement  was  then  come  to. 

6.  The  mate  of  the  C.  8.  Butler  proceeded  to  leave  the 
Baltic,  and  her  master  then  requested  to  see  the  master 
of  the  C.  8.  Butler,  and  he  afterwards  proceeded  on  board 
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the  Baltic,  The  master  of  the  Baltic  then  again  offered 
501.,  but  the  master  of  the  C  8.  Butler  refused  to  take 
less  than  1501.,  and  was  about  leaving  the  Baltic  when 
her  master  offered  1121.  IO9.  to  haye  the  ship  towed  to 
the  Downs  ;  this  the  master  of  the  C.  8.  Butler  oltimatoly 
agreed  to  accept  aod  went  again  on  board  his  ressel. 

7.  The  engines  of  the  C.  8.  Butler  were  then  set  on 
slowly  ahead  and  she  proceeded  on  to  the  port  side  of 
the  Baltic,  and  the  boat  of  the  C.  iS.  Butler  proceeded 
with  lines  to  the  Baltic  to  be  made  fast  to  the  hawser  of 
that  yessel.  The  lines  were  made  fast  and  the  C.  8.  Butler 
then  lay  stopped,  and  her  crew  commenced  hanliDgin  the 
towline  of  the  Baltic;  owing  to  the  line  haying  been 
improperly  seonred  to  the  hawser  the  same  slipped  off 
jast  as  it  was  being  got  to  the  taffrail  of  the  C.  8,  Butler. 
The  hawser  then  had  to  be  hanled  in  on  board  the  Baltic^ 
and  whilst  this  was  being  done  the  C,  8.  Butler  was 
steamed  slowly  ronnd  the  Baltic,  and  back  again  to  her 
port  quarter  tor  the  purpose  of  again  getting  her  hawser. 

8.  By  this  time  the  night  had  got  very  dark,  and  as 
the  C.  8*  Butler  passed  under  the  stem  of  the  Baltic  the 
mizen-boom  of  the  Baltic  which  was  adrift,  oame  into 
contact  with  the  starboard  bulwark  of  the  C.  8.  Butler. 
After  the  0.  8.  Butler  had  steamed  round  the  Baltic  her 
engines  were  stopped  about  100  feet  off  the  Baltic  on  her 
port  side ;  the  boat  then  went  with  the  lines  again  to  the 
Baltic,  and  to  keep  the  0.  8.  Butler  in  position  her 
engines  had  to  be  put  on  ahead  and  astern  slowly.  The 
Baltic  now  and  again  burned  the  flash  light.  Whilst  the 
C.  8.  Butler  was  thus  attempting  to  get  the  rope  of  the 
Baltic,  the  Baltic  fell  off  from  the  wind  a  little,  and  the 
stem  and  port  bow  of  the  C.  8,  Butler  struck  the  port 
bow  of  the  Baltic ;  the  blow  was  so  light  that  the  effect 
of  it  was  not  felt  and  the  vessels  cleared  almost  imme- 
diately. The  rope  was  then  got  on  board  the  C.  8.  Butler 
and  secured  to  her  sampson  post,  and  she  proceeded  to 
tow  the  Baltic  for  the  Downs. 

9.  After  the  C.  8.  Butler  had  been  towing  about  half  an 
hour  the  master  of  the  Baltic  hailed  to  the  C.  8.  Butler 
and  wished  to  be  towed  to  Cowes.  The  course  was 
accordingly  changed  for  Cowes,  and  both  vessels  pro- 
ceeded on  such  course  for  about  a  quarter  of  an  hour, 
and  then  the  rope  parted.  The  C.  8.  Butler,  after  making 
unsuccessful  efforts  to  get  the  rope  again  made  fast, 
went  under  the  stem  of  the  Baltic  and  her  master  told 
those  on  board  the  Baltic  that  he  would  lay  by  the  Baltic 
all  night,  and  he  did  so.  During  t^  night  some  of  the 
crew  of  the  Baltic  oame  on  board  the  (A  8.  Builer  and 
refused  to  return  to  their  vessel. 

10.  At  daylight  on  the  following  morning  the  master  of 
the  C.  8.  Butler  boarded  the  Baltic,  and  the  master  of 
the  Baltic  then  said  that  as  the  distance  to  Cowes  was 
shorter  than  to  the  Downs,  that  he,  the  master  of  the 
C.  8.  Butler,  ought  to  accept  501.  for  the  towage  of  the 
Baltic;  this  offer  was  declined,  but  the  sum  of  1001.  was 
subsequently  agreed  upon  between  the  two  masters,  and 
a  written  memorandum  of  affreement  to  that  effect  was 
made  out  by  the  master  of  the  Baltic  in  pencil. 

11.  A  towrope  belonging  to  the  C.  8,  Bviler  and  a  small 
warp  belonging  to  the  Baltic  were  then  made  fast  on 
board  the  Baltic,  and  at  8  a.m.  the  C.  8.  Bviler  com- 
menced towing  the  Baltic  again,  and  continued  to  do  so 
for  about  four  hours.  When  the  two  vessels  were 
abreast  of  Spithead  the  pilot  on  board  the  Baltic 
ordered  the  towropes  to  be  snortened,  and  the  engines  of 
the  C.  8.  Butler  were  accordingly  stopped  and  the  ropes 
hauled  in  and  shortened,  and  then  made  fast,  and  in  com- 
mencing to  tow  the  Baltic  again  the  two  vessels  came 
into  collision,  the  bowsprit  of  the  Baltic  coming  into 
contact  with  the  starboard  side  of  the  bridge  of  t^e 
C.  8.  Butler. 

12.  The  C.  8,  Butler  afterwards  towed  the  Baltic  in 
safety,  and  arrived  in  Cowes  Boada  at  about  4  p.m.,  where 
the  Baltic  came  to  anchor. 

13.  Neither  the  regulation  starboard  side  light,  nor  the 
globe  light  mentioned  in  the  fourth  paragraph  of  the 
petition  were  exhibited  on  board  the  Baltic  until  after 
the  collision  in  the  seventh  paragraph  of  the  petition 
mentioned. 

14.  The  flash  light  shown  from  time  to  time  on  board 
the  Baltic  during  the  time  the  C.  8.  Butler  was  en- 
deavouring to  get  the  towropes  made  fast  dazzled  the 
sight  of  those  on  board  the  C  8.  Butler,  and  greatly 
embarrassed  them  in  the  management  of  their  vcMel. 

15.  The  defendants  deny  that  the  collisions  In  the 
petition  mentioned  wert  occasioned  by  any  negligence  or 


want  of  skill  on  the  part  of  the  master  or  orew  of  the 
C.  8.  Butler, 

16.  The  said  alleged  collisions  are  attributable  to  the 
unmanageable  ooniHtion  of  the  Baltic,  and  to  the  diiB- 
oult  nature  of  the  services  the  C,  8,  Butler  was  called 
upon  to  render. 

17.  The  said  alleged  collisions,  so  far  as  concema  the 
C.  8.  Butler,  resulted  from  inevitable  accident.  The 
said  alleged  collisions  took  place  under  oiroumstanoes 
which  absolve  the  C,  8,  Butler  from  all  blame  in  respect 
thereof. 

18.  The  defendants  deny  the  several  allegations  in  the 
petition,  save  as  appears  by  this  answer. 

The  pleadings  were  thereupon  concladed. 

Btitt,  Q.C.  aod  Glarkson  for  the  owoers  of  the 
Baltic — ^The  damage  done  was  the  resnlt  of  gross 
negligence  on  the  part  of  the  master  and  orew  of 
the  0.  8-  BiUler.  It  was  their  duty  as  salvors,  and 
under  their  agreement,  to  perform  the  service  in  a 
proper  and  seamanlike  manner,  and  their  neglect 
so  to  do  renders  them  liable  for  negligence  :  {The 
Thetits,  L.  Bep.  2  Adm.  &  Eco.  365 ;  22  L.  T.  Rep. 
N.  S.  272;  3  Mar.  Law  Gas.  O.S.  357.)  The 
negligence  was  of  such  a  gross  character  that  the 
C,  8.  Butler  has  forfeited  all  claim  to  salvage. 

Milward^  Q.C.  and  J^.  B,  Webster  for  the  owners, 
master  and  crew  of  the  G.  8,  Butler, — ^There  was  no 
negligence  on  the  part  of  the  defendants;  the 
collisions  were  the  result  of  the  difficulty  of  the 
service  they  had  agreed  to  perform.  A  salvor 
cannot  be  held  liable  for  damage  done  in  perform- 
ing a  difficult  service  in  the  same  way,  or  with 
the  same  strictness,  as  another  ship,  having  no 
such  duty  to  perform,  nor  is  The  TlieUa  {ubi  sup,) 
any  authority  against  this  proposition.  No  liability 
for  damage  done  can  be  imposed  upon  a  salvor 
except  in  case  of  gross  negligence.  A  salvor,  who 
brings  property  into  safety,  is  not  deprived  ot  bis 
salvaga  reward,  for  services  rendered,  because  he 
has  inflicted  damage  on  that  property,  unless  it  can 
be  shown  that  that  inflicting  of  the  damage  was 
in  the  nature  of  a  criminal  act,  or  done  wilfully 
for  the  purpose  of  increasing  the  gain. 

Butt,  Q.C.  in  reply. 

Sir  B.  Phillimoke.—Ou  the  night  of  the  26th  Oct. 
a  barque  called  the  Baltic  of  458  tons  register, 
and  as  it  fortunately  turned  out  laden  with  a  cargo 
of  deals,  sufferea  damage  by  collision  with  two 
sailing  vessels,  which  left  her  without  rendering 
any  assistance,  or  revealing  their  names.  On  the 
next  evening:,  after  receiving  this  damage,  she  was 
off  Beachj  Head,  and  about  six  or  seven  o'clock 
she  made  signals  of  distress  to  the  screw  steam- 
ship 0,  8.  Butler,  which  was  steaming  up  channeL 
There  is  no  doubt  that  the  Baltic  had  received 
considerable  damage,  and  was  in  need  of  assistance, 
but  at  the  same  time  it  must  be  remembered  that 
she  was  in  no  danger  of  sinking.  In  answer  to 
her  signals  of  distress  the  G.  8.  BuUer  came  to 
her  assistance,  but  in  rendering  assistance  came 
into  collision  with  her  three  separate  times,  and  did 
her  much  damage.  This  damage  I  should  observe 
may  be  said  to  be  the  resnlt  of  negligence  of  the 
G,  8.  Butler,  but  there  is  no  suggestion  that  it  was 
the  result  of  anything  but  clumsy  navigation  on 
her  part ;  it  could  not  be  said  that  the  injuries 
were  in  any  way  wilfully  inflicted  with  the  design 
to  increase  the  danger  of  the  Baltic,  and  so  increase 
the  value  of  the  salvage  service. 

Now  I  think* there  is  a  difference  in  principle 
between  a  collision,  which  is  caused  by  the^clumsi- 
ness  of  the  salvor,  whose  assistance  is  requested 
and  entreated,  and  carelessness  on  the  part  of  a 
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yeesel  wholly  unooaneoted  with  the  yessel  which 
IB  iDJarod*  And  I  do  not  think  that  I  said  any  thinf^ 
in  the  TkeUs  {tM  sup,)  at  varianoe  with  that  posi* 
tioD.  At  the  same  time  that  opinion  only  goes 
this  length,  that  the  conrt  will  look  with  a  less 
MTere  and  austere  eye  at  damage  caused  by  the 
unintentional  clumsiness  of  a  salyor  whose  services 
hsTo  been  inyoked  than  it  would  at  damage  done 
by  a  yessel  not  so  engaged,  and  not  in  any  way 
oonnedted  with  the  injured  yesseL 

Therefore  the  Question  I  haye  had  to  take  the 
opinion  of  the  Elaer  Brethren  on  is  this,  whether 
this  damage,  on  all  these  three  occasions,  but  espe- 
ciaUy  on  the  second,  when  the  material  damage  was 
done,  can  fairly  be  excused  on  the  ground  of  acci- 
dental mishap,  haying  regard  to  the  size  of  the 
Teasel,  and  other  circumstances,  or  whether  it  does 
show  crosta  negligentia,  as  we  are  in  the  habit  of 
Bsjing,  a  gross  want  of  proper  nayigation,  in  which 
latter  eyent  she  certainly  would,  in  my  judgment, 
ilthoagh  acting  as  a  salyor,  be  liable  for  the  damage 
she  thus  caus^.  We  are  of  opinion,  haying  regard 
to  the  state  of  the  weather  and  to  the  fact  that  the 
C\  8.  Butler  was  a  steamer  with  full  power  to 
iiJ[e  whatever  course  was  most  expedient,  that  this 
is  ft  case  of  negligence  of  that  gpross  kind  which 
entitles  the  salved  yessel  to  redress  and  repara- 
tion ;  that  the  0,  8,  Butler  ought  to  have  brought 
herself  Murallel,  instead  of  g^ing  nearly  stem  on, 
IS  she  aid  on  the  occasion  of  the  second  collision ; 
and  also  that  the  other  two,  though  slight  in  their 
effect,  are  not  to  be  justified  on  the  principles 
which  I  have  laid  down. 

I  then  asked  the  Elder  Brethren,  whether  it  was 
a  hir  suggestion  to  make  that  the  burning  the 
flare  on  boctfd  the  Baltic  had  any  effect  in  bring- 
ing about  the  collision,  and  the  Elder  Brethren 
are  of  opinion  that  the  flare  shown  by  the  Baltic  in 
DO  way  excused  the  collision  in  this  case,  and  that 
(hat  diarge  appears  to  us  to  have  been  an  after- 
thoogfat  on  the  parti  of  the  0,  8,  Butler  to  furnish 
some  excuse  for  a  very  gross  piece  of  clumsy  navi- 
gation. 

In  the  result,  the  conclusion  the  court  has  arrived 
at  is,  that  in  the  first  case,  the  case  of  collision,  the 
BalUc  must  recover  against  the  G.  8.  Butler,  and 
the  damages,  must  be  assessed  in  the  usual  way  by 
the  Registrar  and  merchants. 

With  r^:«rd  to  the  second  case,  the  cause  of 
aalTige,  I  do  not  think  the  negligence  was  of  that 
character  which  would  deprive  the  G.  S.  Butler 
of  her  right  to  salvage  reward,  and  I  am  of 
opinion  that  it  would  be  a  very  harsh  and  unjusti- 
fiable proceeding  to  pronounce  that  she  should 
forfeit  her  claim.  The  amount  she  will  recover 
will  be  the  amount  agreed  upon — viz.  1001.  The 
costs  in  the  collision  cause  must  be  given  against 
the  0,  8.  Butler ;  in  the  salvage  cause  against  the 
BMc 

Solicitors  for  the  Baltic,  8tohe$,  Saunders  and 
Stokes. 

Solicitor  for  the  G.  8.  Butler,  Thomas  Oooper. 


JUDICIAL  COMXITTEE  OF  THE 
FBIVT  COVHCIL 

ox  APPEAL  PEOM  THE  HIGH  COURT  OP  ADMIRALTY   Of 

ENGLAND. 
Beported  hj  J.  P.  Aspzsall,  Eeq.,  Bairiiter-at-Law. 

March  18, 19,  and  20,  1874. 

(Present :  The  Bight  Hons.  James  W.  Colvile, 
Sir  Barnes  Peacock,  Sir  Montague  Smith,  and 
Sir  Robert  Collier.) 

The  CiTr  of  Cambridge. 

Collision — Compulsory  pilotage — Mersey  Docks  and 
Harbour  Board  Act  1858  (21  ^  22  Vict  c.  wcii,) 
sects.  138,    1S9^**  Proceeding  to   sea**^Duties 
and  responsibility  of  a  pilot — Ship  at  anchor — 
Length  of  chain-^Parting  cdble — Bight  to  sum- 
mon pilot  to  take  charge. 
Where  a  ship  ready  and  about  to  proceed  to  sea 
leavqjs  one  of  the  Mersey  Docks  at  night  in  charge 
of  a  licensed  pilot,  and  casts  am^hor  in  the  river  so 
a^  to  be  ready  to  cross  the  bar  at  the  mouth  of  the 
river  on  the  next  mormng*s  tide  at  an  earlier  hour 
than  she  could  if  she  left  the  dock  in  the  morning, 
the  going  into  and  casting  anchor  in  the  river 
is  a  step  in  the  '* proceeding  to  sea"  within 
the  meaning  of  tlte  Merseu  Docks  and  Harbour 
Board  Act  1858  (21  ^  22  Vict.  c.  xcii,)  sect.  139 
and  the  employment  of  the  pilot  is  compulsory 
under  that  section  from  the  time  of  leaving  dock, 
and  if  the  ship  breaks  away  from  her  moorings, 
and  damages  another  vestel  through  the  pilot's 
sole  default  the  owners  vnU  not  be  respoiMible. 
The  fact  that  the  pilot  become  entitled  under  sect 
138  of  Oie  Act  to  a  payment,  beyond  the  amount 
payable  for  compulsory  pHotage,  of  five  shillings 
a  day  for  every  day  save  the  day  on  which  the 
ship  actually  leaves  the  Mersey,  does  not  render 
the  pilotage  any  the  less  compulsory. 
Where  a  ship  in  charge  of  a  licensed  pilotis  anchored 
in  pilotage  waters,  the  length  of  cable  at  which  the 
ship  rides  is  a  matter  entirely  within  the  province 
of  the  pUot,  and  it  is  his  duty,  when  the  ship 
swings  to  the  tide  to  superintend  thai  manoeuvre, 
and  to  regulate  the  helm,  and  it  is  negligence  on 
his  pa/rt  to  go  below  before  the  ship  is  fully  swung, 
leaving  the  helm  amidships  witfuyut  orders  as  to 
its  regulcUion  ;  and  if,  through  want  of  length  of 
cable  and  ofregulalion  of  the  helm^  the  ship  sheers 
and  so  parts  from  her  anchor  in  sunnging  during 
his  absence,  the  pilot  wiU  be  alone  responsible, 
provided  that  the  watch  on  deck  take  the  right 
manceuvre  to  counteract  Um  sheering. 
Where  a  ship  at  anchor  in  pilotage  waters  and  in 
charge  of  a  lieemed  pilot  parts  her  cable,  the 
necessity  for  letting  go  anotlCsr  anchor  is  a  matter 
within  the  discretion  of  the  pilot,  and  the  ma- 
noeuvre shotUd  be  directed  by  him:   and  if  tlw 
pilot  is  below  at  the  time,  the  officer  of  the  watch 
will  be  justified  before  giving  any  orders  to  bring 
up  the  ship  in  calling  the  pUot  on  deck  to  take 
charge,  provided    that  there  be  no  invmedixte 
necessity  for  ckction,  as  for  instance  to  prevent  a 
collision  which  is  imminent. 
This  was  an  appeal  from  a  decree  of  the  learned 
Jodge  of  the  High  Court  of  Admiralty  of  England 
(Sir  R.  Phillimoro)  in  a  cause  of  damage  lately 
pending  in  that  conrt  brought  by  the  appellants, 
the  owners  of  the  ship  Birmah,  and  the  owners  of 
carg^  laden  therein,  and  of  the  freight  payable  in 
respect  of  the  said  cargo,  and  the  master  and  crew 
proceeding  for  their  money,  clothes,  and  private 
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effects  against  the  steambbip,  Giiy  of  Oamhridge, 
of  which  the  respondents  are  owners  for  the 
recovery  of  damages  in  respect  of  losses  sustained 
by  the  appellants  by  reason  of  a  collision  between 
the  Birmah  and  the  Oity  of  Cambridge  in  the 
Kiver  Mersey,  at  aboat  2.80  a.m.  on  27bh  Feb.  1873. 
The  Birmah  was  at  anchor  off  Egremont  Ferry, 
in  the  River  Mersey.  The  Oity  of  Oamhridge  left 
Morpeth  Dock  at  about  11  p.m.  on  2(5th  Feb.  in 
charge  of  a  licensed  Liverpool  pilot  on  a  voyage  to 
Oalcutta.  She  was  fully  equipped  and  ready  for 
sea,  but  her  master  and  pilot  not  deeming  it 
prudent  to  cross  the  bar  that  night,  brought  her  to 
anchor  abreast  the  Woodside  Landing  Stage.  It 
was  then  flocd  tide.  At  about  11.30  p.m.  the  tide 
turned,  and  the  City  of  Cambridge  began  to  swing. 
At  12.25  a  m.  on  the  27th  Feb.  the  cable  parted, 
and  the  City  of  Cambridge  began  to  drift  stem 
foremost  down  the  river,  and  after  about  two  hours 
came  into  collision  with  the  Birmah, 

The  pleadings  and  facts  will  be  found  fully 
stated  in  the  report  of  the  case  in  the  court  below, 
ante,  p.  193;  and  in  the  judgment  of  the  Judicial 
Committee. 

The  main  questions  in  the  case  were  whether  the 
pilot  of  the  City  of  Cambridge  was  compulsorily 
employed,  whether  the  collision  was  due  to  the 
default  of  the  pilot  alone,  or  to  the  joint  default  of 
the  pilot  and  crew  of  the  City  of  Cambridge,  and 
whether  the  Birm^  contributed  in  any  way  to  the 
collision. 

Sir  R.  Phillimore  held  that  the  City  of  Cam- 
bridge was  alone  to  blame  for  the  collision,  but 
that  the  collision  was  caused  by  the  default  of  her 
pilot  alone,  and  hence  dismissed  the  City  of 
Cambridge  from  the  suit.  (See  report  of  the  case 
below). 

From  this  decree  the  owners  of  the  Birmah, 
her  cargo  and  freight  appealed  on  the  following 
grounds :  First,  because  the  City  of  Cambridge  was 
not  at  the  time  in  question  in  charge  of  a  licensed 
pilot  by  compulsion  of  law ;  secondly,  because  the 
City  of  Cambridge,  at  the  time  in  question,  had  not 
proceeded  to  sea,  and  was  not  proceeding  to  sea 
within  the  meaning  of  the  139th  section  of  the 
Mersey  Docks  and  Harbour  Act  1858  (21  &  22 
Yict.  c.  xcii.);  thirdly,  because  the  pilot  was  at  the 
time  in  question  employed  on  board  the  City  of 
Cambridge,  under  the  provisions  of  sect.  138  of  the 
last  named  Act;  fourthly,  because  the  orders  of 
the  pilot  were  not  promptly  and  duly  obeyed; 
firthlv,  because  the  master  and  crew  of  the  City  of 
Cambridge  contribuiied  by  their  neglect  and  default 
to  cause  the  said  collision. 

MarehlS and  19.— Btt«.Q.C., and  W.  C,  QuUy for 
the  appellants. — Under  the  Mersey  Docks  and 
Harbour  Board  Act  1858  (21  &  22  Vict.  c.  xcii.) 
sect.  139,  there  is  no  compulsion  to  take  a  pilot 
unless  a  vessel  is  proceeding  to  sea.  In  this  case 
the  master  of  the  City  of  Cambridge  had  no  inten- 
tion of  proceeding  to  sea  that  night  on  leaving 
dock;  his  avowed  intention  was  to  remain  ac 
anchor  in  the  river  for  the  night.  A  vessel  could 
only  be  said  to  be  proceeding  to  sea  when  she 
unmoored  or  weighed  anchor  for  the  last  time, 
with  the  intent  of  going,  without  stopping,  to  sea. 
The  master^in  deciding  to  anchor  in  tbe  river, 
would  have  been  entitled  to  dispense  with  the 
pilot's  services,  until  be  actually  left  the  river,  and 
his  retention  was  a  purely  voluntary  act  for  which 
he  paid  a  voluntary  rate  under  sect.  138  :  {Attor- 
ney-Qeneral  v.  Case,  3  Price,  302;  Bodrigmz  v. 


Melhuieh,  10  Ex.  117 ;  24  L.  J.  26,  Ex.)  Under  the 
Merchant  Shipping  Act  1854,  sect.  362,  there 
can  be  no  compulsory  pilotage  for  moving  a  ship 
from  one  part  of  a  port  to  another ;  these  sections 
of  the  local  Act  evidently  carry  oat  that  provision. 
The  respondents  have  failed  to  prove  that  there 
was  an  act  on  thepart  of  their  crew  contribnting 
to  the  collision.  There  was  a  clear  want  of  atten- 
tion to  the  helm  whilst  the  ship  was  sheering; 
secondly,  there  was  negligence  on  the  part  of  the 
officer  in  charnfe,  in  not  letting  the  starboard 
anchor  go  at  once  when  the  port  cable  parted, 
and  before  the  pilot  came  on  deck;  thirdly, 
there  was  a  failure  on  the  part  of  the  look-out  to 
warn  the  pilot  of  the  position  of  the  Binnah: 
(The  lona,  L.  Rep.  1  P.  C.  426.)  The  sheering 
in  the  first  instance  was  the  cause  of  the  acci- 
dent, and  in  ordinary  weather  when  a  vessel  sheers 
that  goes  a  long  way  to  establish  n^ligenoe 
on  the  part  of  those  in  charge.  The  onus  of 
showing  that  the  crew  did  not  contribute  to  the 
collision  lies  upon  the  respondents ;  it  is  not  for 
the  appellants  to  show  negligence  on  the  part  of 
any  particular  person  on  board  the  respondenta* 
ship.  Although  the  pilot  may  have  acted  wrongly, 
yet  the  primary  negligence  of  the  crew  in  not 
counteracting  the  sheer  and  in  not  letting  go  the 
second  anchor  renders  the  owners  responsible : 
{Scott  V.  Shepherd,  2  W.  Bl.  892.)  This  negligence 
is  not  too  remote,  the  acts  of  the  crew  before  the 
collision  must  be  considered. 

Sir  John  Karslake,  Q.O.,  and  MUwaird,  Q.O.  {E.C. 
Clarkaon  with  them)  for  the  respondents  were 
asked  by  the  court  to  confine  themselves  to  the 
questions  of  compulsory  pilotate  and  of  neg- 
ligence of  the  crew  in  not  letting  go  the  seoond 
anchor. — The  City  of  Cambridge  anchored  in  the 
river  only  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  her  to 
proceed  to  sea  with  greater  facility ;  she  was  folly 
equipped  and  ready  for  sea,  and  her  going  into  the 
river  was  only  a  step  in  proceeding  to  sea.  In 
Rodriguez  v.  Melhuiah  (24  L.  J.  26.  Ex.)  it  is  inti- 
mated that  if  a  ship  were  fully  equipped  and  ready 
for  sea,  the  mere  fact  of  anchoring  would  not 
render  the  employment  of  a  pilot  the  less  com- 
pulsory. If  the  appellants*  contention  is  right 
there  can  be  no  compulsion  on  til  the  ship  gets  to 
sea,  for  not  until  then  is  she  proceeding  to  sea  in 
their  sense.  The  139th  section  really  contemplates 
a  pilot  being  taken  from  the  commencement  of  the 
voyage.  It  cannot  be  competent  to  a  master  to 
refuse  a  pilot,  because  he  may  say  that  he  is  going 
to  anchor  on  his  way  down  the  river ;  if  that  were 
the  case,  a  master  might  anchor  for  the  night, 
and  because  he  did  not  find  a  pilot  immediately  in 
the  morning,  weigh  anchor  and  go  over  the  bar 
without  one.  Even  if  he  had  waited  for  three  or 
four  days,  and  had  paid  the  river  rate  all  that  time 
the  pilotage  would  still  be  compulsory.  Seot.  138 
does  not  apply  only  to  the  case  of  a  ship  at  anchor 
in  the  river ;  it  applies  equally  to  vessels  moving 
about  in  the  river.  The  words  "  provided  that  the 
pilot  who  shall  have  charge  of  a  vessel  **  seem  to 
contemplate  this  very  case,  and  to  meet  the  pos- 
sibility of  a  pilot  compulsorily  in  charge  being 
detained  bnyond  the  ordinary  time  necessary  for 
taking  a  ship  to  sea.  In  The  Annapolis—  The 
Johanna  Stoll  (4  L.  T.  Rep.  N.  S.  417 ;  Lush.  295; 
1  Mar.  Law  Cas.  O.S.  69)  it  was  held  under  a 
similar  enactment  that  the  mere  payment  of  a 
voluntary  river  rate  to  a  pilot  who  was  once  com- 
pulsorily employed,  did  not  put  an  end  to  the 
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compulsion,  and  that  clearly  shows  that  the  court  | 
then  considered  that  the  convenience  attaching  to 
(ha  oonlinaing  of  the  pilot's  services  did  not 
destroy  the  oompnlsory  nature  of  his  service ;  it 
was  a  reasonable  thing  that  he  should  have  extra 
pay,  but  this  was  for  his  benefit,  and  did  not  alter 
his  position.  A  pilot  must  have  been  employed  at 
some  period,  and  if  more  convenient  to  employ 
him  in  dock  he  was  as  much  compulsory  then  as 
at  any  other  time.  Now  as  to  the  anchor;  the 
pilot  being  close  at  hand  it  was  obviously  the  duty 
of  the  officers  of  the  ship  to  consult  him  on  the 
steps  to  be  taken,  and  in  fact  he  was  on  deck 
before  any  order  could  have  been  given  by  the 
officer  in  charge.  The  ship  was  broadside  on  to 
the  tide,  and  the  anchor  could  only  have  been 
dropped  on  her  being  straightened  in  the  river. 
Butt,  Q.C.,  in  reply. 

March  20,  1874. — Judgment  was  delivered  by 
Sir  MoiTTAGiTE  E.  Smith. — This  is  a  suit  brought 
by  the  owners  of  the  steamship  Birmah  against 
toe  owners  of  the  steamship  the  City  of  Cambridge 
to  recover  the  damages  occasioned  by  a  collision 
between  the  two  ships.  The  collision  was  of  a 
disastrous  character,  for  the  effect  of  it  was  that 
the  Birmah  with  a  valuable  cargo  was  sunk. 
The  (jaestions  in  the  appeal  relate  to  the  oon- 
Btraction  of  certain  pilotage  clauses  in  the  Mersey 
Docks  Consolidation  Act,  1858,  and  to  the  relative 
daties  of  the  crew  and  pilot  who  were  on  board 
the  City  of  Gairibridge. 

The  facts  are  that  the  Birmah,  a  homeward 
bound  vessel,  had  anchored  in  the  Mersey  off 
Hgremont.  She  was  lying  there  at  anchor  at  the 
time  of  the  collision,  and  no  blame  is  attributable 
to  her.  The  City  of  Cambridge  left  the  Morpeth 
Dock,  on  a  voyage  to  Calcutta,  at  or  about 
11  o'clock  on  the  night  of  the  26th  February  in 
charge  of  a  licensed  pilot  of  Liverpool.  She  was 
folly  equipped  and  prepared  for  sea.  It  appears 
that  the  pilot  had  been  hired  whilst  the  vessel  was 
in  the  dock  to  take  her  out  to  sea,  and  he  came  on 
hoard  and  took  charge  of  her  before  she  left  the 
dock.  It  had  been  arranged  between  the  master 
aad  the  pilot  that  the  ship  should  not  cross  the  bar 
on  that  night,  but  should  g^  into  the  Mersey  and 
he  anchored  there  ready  to  cross  the  bar  on  the 
morning  tide,  and  it  is  in  evidence  that  the  state 
oC  the  weather  was  such  that  she  could  not  have 
crossed  the  bar  on  the  following  morning's  tide, 
unless  she  had  been  taken  out  of  dock  and  placed 
in  the  Mersey  so  far  on  her  way.  The  City  of 
Cambridge  having  been  taken  oat  of  the  dock, 
was  brought  up  opposite  Woodside  Ferry  and  was 
there  anchored  by  a  single  anchor,  the  port  anchor. 
The  vessel  was  swung  first  to  the  flood,  and  then 
to  the  ebb  tide,  but  had  not  been  brought  to  her 
proper  state,  end  on  to  the  ebb  tide,  when  the 
pilot  left  the  deck  to  go  to  the  chart  house  to  lie 
down.  Shortly  afterwards  the  vessel  took  a  heavy 
sheer,  the  effeot  of  which  was  to  throw  her  across 
the  tide,  and  the  strain  upon  her  anchor  broke  the 
chain,  and  the  vessel  went  adrift.  There  was  a 
strong  wind  at  this  time,  and  a  heavy  tide  mnning 
down,  and  the  wind  and  tide  were  opposed.  The 
ship's  anchors  and  chains  were  of  usual  size  and 
■trength.  The  mate  and  a  proper  number  of  the 
crew  were  on  deck.  As  soon  as  the  cable  parted, 
the  mate  went  to  the  chart  house,  which  was  under 
the  bridge,  to  tell  the  pilot,  who  had  left  directions 
that  he  should  be  called  in  case  any  thing  went 
•miss.    The  pilot  came  at  once  upon  deck  and 
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finding  the  state  of  the  ship,  and  that  she  was 
drifting  broadside  down  the  river,  or  nearly  broad- 
side, he  thought  the  right  course  was  to  put  her 
under  steam  and  endeavour  to  bring  her  end  on 
to  the  tide.  He  was  not  successful  in  that 
raancBuvre,  and  he  afterwards  dropped  the  star- 
board anchor.  That  anchor  did  not  hold.  Itappears 
to  have  nipped  the  ground  only,  and  the  pilot  in 
that  state  of  things  allowed  the  vessel  to  drift  down 
the  river.  He  had  her  so  far  under  command,  that 
he  used  the  steam  power  and  the  helm  to  avoid 
the  various  vessels  which  he  passed  in  his  down- 
ward course,  but  ultimately  the  vessel  drifted 
between  the  North  8lar  and  the  Birmah,  He 
was  able  to  avoid  the  North  Star,  but  the  vessel 
whilst  so  drifting  was  driven  against  the  Birjnah 
with  such  violence  that  the  Birmah  was  sunk. 
It  was  not  disputed  upon  the  argument  that  the 
collision  was  due  to  the  negligence  of  some  persons 
on  board  the  City  of  Cambridge, 

There  are  two  questions  to  be  considered  in  the 
case  :  first,  whether  the  employment  of  the  pilot 
before  and  at  the  time  of  the  collision  was  com- 
pulsory by  law,  and,  secondly,  assuming  it  to  be 
so,  whether  the  collision  was  attributable  exclu- 
sively to  the  want  of  care  or  skill  of  the  pilot. 

Now  it  is  admitted  that  the  pilotage  would  be 
compulsory  in  this  case,  and  that  the  owners  would 
be  entitled  to  the  exemption  from  liability  provided 
in  the  388th  section  of  the  Merchant  Shipping  Act, 
if  the  circumstances  were  such  as  to  bring  the  case 
within  the  139th  section  of  the  Mersey  Docks  Con- 
solidation Act  1858.  That  section  is  ill  drawn,  and  the 
construction  of  it  is  by  no  means  free  from  difficulty  • 
But  it  is  the  legislation  under  which  the  pilotage 
in  the  great  river  Mersey  has  been  conducted  for 
many  years,  and  the  construction  put  upon  the 
clause  has  been,  that  when  the  circumstances  bring 
a  vessel  within  it,  and  the  employment  of  a  pilot 
is  under  its  provisions,  such  employment  is  com- 
pulsory. The  clause  is  this. — *'  In  case  the  master 
of  any  vessel,  being  outward  bound,  and  not  being 
a  coasting  vessel  in  ballast,  or  under  the  burden 
of  100  tons,  for  which  provision  is  otherwise  made, 
shall  proceed  to  sea,  and  shall  refuse  to  take  on 
board  or  to  employ  a  pilot,  he  shall  pay  to  the 
pilot,  who  shall  first  offer  himself  to  pilot  the  same 
the  full  pilotage  rate  that  would  have  been  payable 
for  such  vessel  if  the  pilot  had  actually  piloted  the 
same,  into  or  out,  as  the  case  may  be,  of  the  said 
port  of  Liverpool,  together  with  all  expenses 
incurred  in  recovering  the  same." 

The  question  is,  whether  this  vessel  was  proceed- 
ing to  sea,  so  that  the  employment  of  the  pilot  was 
compulsory  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  collision. 
When  the  ship  left  thedock,  the  object  of  the  master 
was  to  prosecute  his  voyage  by  getting  to  sea  as  soon 
as  he  could.  It  is  true  it  had  been  arranged  between 
the  pilot  and  himself  that  the  vessel  should  anchor 
in  the  Mersey  for  the  night,  but  that  was  done  to 
further  the  object  of  getting  out  to  sea  by  going 
so  far  on  her  way  as  would  enable  her  to  cross  the 
bar  on  the  next  morning's  tide,  which  the  vessel 
could  not  have  done  if  she  had  remained  in  dock, 
or  at  least  she  could  not  have  crossed  it  so  early. 
Their  Lordships  think  that  under  these  circum- 
stances the  ship  was  proceeding  to  sea  within  the 
meaning  of  the  Act  at  the  time  she  left  the  dock, 
and  that  the  anchoring  was  not  a  discontinuance 
of  her  progress  to  the  sea,  but  an  act  proper  and 
reasonable  to  be  done  in  the  course  of  it. 
It  was  argued  that  the  employment  of  the  pilot 
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fell  ander  the  138bh  eeotioD  which  relates,  it  was 
said,  only  to  the  TolnDtary  engagement  of  pilots. 
That  clanBe  is,  "  If  the  master  of  any  vessel  shall 
require  the  attendance  of  a  pilot  on  hoard  any 
vessel  daring  her  riding  at  anchor,  or  being  at 
Hoylake,  or  in  the  Biver  Mersey,   the  pilot    so 
employed  shall  be  paid  for  every  day  or  portion  of 
a  day  he  shall  so  attend  the  sum  of  59.  and  no 
more."    This  part  of  the  clause  no  doabt  relates 
only  to  the  voluntary  employment  of  a  pilot ;  but 
the  latter  part  of  it  relates  not  only  to  such  volun- 
tary employment,  but  to  the  extra  remuneration 
to  be  ffiven  to  a  pilot  when  he  is  compulsorily  em- 
ployed under  the  139th  section.     The  proviso  is 
this,  '*  Provided  that  the  pilot  who  shall  have  the 
charge  of  any  vessel  shall  be  paid  for  every  day  of 
his  attendance  whilst  in  the  river,  but  no  such 
charge  shall  be  made  for  the  day  on  which  such 
vessel  being  outward  bound  shall  leave  the  Biver 
Mersey  to  commence  her  voyage,  or  being  inward 
bound,  shall  enter  the  Biver  Mersey."    Now  the 
pilot  in  the  present  case  was  not  hired  under  the 
first  part  of  this  clause.    His  attendance  was  not 
required  for  the  sole  purpose  of  remaining  on 
board  during  the  time  the  vessel  was  riding  at 
anchor.    He  was  engaged  to  take  the  vessel  to  sea. 
The  proviso  in  the  section  may  be  applicable  to 
his  remuneration,  because,  although  he  was  hired 
to  take  the  vessel  to  sea,  if,  in  the  course  of  taking 
her  to  sea,  any  delay  took  pkce  by  which  she 
remained  a  day  in  tho  river,  he  would  be  entitled 
to  the  extra  payment  which  is  provided  by  that 
section.     So  far  from  such  a  payment  being  neces- 
sarily an  incident  of  voluntary  employment  only 
it  is  obvious  that  the  clause  assumes  that  the  pilot 
may  be  compulsorily  employed;    that  the  rate 
fixed  for  taking  the  vessel  out  to  sea,  which  is 
fixed  according  to  a  scale  having  relation  to  the 
size  of  the  vessel,  may  be  insufficient  to  remu- 
nerate him ;  and  provides  when  he  is  delayed  for 
an  extra  remuneration.    It  by  no  means  follows 
that  the  pilotage  was  not  compulsory  under  the 
139th  section,  because  the  pilot  might  be  entitled 
to  extra    remuneration    under  section  138.      It 
was  said  that  the  139th  clause  would  not  have 
been  infringed  if  the  employment  of  the  pilot  had 
been  delaved  until  the  vessel  left  her  anchorage 
on  the  following  morning.    But  if  the  employment 
be  compulsory  upon  the  vessel  proceeding  to  sea, 
and  a  fixed  remuneration  to  the  pilot  be  also  obli- 
gatory on  the  master,  he  surely  must  be  entitled 
to  have  the  services  of  the  pilot  at  the  commence- 
ment of,  and  throughout  the  vessePs  progress  to 
sea,  so  as  to  get  the  full  benefit  of  the  compulsory 
payment. 

The  view  taken  by  their  Lordships  of  this 
Act  does  not  in  the  least  conflict  with  the  decisions 
in  the  Attorney -Qener at  v.  Case  (3  Price,  302,  and 
Rodriguez  v.  Melhuish  (10  Ex.  117;  24  L.J.  Ex. 
26.)  Those  were  both  cases  of  vessels  remaining 
as  such,  intending  to  remain  at  anchor,  and  not 
instances  of  vessels  proceeding  to  sea.  In  the 
case  of  Rodriguez  v.  MelhutBh,  this  passage  occurs 
in  the  judgment  of  the  Lord  Chief  Baron  Pollock. 
He  says, ''  It  was  contended  by  one  of  the  learned 
counsel  on  the  part  of  the  owners,  that  if  a  pilot 
were  taken  on  board  a  vessel  previous  to  her 
leaving  the  dock,  whilst  she  was  in  the  act  of 
quitting  it  with  the  ictention  of  going  to  sea,  no 
step  being  necessary  except  the  different  opera- 
tions requisite  for  her  to  go  on,  the  vessel  in  such 
case  would  be  said  to  be  proceeding  to  sea.     If 


this  vessel  had  had  all  her  cargo  on  board,  and  the 
master  had  been  ready  to  get  on  board,  and  she 
had  had  everything  ready  to  commence  her  voyage 
forthwith,  and  had  left  her  berth  with  that  inten- 
tion, it  might  no  doubt  have  been  said  that  she 
was  proceeding  to  sea  from  the  time  she  first  left 
her  berth."  The  case  supposed  by  the  Lord  Chief 
Baron  is  very  like  the  actual  case  here.  Their 
Lordships  think  that  the  City  of  Gambridge  was 
proceeding  to  sea  from  the  time  she  first  left  her 
berth,  and  that  there  was  no  break  in  the  con- 
tinuity of  her  progress  to  sea  after  she  had  left  it 
and  before  the  collision. 

The  next  question  is  whether,  assuming  the 
employment  oi  the  pilot  to  have  been  compulsory 
the  collision  is  solely  attributable  to  the  default  of 
the  pilot. 

Now  the  remote  cause  of  the  disaster  was  the  ves- 
sel parting  from  her  anchor  by  the  breaking  of  the 
chain  cable,  and  the  proximate  cause  was  allowing 
the  vessel  to  drift  down  the  river  so  as  to  oome  into 
collision  with  the  Birmak,  The  breaking  of  the 
cable  was  caused  by  the  vessel  having  sheered 
when  being  swung  to  the  tide  and  bringing  too 
great  a  strain  upon  the  cable.  This  was  found  in 
the  court  below  to  be  mainly  due  to  the  improperly 
short  length  of  cable  which  had  been  let  out,  60 
fathoms  only.  Allowing  the  vessel  to  drift  in  a 
crowded  river  like  the  Mersey  was  also  found  by 
the  court  below  to  have  been  an  improper  and 
unskilful  mode  of  managing  the  vessel  which 
brought  about  the  collision.  It  was  also  the 
opinion  of  the  judge  of  the  Admiralty  Court  that 
this  drifting  of  the  ship  was  not  a  necessary  con- 
sequence of  the  first  parting  with  tho  anchor, 
inasmuch  as  there  was  sufficient  steam-power  at 
hand  to  have  allowed  of  her  being  navigated  into 
a  safe  anchorage.  Their  Lordships  see  no  reason 
to  disagree  with  any  of  the  above  conclasions  of 
fact,  and  they  concur  in  the  opinion  of  the  court 
below  that  the  pilot  is  alone  to  blame  for  the  mis- 
management of  the  ship  in  the  instances  just 
referred  to.  Indeed,  it  was  not  disputed  that  the 
length  of  the  cable  proper  to  be  let  out,  and  the 
manoeuvring  of  the  ship  after  she  parted  with  her 
anchors  were  matters  entirely  within  his  province. 
It  was  contended,  however,  that  the  master  and 
crew  were  to  blame,  or  partly  to  blame  in  three 
respects.  It  was  said  tbe  quartermaster  ought 
not  to  have  allowed  the  vessel  to  sheer  when  at 
anchor.  It  has  been  already  stated  that  the  pilot 
left  the  deck  before  she  had  fully  swun^  to  the 
tide.  Upon  this  point  the  court  below  found  as 
follows  : — **  The  Elder  Brethren  think  also  that 
the  pilot  was  to  blame  for  leaving  the  deck  when 
he  did  ;  that  he  ought  not  to  have  gone  away  into 
the  chart  room  when  she  was  three  quarters  swung 
to  the  ebb  tide ;  he  ought  to  have  waited  till  she 
was  fully  swung,  and  himself  superintended  that 
manoeuvre,  and  seen  that  her  helm  was  properly 
put.  He  left  her  helm  amidships.  Ko  blame 
attaches  to  the  City  of  Cambridge  with  respect  to 
the  men  who  were  left  on  deck;  there  seem  to 
have  been  sufficient  men  and  tbey  were  properly 
placed.  It  is  to  be  observed,  that  when  the  vessel 
swung,  the  wind  and  tide  were  opposed,  and  no 
blame  at  all  attaches,  in  the  opinion  of  the  elder 
Brethren,  with  which  I  agree,  to  Boyle,  the  quarter- 
master, in  the  manceuvre  which  he  effected.  He 
executed  the  right  manoeuvre  in  counteracting^  the 
sheer  the  vessel  had  taken,  and  there  was  no  delay 
in  executing  it," — what  he  did  was  to  starboard 
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thA  belm, — "  dot  is  there  any  reaeon  to  snppose 
that  the  pDot,  if  he  had  been  on  deck  instead  of  in 
the  chart  room,  woald  have  directed  anything  to 
be  done  different  from  what  was  done  in  his 
absence."    Their  Lordships  concur  in  that  finding. 

Another  ground  of  blame  is  that  a  s^ood  look-ont 
was  not  kept  by  the  crew  when  the  vessol  was 
drifting,  and  particularly  that  they  did  not  report 
the  Birmah.  It  is  unquestionable  that,  as  a  rule, 
it  is  the  duty  of  the  crew  of  the  ship  to  keep  a 
good  look*OQt,  and  to  assist  in  that  way  the  pilot  in 
charge.  But  in  the  present  case  the  court  below 
hate  found  that  there  was  no  want  of  look-out, 
and  their  Lordships  agree  with  this  finding.  The 
roaster  was  on  the  bridge  with  the  pilot,  and  the 
Bwmah  was  seen  and  reported  by  him  to  the  pilot, 
and  both  had  her  in  view  for  a  considerable  time 
before  the  collision. 

The  only  remaining  imputation  on  the  crew 
ifl,  that  as  soon  as  the  chain  of  the  port  anchor 
broke,  the  starboard  anchor  ought  to  have  been 
at  once  let  go.  This  may  have  been  a  right 
maocBuvre,  or  it  may  be,  that  as  the  vessel 
was  athwart  the  tide,  it  was  better  to  use  the 
steam  at  command,  so  as  to  get  her  head  to  the 
tide,  as  the  pilot  afterwards  attempted  to  do.  She 
was  to  some  extent  athwart  the  tide  when  she 
originally  sheered  and  the  cable  snapped,  and  no 
donbt  at  the  moment  when  the  cable  snapped  her 
bead  flew  still  further  to  the  west.  She  was 
therefore  to  a  great  degree  broadside  to  the  tide  at 
the  time  when  it  is  suggested  that  the  anchor 
oaght  to  have  been  drop{^.  But,  however  that 
may  be,  it  was  a  manoeuvre  that  was  properly 
within  the  province  of  the  pilot  to  judge  of  and 
direct.  If  he  had  not  been  at  hand,  it  would  have 
been  the  duty  of  the  officers  of  the  ship  at  once  to 
have  acted,  and  dropped  the  anchor,  if  it  had  been 
a  proper  measure ;  but  in  this  case  the  pilot  was 
at  hand.  It  is  true  that  he  had  gone  to  the  chart- 
house  to  lie  down,  but  he  had  given  directions  to 
be  called  if  anything  went  amiss.  In  point  of  fact 
be  felt  the  jerk  caused  by  the  snapping  of  the 
cable,  and  came  to  the  chart-house  door  as  soon  as 
the  mate,  who  instantly  ran  to  him,  reached  it, 
and  very  shortly  afterwards  he  was  on  deck. 

Now,  although  it  would  have  been  the  duty  of  the 
officers  of  the  ship  to  act  at  once  if  there  had  been 
immediate  necessity  for  so  doing,  as,  for  instance, 
to  prevent  a  collision  which  was  imminent,  their 
Lordships  think  it  cannot  be  said  that  the  emer- 
gency was  so  pressing,  or  the  measures  to  be 
adopted  so  plain,  that  they  were  not  justified  in 
resorting  to  the  pilot  in  charge  of  the  ship  when 
he  was  so  near  at  hand.  The  dangers  of  a  divided 
command  are  gp:eat,and  must  be  taken  into  account 
in  dealing  with  questions  of  this  kind.  The  rela* 
ti?e  duties  of  the  crew  and  pilot  were  discussed  in 
two  cases,  which  are  to  be  found  in  7  Moore 
P.C.C.  The  first  is  The  Chriatiana  (p.  171).  In 
that  case  Baron  Parke,  in  giving  the  judg- 
ment of  the  Committee  says,  "  The  duties  of  the 
master  and  the  pilot  are  in  many  respects  clearly 
defined.  Although  the  pilot  has  charge  of  the 
ship,  the  owners  are  most  clearly  responsible  to 
third  persons  for  the  solBciencIes  of  the  ship  and 
her  equipments,  the  competency  of  the  master 
and  crew,  and  their  obedience  to  the  orders  of  the 
pilot  in  everything  that  concerns  his  duty,  and 
under  ordinary  circumstances  we  think  that  his 
commands  are  to  be  implicitly  obeyed.  To  him 
belongs  the  whole  conduct  of  the  navigation  of 


the  ship,  to  the  safety  of  which  it  is  important  that 
the  chief  direction  should  be  vested  in  one  only." 
Then  there  being  a  question  about  the  neglect  to 
set  the  staysail  and  jib  under  the  circumstances 
in  which  the  ship  was  placed,  the  learned  judge 
says: — ''The  pilot  Las  unquestionably  the  sole 
direction  of  the  vessel  in  those  respects  where  his 
local  knowledge  is  presumably  required.  The 
direction,  the  course,  the  manoeuvres  of  the  vessel 
when  sailing  belong  to  him ;  and  the  Trinity 
Masters  therefore  rightly  decided  that  the 
neglect  to  set  the  staysail  and  jib,  after  the 
Christiana  was  driven  from  her  anchorage,  was 
the  fault  of  the  pilot  alone.  It  was  also  his 
sole  duty  to  select  tbo  proper  anchorage  place 
and  mode  of  anchoring  and  preparing  for  anchor- 
ing, as  was  held  to  be  clear  in  the  case  of  The 
Gipsy  King  (2  W.  Eob.  637.)"  And  in  the  case  of 
TheLochUbo  (7  Moore  P.0.0. 430),  Lord  Kinj?8do¥m 
in  giving  ^he  judgment  of  the  Committee  in  that 
case,  it  being  a  question  whether  the  vessel  ought 
to  have  sailed  through  the  Downs,  says : — *'  It  was 
contended  at  the  bar  that  in  this  case  the  impro- 
priety of  sailing  through  the  Downs  was  so  manifest 
that  the  captain  ought  to  have  refused,  in  spite  of 
the  pilot's  opinion,  to  permit  the  ship  to  proceed, 
but  we  cannot  assent  to  this.  It  would  be  very 
dangerous  to  hold  that  there  can  be  any  divided 
authority  in  the  ship  with  reference  to  the  same 
subject ;  and  whether  the  ship  was  to  anchor  or  to 
proceed  was  a  matter  which  we  think  belonged 
exclusively  to  the  pilot  to  decide." 

Their  Lordships,  therefore,  have  come  to  the 
conclusion  that  as  regards  this  point  of  blame, 
none  is  properly  imputable  to  the  crew.  Being 
of  this  opinion,  it  becomes  unnecessary  to  con- 
sider the  further  points  urged  by  the  respon- 
dent's counsel,  namely,  that  this  default,  if 
established,  was  too  remote  from  the  immediate 
cause  of  the  collision  to  render  the  respon- 
dents liable  for  the  consequences  of  it.  But 
it  is  to  be  observed  that  in  tbe  interval  between 
the  time  when  the  vessel  parted  from  her  anchor 
and  the  collision  she  was  under  the  control  of 
the  pilot,  who  might,  if  he  had  employed  the 
engine  power  at  his  command,  have  given  her  a 
new  and  independent  course  which  would  have 
avoided  the  collision. 

In  the  result  their  Lordships  will  humbly  advise 
Her  Majesty  that  the  judgment  of  the  court  below 
ought  to  be  affirmed,  and  this  appeal  dismissed, 
with  costs. 

Appeal  dismissed  and  decree  aMrmed. 

Solicitors  for  the  appellants,  W.  Jv.  Wynne, 
agent  for  Simpson  and  North,  Liverpool. 

Solicitors  for  the  respondents,  Gregory  and  Co,, 
agents  for  Duncan,  HiU,  and  Dickinson,  Liverpool. 


COVBT  OF  COMMOH  FLEAS. 

Beported  by  Ethbrutotoh  Smith  and  J.  M,  Lslt,  EflqrB,, 

Barriflten-At-Law. 


Wednesday,  Jan,  28, 1874. 
Gbokob  t?.  Watts. 

Action  for  negligence^  Chneral  allegations  of  neg- 
ligence,— Application  for  particulars — Negligence 
in  the  ruxvigation  of  a  ship. 

Where  the  declaration  in  an  action  ctgainst  the 
defendant  for  negligent  navigation  of  his  ship, 
causing  injury  to  the  plaintiff,  contains  only 
generod  aXtegatums  of  negligence  on  the  part  of 
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the  defendant  in  respect  of  navigation,  and  of 

keeping  the  machinery  and  the  ship  in  good  repair, 

the  eottrt  will  nof  require  the  plaintiff  to  give 

particulars  of  matters  which  he  may  suppose  to 

constitute  the  negligence  of  the  defendant,  because 

these  matters  are  within  the  knowledge  of  the 

defendant  and  his  servants,  and  not  necessarily 

toithin  the  personal  knowledge  of  the  plaintiff, 

Thb  declaration  in  this  action  alleged  that  the 

plaintiff  was  received  as  a  passenger,  to  be  safely 

and  securely  carried  on  the  defendant's  steamer 

for  reward  to  the  defendant,  and  that  the  defendant 

did  not  find  or  provide  a  suitable  cabin,  or  proper 

and  sufficient  food  or  accommodation,  or  do  what 

was  necessary  for  the  personal  comfort  of  the 

plaintiff,  though  not  prevented  by  perils,  &o.,  and 

that  the  defendant  did  not  use  proper  care  that 

the  ship  should  bo  kept  in  proper  repair,  or  that 

it  should  be  navigated  with  due  skill,  <&c.,  whereby 

the  plaintiff  was  injured. 

An  order  was  obtained  by  the  defendant  for 
particulars  to  be  delivered  of  the  negligence  and 
injuries  complained  of  under  this  declaration,  and 
this  order  was  made  by  the  master  in  very  wide 
terms,  ordering  the  plaintiff  to  give  particulars  to 
the  defendant  of  the  wounds,  bruises,  and  injuries 
mentioned  in  the  declaration,  of  the  number  of 
days  the  plaintiff  wus  kept  without  food,  and  of 
the  expenses  be  had  incurred,  and  of  the  negligence 
alleged  in  respect  of  the  navigation  and  repair  of 
the  ship,  and  of  its  machinery. 

Xr.  Kelly,  on  a  previous  day,  obtained  a  rule 
calling  on  the  defendants  to  show  cause  why  so 
much  of  the  order  should  not  be  rescinded  as 
required  the  plaintiff  to  give  particulars  of  the 
negligence  in  navigation  and  repair  of  the  ship  and 
machinery.  In  moving  for  the  rule  nisi  he  cited 
Brovm  v.  Tlie  Great  Western  Railway  Company 
(26  L.T.  Eep.  N.  S.  398)  and  Peppiatt  v.  Smith 
(11  L.T.  Eep.  N.  S.  139 ;  3  H.  &  0.  129). 

Qainsfora  Bruce  now  showed  cause. — If  these  par- 
ticulars are  not  given  to  the  defendant  he  will  have 
no  intimation  of  what  is  the  negligence  complained 
of,  and  will  be  unable  to  prepare  evidence  to 
disprove  it.  There  has  been  a  Board  of  Trade 
inquiry  in  this  case,  so  that  the  plaintiff  will  have 
bad  his  attention  drawn  to  the  circumstances  of 
the  shipwreck,  and  we  want  to  know  on  what, 
among  the  facts  there  elicited,  he  relies  as  evidence 
of  negligence.  Some  time,  sooner  or  later,  it  must 
be  stat.ed ;  why  is  he  not  before  the  trial  to  give 
us  this  reasonable  information  P  The  judge  at  the 
trial  will  amend  particulars  if  something  is  omitted 
in  them  which  the  defendant  ought  to  have  been 
prepared  to  meet ;  but  now  we  shall  be  prevented 
from  knowing  at  all  what  sort  of  evidence  will  be 
produced  against  us,  while  the  plaintiff  will  be 
practically  unfettered.  Where  negligence  in  navi- 
gation and  in  repair  of  a  ship  is  alleged,  questions 
involving  scientific  witnesses  may  arise  on  num- 
berless little  points,  and  we  are  entitled  to  know 
beforehand  what  points  are  intended  to  bo  raised. 
[Lord  CoLBRiDGS,  G.J. — It  is  for  you  to  know 
what  your  own  servants'  negligence  is,  not  for 
the  plaintiff  to  guess  at  what  it  may  have  been.] 
This  will  entirely  prevent  particulars  being  given 
in  actions  of  this  kind,  and  the  plaintiff  will 
never  know  before  the  trial  what  is  complained  of, 
what  he  has  to  go  into  court  to  meet.  Thizs  is 
surely  contrary  to  the  general  practice  hitherto^ 
which  tends  to  make  the  issue  between  the  partiea 
as  distinct  as  possible.    The  two  cases  cited  arei^ 


totally  beside  the  question.  In  Brown  y.  The 
Great  Western  Railway  Company  the  partioulan 
of  injuries  were  refusea  because  no  affidavit  had 
been  filed  of  want  of  knowledge  of  the  nature  of 
those  injuries.  In  Peppiatt  v.  Smith  the  question 
related  to  interrogatories,  and  not  to  particulars. 
Interrogatories  are  for  the  purpose  of  establishing 
a  plaintiff's  or  defendant's  own  case,  whilst  par- 
ticulars are  given  by  a  defendant  to  define  his 
claim. 

L.  Kelly,  in  support  of  the  rule,  was  not  called 
on. 

Lord  CoLBRiDGB,  C.J. — ^I  think  this  rule  must  be 
made  absolute,  rescinding  the  order  of  the  master 
to  the  extent  to  whiob  we  are  asked  to  do  so.  That 
is,  the  plaintiff  ought  not  to  be  required  to  give 
particulars  of  the  alleged  negligence  of  the  de- 
fendant in  respect  of  the  navigation  and  machinery 
and  repair  of  the  ship.  In  the  case  in  the  Ex- 
chequer, cited  when  this  rule  was  moved,  the 
court  would  not  give  the  particulars  which  are 
here  given  by  consent,  or  at  any  rate  not  objected 
to  as  included  in  this  order,  viz.,  as  to  the  injuries 
sustained  by  the  plaintiff :  a  midto  fortiori  as  it 
seems  to  me,  the  court  would  not  give  particulars 
of  the  defendant's  negligence.  The  plaintiff  does 
not  object  to  specify  everything  within  his  personal 
knowledge,  but  he  does  reasonably  object  to  spe- 
culate un  things  within  the  knowledge  of  the 
defendant ;  he  might  easily  make  a  wrong  guess, 
and  the  defendant  might  so  evade  the  decision  of 
the  true  issue.  We  do  not  mean  to  lay  down  a 
rule  that  in  actions  of  tort  particulars  will  not  be 
allowed,  but  what  is  asked  for  here  seems  to  go 
beyond  anything  that  is  proper  or  necessary. 

Keating  and  Denmax,  J  J.,  concurred. 

Rule  absolute. 

Attorney  for  plaintiff,  /.  H.  Wrentmore. 
Attorney  for  ctefendant,  A,  B,  Hoyle. 


April  23  and  27, 1874. 
Hendricks  v,  Australasian  Insurance  Company. 

Marine  insurance^'English  and  Dutch  policy — 
Whether  implied— Implied  reference  in  one  policy 
1o  the  other — Particular  average — Meaning  in 
English  policy  of  **  to  pay  losses  on  Dutch  terms  " 
— *•  Stranded  "  —  Whether  paHies  to  English 
policy  bound  by  Dutch  average  statement. 

The  plaintiff  having  insured  goods  with  Dutch 
underwriters  upon  a.  Dutch  policy,  afterward* 
insured  the  same  goods  with  the  dtfendants,  being 
English  underwriters,  upon  an  English  policy, 
which  latter  policy  contained  the  words,  **to  cover 
only  the  risk  excepted  by  the  clause  warranted 
free  from  particular  average  unless  llie  vessel  be 
stranded,  sunk,  or  burnt  To  pay  all  claims  and 
losses  on  Dutch  terms,  and  according  to  statement 
made  up  by  the  official  depecheur  in  Holland*" 
The  defendants,  cU  the  time  the  policy  was  effected, 
knew  that  the  goods  had  been  already  insured 
somewhere,  but  had  no  notice  either  of  the  terms 
or  of  the  existence  of  the  Dutch  policy. 

The  vessel  **  stranded,'*  according  to  English  law, 
but  not  according  to  Dutch  law.  An  average 
statement  was  made  up  according  to  the  terms  of 
the  English  policy,  but  according  to  the  principles 
of  the  Dutch  law,  showing  a  partictdar  average 
loss : 

Held,  upon  a  special  case,  first,  thcU  the  terms  of  (he 
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Engltth  policy,  did  not  amount  to  notice  to  the 
defendants  of  tl^e  Dutch  policyt   and  that  the 
English  policy  was  to  he  construed  independently 
thereof;  but. 
Secondly,  thtU  the  defendants  were  hound  hy  the 
average  statement,  and  the  plaintiff,  consequently, 
wcM  entitled  to  judgment, 
Harris  r.  Soaramanga  {ante,  vol,  1,  p.  339 ;  26  L.  T, 
Rep,  N.  8, 697 ;  L.  Rep,  7  0,  P.  481),  and  Stewart 
V,  West  iDdia  and  Paoifio  Steamship  Company 
{ante,  vol.  1,  p.  628 ;  vol,  2.  p.  32  ;  28  L.  T,  Hep, 
X  8,  740 ;  L,  Bep.  S  Q,  B.  362),  discussed  and 
foUowed, 
This  was  an  action  to  recover  the  stun  of  503/.,  the 
imoant  of  a  particular  ayerage  loss  alleged  to  be 
snslained  by  the  plaintiff,  as  owner  of  a  cargo  of 
sugar,  and  the  following  case  was  stated  by  con- 
sent of  the  parties  for  the  opinion  of  the  oourti 
without  pleadings,  pnrsnant  to  sect.   46  of  the 
Common  Law  Procedure  Act  1852. 

Case. 

1.  The  plaintiff  is  a  merchant  carrying  on  busi- 
ness at  Amsterdam,  in  Holland,  and  thedefendants 
are  a  company  carrying  on  business  as  under- 
writers in  the  city  of  London. 

2.  On  the  1st  March  1870,  the  plaintiff,  under  the 
name  of  A.  Hendricks  and  Co.,  effected  with  the 
defioidants  a  policy  of  insurance  upon  sugars,  the 
cargo  of  the  British  ship  Perpeiua, 

3.  In  that  policy  the  insured  voyage  is  de- 
scribed as  follows : — "  Lost  or  not  lost,  at  or  from 
any  port  or  ports  and,  (or)  places  in  Java,  and  (or) 
Samatra,  in  any  rotation  backwards  and  forwards, 
and  forwards  and  backwards,  to  the  vessePs  port 
or  ports  of  discharge  in  Holland ;"  and  the  subject 
matter  insured  and  the  risks  insured  are  described 
as  follows: — The  said  ship,  &c.,  goods,  and  mer- 
chandise, &a,  for  so  much  as  concerns  the  assured, 
bj  agreement  between  the  assured  and  the  said 
oompany  in  this  policy,  are  and  shall  be  rated  and 
^aed  at  2000Z.  on  6715  bags  unclayed  brown 
sugar  (being  in  22  series  of  3(K)  bags  each,  and  1 
series  of  115  bags),  valued  kt  WOOL,  to  cover 
only  the  risks  only  excepted  by  the  clause,  '  war- 
nwted  free  from  particular  average,  unless  the 
venel  be  stranded,  sunk,  or  burnt;'  to  pay  all 
olaims  and  losses  on  Dutch  terms,  and  according 
to  statement  made  up  by  official  depdoheur  in 
Holland,  being  warranted  free  from  particular 
a?ei«ge,  unless  amounting  to  10  per  cent,  on  each 
series."  A  copy  of  this  policy  marked  A,  will  be 
foaod  in  the  appendix  to  this  case,  and  may  be 
n^erred  to  as  part  of  this  oase.(a)    The  risk  so 


(a)  The  foliowiog  ii  the  material  part  of  a  policy  A : — 
"  hi  the  name  of  God  Amen.  A.  Hendricks  and  Co. .  .  . 
doth  make  assurance  and  oanse  themselyee  and  them  and 
everyone  of  them  to  be  asenred  lost  or  not  lost  at  and 
from  any  port  or  ports  and  (or)  places  in  Java  (and)  or 
Sainatra  in  any  rotation  backwards  and  forwards  and 
forwards  and  backwards  to  the  vessers  port  or  ports  of 
diseharge  m  Holland.  With  leare  to  toaoh  at  all  ports 
sad  places  on  either  side  of  and  at  the  Cape  of  Good 
Hope  for  all  purposes  including  risk  of  craft  to 
sad  from  the  ship.  Upon  any  kind  of  goods  and  mer- 
ohandise  or  profit  on  goods  and  merchandise  whatsoever 
losden  or  to  be  loaden  and  also  upon  the  body  taoklM  ap- 
parel ordnance  munition  artillery  boat  and  other  furni- 
tore  of  . .  .  the  Perpeiua  .  . .  bejnnning  the  adventure 
i^wn  the  said  goods  and  merohancuse  and  profits  on  goods 
tad  merchandise  from  and  immediately  following  the 
loading  thereof  on  board  the  said  ship  at  as  above  upon 
^same  ship,  Sto.  and  shallso  continue  and  endure  during 
Ml  abod^  there  apon  the  sapio  *hip  &o.  an^  further  optu 


described,  as  hereinbefore  stated,  except  as  to  the 
words  commencing  with  "  to  pay,"  and  ending 
with  "  series,*'  is  a  risk  well  known  among  English 
underwriters  as  a  P.  A.  risk  only.  The  term  P.  A. 
only  means  that  the  insurance  is  to  cover  only 
the  risks  excepted  from  what  is  called  a  F.  P.  A. 
policy.  The  term  F.  P.  A.  means  that  the  insu- 
rance contains  an  exception  in  the  following 
terms :  "  Warranted  free  from  particular  average, 
unlesB  stranded,  sunk,  or  burnt."  The  P.  A.  risk 
only,  with  the  addition  of  *'  Dutch  terms,"  or  an 
exception  of  average  under  10  per  cent.,  is  not  a 
usual  insurance. 

4.  Previously  to  the  making  of  the  before  men- 
tioned policy,  the  plaintiff  had  effected  a  policy  of 
insurance  upon  the  same  cargo  with  Dutch  unaer- 
wricers  in  Amsterdam.  A  translation  of  the  last 
mentioned  policy,  marked  B(a),  will  be  found  in 
the  appendix  to  this  case,  and  may  be  referred  to 
as  pare  of  this  case. 

5.  At  the  time  when  the  defendants  executed  the 


the  said  ship  with  all  her  ordnance  tackle  apparel  &o. 
and  goods  and  merchandise  or  profits  on  goods  and  mer- 
chandise whatsoever  shall  be  arrived  at  as  above.  Upon 
the  said  ship  &c.  until  she  hath  moored  at  anchor  twenty- 
four  hours  in  good  safety  and  upon  the  goods  and  mer- 
chandise or  profits  on  goods  and  merchandise  until  the 
same  be  there  dischar^sd  and  safely  landed,  and  it  shall 
be  lawful  for  the  said  ship  &o,  in  this  voyage  to  proceed 
and  sail  to  and  touch  and  stay  at  any  ports  and  places 
whatsoever  for  necesaary  or  customary  purposes  without 
prejadioe  to  this  insurance.  The  said  ship  &o.  goods  and 
merchandise  &o.  for  so  much  as  concerns  the  assured  by 
agreement  between  the  assured  and  the  said  company  in 
this  Dolioy  are  and  shall  be  rated  and  valued  at  2000^.  on 
6715  Dags  unclayed  brown  sugar,  being  in  22  series  of 
300  baga  each,  and  1  series  of  115  bags  valued  at  40002.  To 
cover  only  the  rieks  excepted  by  the  clause  warranted 
free  from  particular  average  unless  the  vessel  be  stranded 
sunk  or  burnt.  To  pay  a^  olaims  and  losses  on  Dutch 
terms  and  according  to  statement  made  up  by  official 
d^pdoheur  in  Holland,  being  warranted  free  from  par- 
ticular average  unless  amountinflr  to  10  per  cent,  on  each 
series.  Touching  the  adventures  and  perils  which  the 
said  oompany  are  contented  to  bear  and  do  take  upon 
them  in  this  voyage  they  are  of  the  seas  men  of  war 
fire  enemies  pirate  rovers  thieves  jettisons  letters  of 
mart  and  counter  miurt  surprisals  talongs  at  sea  arrests 
restraints  and  detainments  of  all  kings  princes  and  people 
of  what  nation  condition  or  qualitar  soever  barratry  of 
the  masters  and  mariners  and  of  all  other  perils  losses 
and  misfortunes  that  have  or  shall  oome  to  Ithe  hurt 
detriment  or  damage  of  ti^e  said  goods  and  merchandise 
&c.  and  ship  &c.  or  any  part  tnereof.  And  in  case 
of  taiy  loss  and  misfortune  it  shall  be  lawful  to  the  as- 
sured their  factors  servants  and  assigns  to  sue  labour 
and  travel  for  in  and  about  the  defence  safeguard  and 
recovery  of  the  said  goods  and  merchandise  &c.  and  ship 
&c.  or  any  part  thereof  without  prejudice  to  this  insur- 
ance to  the  obliges  whereof  the  said  company  will  con- 
tribute according  to  the  rate  and  quantity  of  the  sum 
herein  assured.  .  .  .  And  further  it  is  agreed  by  the  said 
oompany  that  this  writing  or  policy  of  assurance  shall  be 
of  as  much  force  and  effect  as  the  Barest  writing  or  policy 
of  assurance  heretofore  made  in  Lombard-s^eet  or  in 
the  Boyal  Exchange  or  elsewhere  in  London  and  so  the 
said  oompany  are  contented  and  do  hereby  promise  and 
bind  themselves.  ...  for  the  true  performance  of  the 
premises  in  consideration  of  a  premium  being  paid  unto 
the  said  oompany  for  this  assurance  by  the  assured  as 
and  after  the  rate  of  50«.  per  cent.— N.B.  Com  fish  flour 
saltpetre  salt  fruit  and  seeds  are  warranted  free  from 
average  unless  general  or  the  ship  be  stranded.  Sugar 
tobacco  skins  hides  spirits  hemp  flax  rice  are  warranted 
free  from  average  under  bl,  per  cent,  and  all  other  goods 
also  the  ship  and  freight  are  warranted  free  from 
average  under  31.  per  cent,  unless  general  or  the  ship  be 
stranded." 

(a)  It  will  be  seen  from  the  jud^ent  that  it  is  nof 
necessary  to  set  out  policy  6« 
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policy  A,  being  the  policy  now  sued  upon,  they 
knew  that  the  goods  had  alreidy  been  insured,  bat 
they  had  no  notice  where  the  previous  insurance 
was  effected,  or  what  ^ere  its  terms,  unless  the 
court  shall  be  of  opinion  that  the  terms  of  the 
policy  amount  to  such  notice. 

6.  On  the  6th  Jan.  1870,  the  Perpetua  sailed  on  the 
insured  voyage  from  Probolingo,  in  Java,  bound 
for  Amsterdam,  and  while  descending  the  river, 
about  midnight  of  the  11th  Jan.  1870,  took  the 
ground  at  Oosthook,  near  the  mouth  of  the  river. 

7.  The  following  extract  from  a  protest  made  by 
the  master  at  Sourabaya  correctly  describes  the 
means  used  to  get  the  ship  off : 

Got  the  gig  ont  and  ran  the  stream  anohor  ont  with 
seventy  fathoms  of  a  ^ia.  warp,  and  hove  a  strain  on  it, 
when  the  ship  canted  with  her  nead  to  the  eastward ;  the 
water  falling,  conld  do  no  more  till  the  next  flood.  At 
eight,  strong  gales  and  sqnally,  with  rain  from  S.W. ;  at 
ten,  same  weather — set  all  canvas  that  conld  draw,  the 
ship  str iking  but  very  slightly — hoisted  the  long  boat  out 
and  sounded  round  the  ship,  and  found  deep  water  all 
round.  Pumps  attended  all  the  while,  the  ship  making  one 
inch  of  water  per  hour,  being  half  an  inch  more  than  before 
striking.  Noon,  squally,  with  rain ;  wind  from  the  . 
The  12th  Jan.  began  with  squally  weather  from  the  W.  to 
the  S.W.  At  1  p.m.  the  shii)  drew  ahead  about  ten  or 
fifteen  feet,  and  held  fast  again  ;  got  the  starboard  bower 
in  long  boat  with  fifty  fathoms  of  strain  chain  ;  ran  it  ont 
and  hove  a  strain  upon  it,  but  without  any  effect,  the  ship 
to  all  appearance  laying  fast  a  little  before  the  mizen 
rigging  upon  the  port  side,  the  ship  making  ten  inches  of 
water  per  hour  from  midnight  to  4  a.m.,  the  ship  striking 
heavily  on  the  stem  post ;  being  past  high  water  could 
do  no  more  till  the  next  flood.  About  2  p.m.  heavy  rain 
and  squalls.  The  13th  Jan.  began  with  heavy  squalls  of 
wind  and  rain ;  every  stick  set.  At  1  p.m.  the  ship  began 
to  move ;  manned  the  windlass  and  hove  all  possible 
strain,  when  a  heavy  squall  coming  on  at  the  time,  the 
ship  slipped  off  and  swung  to  her  anchor,  the  pumps  all 
the  time  constantly  going.  Clewed  up  all  the  small  sails, 
veered  away  upon  the  starboard  anchor  to  fifty  fathoms, 
and  seventy  fathoms  upon  the  warp. 

8.  The  ship  having  been  got  off  in  the  manner 
described  in  the  last  paragraph,  sailed  for  Soura- 
baya. The  cargo  was  there  discharged,  and  the 
repairs  to  the  hull  of  the  ship  rendered  necessary 
by  her  taking  the  ground  at  Oosthook  were  effected. 
The  cargo  was  then  reloaded,  and  about  the  end 
of  March  1870  the  ship  sailed  for  Amsterdam, 
where  she  arrived  in  due  course,  and  delivered  her 
cargo. 

9.  The  sugars,  on  being  unshippedat  Amsterdam, 
were  found  to  have  received  damage  from  the  ship 
having  taken  the  ground  at  Oosthook,  and  there- 
upon the  owners  of  the  ship  Ferpetua,  and  the 
plaintiff,  as  owner  of  the  cargo,  made  an  applica- 
tion to  Dr.  James  Wertheim  to  draw  up  a  state- 
ment of  average.  Dr.  Wertheim  is  an  official 
d^pecheur  at  Amsterdam,  that  is,  an  average  ad- 
juster appointed  to  prepare  average  statements  by 
the  Association  of  Underwriters  and  Shipowners 
at  the  Exchange  at  Amsterdam. 

10.  In  pursuance  of  the  before-mentioned  appli- 
cation. Dr.  Wertheim  prepared,  amongst  other 
things,  and  signed  a  statement,  dated  the  28th 
March  1871,  of  particular  average,  showing  a  sum 
of  503^  as  payable  by  the  defendants  to  the  plain- 
tiff under  the  policy  A  now  sued  upon.  A  copy  of 
this  statement  marked  G  (a)  will  be  found  in  the 

(a)  This  statement  was  headed,  "Account  particular 
average  on  unclayed  brown  sugar,  per  Perpetua"  &o., 
and  after  setting  out  the  facts  and  figures,  and  showing 
a  sum  of  5031.  due  from  the  defendants  to  the  plaintiff, 
concluded  as  follows  t— 

**  Considering  that  the  sugar  was  insured  free  from 


appendix  to  this  case,  and  may  be  referred  to  as 
part  of  this  case.  The  figures  upon  which  this 
adjustment  is  made  ar&to  be  taken  tor  the  purposes 
of  this  case  to  be  correct. 

11.  By  the  expression  **  series,"  in  the  policy  A, 
was  meant  the  packages  in  which  the  sogars  were 
packed.  The  loss  amounted  to  or  exceeded  10  per 
cent,  on  each  series,  upon  which  a  lo-s  has  been 
adjusted  in  the  statement  so  prepared  by  Dr. 
Wertheim. 

12.  At  Amsterdam  and  Rotterdam,  there  are 
regulations  hi  force  as  between  underwriters  and 
shipowners.  These  regulations  are  made  by  the 
Association  of  Underwriters  and  Shipowners  in 
each  of  those  towns,  and  are  altered  from  time  to 
time.  These  regulations  are  recognised  by  the 
Dutch  law  as  binding  in  the  sense  that  they  are 
taken  to  be  imported  into  every  policy  of  insur- 
ance made  at  Amsterdam  and  Rotterdam  respec- 
tively, unless  the  terms  of  the  policy  exclude  them. 
The  regulations  of  Amsterdam,  at  the  times  of  the 
making  of  the  policies  hereinbefore  mentioned, 
contained  and  still  do  contain  provisions  as  to 
particular  average,  of  which  the  following  is  a 
translation : — **  In  insurances  contracted  with  the 
condition,  '  free  from  particular  average,'  the  in- 
surer has  to  indemnify  the  damage  that  has 
occurred  only  when  the  vessel  has  suffered  ship- 
wreck, the  ship  and  cargo,  or  the  cargo  alone,  has 
taken  fire,  or  in  case  of  stranding,  provided  that 
such  damage  amounts  to  10  percent,  or  more." 

13.  By  stranding  is  understood  that  a  ship 
having  got  aground  remains  fixed,  and  can  be  got 
off  only  by  extraordinary  measures.  In  the  sense 
of  this  clause  are  regarded  as  extraordinary  mea- 
sures the  cutting  of  masts,  the  heaving  overboard 
or  landing  of  the  cargo,  &c. ;  and  as  ordinary  mea- 
sures, the  winding  on  the  anchors  or  on  the  shore, 
the  working  with  the  sails,  and  the  like.  The 
regulations  of  Rotterdam  contain  provisions 
identical  with  these,  except  that  for  10  per  cent,  is 
substituted  3  per  cent.  It  is  agreed  that  accord- 
ing to  the  regulations,  assuming  them  to  be  appli- 
cable to  the  policy  A  now  sued  upon  (which  the 
defendants  deny),  the  ship  had  not,  under  the 
circumstances  stated  in  this  case,  stranded. 

14  At  the  time  of  the  making  of  the  policy  A 
now  sued  upon,  and  at  the  time  of  the  commenee- 
ment  of  the  risk,  and  until  and  at  the  time  of  the 
happening  of  the  loss  described  in  this  case,  the 
plaintiff  was  interested  in  the  sugars  to  the  amount 
of  the  valuation  in  and  of  the  sum  insured  by  the 
policy, 

15.  It  is  well  known  among  underwriters  that  the 
adjustment  of  particular  average  in  Holland  is  more 
favourable  to  the  underwriters  than  an  adjustment 
in  England.  The  court  may  draw  inferences  of 
fact. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  court  is, 
whether  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover  in  this 
action?  If  the  court  shall  be  of  opinion  in  the 
afdrmative,  then  judgment  shall  be  entered  up  for 
the  plaintiff  for  503Z.,  together  with  such  interest 
thereon,  as  the  court  may  direct,  and  costs  of  suit. 

particular  average,  according  to  Amsterdam  Exchange 
conditions,  and  that  risk  covered  by  the  English  in- 
surance. 

**  Considering  that  the  aforestated  damage,  however, 
the  ship  stranded,  but  {sic)  was  floated  by  no  exIxaordiDary 
measures,  cannot  be  claimed  from  the  Dutch  under- 
writers, the  insured  is  entitled  to  recover  the  said  damage 
under  the  English  policies. 

(Signed)       **  Jas.  Webthkim,  LL.D." 
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If  the  court  shall  be  of  opinion  in  the  negative, 
then  jadgment  of  nol  pros,  shall  be  entered  for 
the  defendants,  with  the  costs  of  defence. 

The  plaintiff's  points  were,  that  by  the  terms  of 
the  policy  sued  on  the  defendants  had  notice  that 
the  risks  intended  to  be  covered  by  thf*  policy  sued 
00,  were  lisks  excepted  oat  of  a  Dutch  and  not 
oat  of  an  English  policy  of  sea  insurance;    that 
the  expression,    "Dntch    terms,"    used    in    the 
policy  sued  on,  means  the  law  and  regulations 
recognised  and  observed  as  beiween  underwriters 
tod  assured  in  Holland  ;  that  the  defendants,  by 
agreeing  to  pay  all  claims  and  losses  on  Dutch 
terms,  become  liable  to  pay  all  such  claims  and 
losses  as  would  be  valid  and   binding  on  them  ac- 
cording to  the  law  and  regulations  recognised  and 
observed  as  between  underwriters  and  assured  in 
Holland;  that  according  to  snch law  and  regula- 
tions the  ship  was  not  stranded ;  that  according  to 
SQch  law  and  regulations,  and    upon    the    facts 
stated  in  the  case,  the  plaintiff  sustained  a  parti- 
CQlar  average  loss,  the    amount    of  which    the 
plaintiff  is  entitled  in  this  action  to  recover  against 
the  defendants ;  that  under  the  terms  of  the  policy 
Baed  on,  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendants  agreed 
to  accept  and  be  bound  by  the  statement  to  be 
made  up  by  an  official  d^pScheur  in  Holland,  and 
lach  statement  having  been    in  fact    made    up 
by  an  official  d^p6cheur  in  Holland,  is  both  in 
principle  and  details  absolutely  conelusiye  between 
the  plaintiff  and  the  defendants,  and  that  it  is  not 
open  to  the  court  to  inquire  into  the  propriety  of 
BQch  statement. 

The  points  of  the  defendants  were :  That  the 
loss  in  question  is  not  within  the  terms  of  the 
defendants'  policy,  but  is  one  from  which  the  de- 
fendants are  expressly  exempted ;  that  the  defen- 
dants' policy  is  to  be  construed  with  reference  to 
the  law  of  this  country,  and  that  the  disaster  to 
the  ship  was  a  stranding  according  to  English 
law;  that  the  terms  of  the  defendants'  policy  were 
DO  notice  to  the  defendants  that  the  goods  were 
already  insured  by  a  Dutch  policy,  and  that  if  the 
defendants  were  intended  to  be  bound  by  the  Dutch 
law  it  was  material  that  they  should  haye  had 
notice  of  the  law  of  Holland  when  they  took  the 
risk ;  that  the  regulations  referred  to  in  sect.  12  of 
the  case  have  no  operation  upon  the  defendants' 
policy ;  that  the  clause  in  the  policy,  "  To  pay  all 
claims  and  losses  on  Dutch  terms,"  &c.,  cannot  be 
construed  to  extend  the  defendants'  liability  to  a 
risk  already  excepted  from  the  policy ;  that  the 
statement  referred  to  in  sect.  10  of  the  case  (Dr. 
Wertheim's  ayerage  statement),  was  not  such  an 
Adjustment  as  was  contemplated  by  the  policy; 
that  the  official  adjustment  contemplated  by  the 
policy  was  not  one  which  could  not  operate  to  ex- 
tend the  risks  described  in  the  policy,  but  only  to 
ascertain  the  amount  of  admitted  losses. 

Buil,  Q.O.  (with  him  Cohev,  Q.C.  and  Wiit),  for 
the  plaintiff. — The  object  of  the  policy  sued  upon 
is  plainly  to  snpply  the  defects  of  the  Dutch  policy, 
which  did  not  protect  the  defendants  against  par- 
ticular ayerage  losses.  Tbis  object  must  have  been 
luiown  to  the  defendants,  and  the  terms  of  policy 
A  are  notice  to  them  of  the  terms  of  policy  B.  The 
cargo  insured  was  Dutch,  the  owner  was  Dutch, 
the  average  adjuster  was  to  be  Dutch,  and  the 
t^Tgo  was  deliverable  in  Holland.  [Brett,  J. — 
Would  not  the  words  of  the  English  policy  be 
cqoally  effective  withou  t  any  Dutch  policy  ?]  An 
onderwriter  must  be  taken  to  exercise  his  own 


knowledge,  so  that  the  defendants  must  have 
known  practically  of  the  Dutch  policy.  They  were 
in  fact  put  upon  inquiry  by  the  use  of  the  expres* 
sion,  '*  Dutch  terms,"  which  is  found  to  be  an 
unusual  expression  by  par,  3  of  the  case,  while  at 
the  same  time  it  is  found  by  par.  15  that  it  is  well 
known  that  average  adjustment  is  more  favourable 
in  Holland  than  in  England.  [Brett,  J.  referred 
to  Potter  y.  Bankin  (3  Mar.  Law  Oas.  0.  S.  122  ; 
18  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.  112;  L.  Bep.  3  C.  P. 
562).  Lord  Colbeidge,  0  J. — The  policy  seems 
to  stipulate  not  only  for  Dutch  customs,  but  for 
payment  of  losses  on  Dutch  terms;  the  ques- 
tion is,  what  does  that  expression  mean  P]  The 
meaning  is  that  the  Dutch  law  is  to  be  applied 
by  the  Dutch  average  adjuster.  [Brett,  J. — Sup- 
posing the  ship  had  stranded  in  English  waters, 
would  the  losses  be  settled  according  to  English 
law  or  Dutch  law  ?]  According  to  Dutch  law. 
[Denman,  J, — The  court  may  draw  inferences  of 
fact.]  That  beins  so,  it  is  a  reasonable  inference 
that  policy  A  was  intended  to  cover  the  defects  of 
policy  B.  It  is  impossible  otherwise  to  account  for 
the  insertion  of  the  clause  relating  to  "Dutch 
terms." 

Secondly,  the  defendants  are  precluded  from 
contesting  the  statements  of  the  average  adjuster. 
That  is  the  effect  upon  this  case,  of 

Harria  v.  Scaramanga,  antOf  vol.  1,  p.  389  26  L.  T. 

Rep.  N.  S.  797 ;    L.  Bep.  7  C.  P.  481 ;  41  L.  J.  170, 

C.  P.  ; 
Stewart  V.  The  Weal  India  and  Padjlc  Bleamship 

Company,  ante,  vol.  1,  p.  528;  vol.  2,  p.  32 ;  27 

L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.  820 ;  28  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.  740 ;  L. 

T.  Rep.  8  Q.  ^,  88, 362. 

In  Harris  v.  Scaramanga  (uhiaup,),  a  cargo  of  rye 
was  insured  for  4160Z.  from  Tagarrog  to  Bremen 
The  policy  contained  the  memorandum,  '*  Com,  &o,, 
are  warranted  free  from  average  unless  general,  or 
the  ship  be  stranded,"  &o. ;  and  in  the  margin  were 
the  words,  "To  pay  general  ayerage,  as  per  foreign 
statement,  if  somade  up.   Warranted  free  from  par- 
ticular average,  unless  the  ship  or  craft  be  stranded, 
sunk,  or  burnt."     The  underwriters  were  held  to 
be  bound  by  average  statements  admitted  to  be 
accurate  and    correctly   made  up  in  accordance 
with  the  law  in  force  in  Bremen  in  respect  of  a  loes 
treated  at  Bremen  as  a  general  average  loss  and 
not  as  a  particular  average  loss.    In  Stewart  y. 
Weet  India  and  Pacific  Steamship  Company  (uhi 
sup,),  the  question  was,  what  was  the  proper  oon<- 
struction  of  the  terms,  *'  average,  if  any,  to  be 
adjusted  by  British  Custom,"  and  it  was  held  that 
the  plaintiff  had  by  those  terms  made  the  admitted 
practice  of  British  average  adjusters  part  of  his 
contract,  and  was  therdore  bound  by  such  prac- 
tice, although  erroneous ;  and  this  was  a  point  on 
which  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench 
was  expressly  affirmed  by  the  Exchequer  Chamber, 
while  that  court  guarded  itself  from  pronouncing 
whether  or  not  the  loss  was  according  to  the  law 
of  England  the  subject  of  general  average  contri- 
bution.     Both  Harris's  case  and  StewarVs  case 
are  in  point  for  the  plaintiff,  but  especially  the 
latter. 

Wathin  Williams,  Q  C.(with  him  J,  C.  Mathew), 
for  the  defendants. — The  policy  is  an  English 
policy,  and  must  be  construed  according  to  English 
law,  so  that  "  particular  averase  "  must  mean 
particular  average  as  defined  by  English  law.  [He 
referred  to  the  judgment  of  Lord  Ellenboroughi 
C.  J.  in  Burnett  v.  Kensington  (7  T.  B.  210 ;  1  Esp. 
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416;  Peake's  Add.  Cas.  71).]  The  words,  "to  pay 
all  loBses/'  &o,,  cannot  extend  the  risk  defined  by 
the  words  preceding  them ;  they  only  define  the 
manner  in  which  that  risk  is  to  be  ascertained. 
The  decision  in  Harris  v.  Scsramanga  {uhi  aup,) 
can  be  supported  upon  different  grounds  from 
those  stated  in  the  judgments.  [Lord  Coleridge, 
C.J. — ^The  court  is  inclined  to  support  that  deci- 
sion npon  its  own  ground.  Denman,  J.  — 
"  Stranded  "  is  an  ambiguous  word  known  in  dif- 
ferent countries  to  have  a  different  meaning.  After 
the  word  "stranded"  in  this  policy  we  have 
**  Dutch  terms  "  occurring  in  the  very  next  sen- 
tence.] That  is  so ;  but  to  give  that  expression 
tho  meaning  contended  for  would  be  to  incorporate 
Dutch  law  into  an  English  policy.  [Brett,  J. — 
The  average  adjuster  would  have  to  say  whether 
there  was  a  stranding  or  not.  In  this  case  there 
was  no  stranding  by  Dutch  law.  How  are  the 
"  Dutch  terms  "  to  operate  if  your  contention  be 
right  P]  It  is  submitted  that  neither  in  Holland 
nor  anywhere  else  can  an  average  stater  have  the 
power  to  determine  whether  tnere  has  been  a 
stranding  or  not,  either  in  law  or  fact.  [Lord 
Coleridge,  C.  J. — In  one  sense  that  may  be  right, 
but  in  another  it  is  wrong.  The  average  stater 
decides  neither  law  nor  facts,  but  he  must  have  both 
the  law  and  the  facts  before  him.  It  seems  to  me 
that  both  in  Harris  v.  Searamanga  {uhi  «tfp.)  and 
Stewart  v.  The  West  India  and  Pacific  Steainship 
Company  (uhi  sup.),  the  average  stater  did  in  fact 
what  you  sav  he  cannot  do.  In  both  these  cases 
it  was  found  that  he  was  correct  both  in  law  and 
fact.  It  is  not  contended  that  he  was  wrongin 
his  view  of  his  own,  the  Dutch  law,  here.]  His 
average  statement  is  not  a  statement  at  all ;  it  is 
an  opinion  with  as  it  were  judicial  reasons 
[Denman,  J.— Supposing  those  reasons  to  be 
wrong,  that  will  not  make  the  decision  wrong.] 
Stewart's  case  (uhi  sup.)  is  distinguishable,  because 
there  was  an  express  agreement  to  be  bound  by 
British  custom.  [Brett,  J.— In  that  case  it  had 
been  strongly  argued  before  the  Exchequer 
Chamber  that  the  practice  of  average  adjusters 
cannot  alter  the  law.  I  was  very  unwilling  to  hold 
this  to  be  so,  and,  therefore,  I  drew  up  the  judg- 
ment of  the  Exchequer  Chamber  in  the  form  m 
which  it  now  is.]  The  words  in  the  policy  are, 
•*  unless  stranded,  sunk  or  humt."  Suppose  the 
ship  had  taken  fire,  that  would  of  itself  be  a  parti- 
cular average  loss  according  to  English  law,  but 
not  so  according  to  Dutch  law,  unless  the  cargo 
were  burnt  too.  The  average  stater  would  then, 
if  the  argument  on  the  other  side  is  followed  out 
to  its  conclusion,  have  a  great  and  unreasonable 
responsibility ;  he  would  have,  that  is,  the  power  of 
altering  the  words  of  a  policy.  The  functions  of 
the  Dutch  average  stater  here  never  arose.  [Lord 
Coleridge,  0.  J. — Before  a  claim  can  be  paid  it 
must  be  made.  In  what  manner  are  the  losses 
under  the  policies  to  be  estimated,  unless  it  be 
known  what  they  amount  to  according  to  Dutch 
law  P    Have  you  not  agreed  to  be  bound  by  Dutch 

Erinciples  P  Denman,  J.— What  is  thediflBculty  of 
oldin^  that  stranding  means  a  Dutch  stranding  P] 
The  difficulty  is  that  this  is  an  English,  not  a 
Dutch  policy.  [Lord  Coleridge,  C.  J.— The  losses 
whereupon  are  to  be  paid  on  Dutch  terms.  Den- 
HAN,  J. — The  more  differences  you  make  out 
between  English  and  Dutch  law  in  the  matter,  the 
more  it  seems  to  be  against  you.]  The  insertion  of 
♦*P^tch  terips"   qannpt  ajtpr   the   meaning  of 


"  stranded,  sunk,  or  burnt."  [Denman,  J.— Ac- 
cording to  your  argument, "  Dutch  terms  "  might 
be  struc^k  out  altogether.] 

Cohen,  Q.C.,  in  reply,  argued,  first,  that  the  ex- 
pression *'  Dutch  terms  *'  must  have  some  mean- 
ing ;  that  if  it  did  not  mean  Dutch  law,  the  expres- 
sion, "Dutch  average  statement"  would  have 
been  sufficient,  so  that  "  Dutch  terms  "  must  have 
some  meaning  not  included  in  "Dutch  average 
statement,"  which  meaning  could  only  be  that  the 
claims  were  to  be  made  according  to  Dutch  law, 
and  paid  according  to  Dutch  average  statement; 
and,  secondly,  that  the  parties  had  expressly  agreed 
to  be  bound  by  the  statement  of  the  Dutch  ave- 
rage adjuster,  wherefore  Harris  v.  Searamanga 
(uhi  sup.)  was  precisely  in  point. 

Lord  Coleridge,  C.J. — lam  of  opinion  that  the 
plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover  in  this  case. 

The  question  is,  whether  the  defendants  are  bound 
to  pay  upon  a  policy  in  which  the  following  words 
occur :  "  To  cover  only  the  risks  excepted  by  the 
clause  warranted  free  from  particular  average, 
unless  the  vessel  be  stranded,  sunk,  or  burnt  P" 
Now,  I  agree  in  the  argument  that  this  policy  is 
to  be  construed  for  all  purposes  of  construction  as 
if  it  stood  absolutely  alone.  Whether  the  words 
which  I  have  read  refer  to  another  policy  or  not  is 
quite  immaterial  to  the  question  how  they  are  to 
De  construed.  The  words,  then,  are  such  as  I  have 
read.  Now  if  the  clause  went  no  further  than  the 
words,  **  stranded,  sunk,  or  burnt,"  the  argrument 
used  by  Mr.  Williams  with  great  force  would  pre- 
vail. The  policy  would  be  taken  to  cover  such 
risks  as  are  well  known  to  be  covered  in  an  English 
policy,  and  the  only  claim  sustainable  under  it 
would  be  a  claim  sustainable  in  a  case  where,  ac- 
cording to  English  law,  the  vessel  was  stranded, 
sunk,  or  burnt.  But  the  words  of  the  clause  do 
not  end  here,  but  are  followed  by  words  which 
have  no  meaning  unless  they  are  incorporated  with 
and  govern  the  preyious  words,  with  which  they 
form  one  sentence.  These  words  are,  '*  to  pay  all 
claims  and  losses  on  Dutch  terms,  and  according 
to  statement  made  up  by  official  d^pScheur  in 
Holland,  being  warranted  free  from  particular 
average,  unless  amounting  to  10  per  cent,  on  each 
series."  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  whole  sentenoe 
must  be  taken  together,  and  cannot  be  split.  The 
claims  and  losses  are  claims  and  losses  according  to 
British  law,  and  are  claims  and  losses  which  are  to 
be  considered  as  accruing  and  to  be  paid  for  ac- 
cording to  the  Dutch  law  applicable  to  the  fore- 
going words  in  the  sentence.  The  meaning  ip, 
that  the  claims  are  to  be  under  Dutch  law,  and 
the  statement  of  them  made  by  a  Dutch  ave- 
rage stater,  who  is  to  make  that  statement  on 
considerations  drawn  from  the  law  with  which  be 
is  himself  acquainted— that,  is,  the  law  of  Hollan-d. 
That  being  the  fair  construction  of  the  contract, 
we  have  the  facts  that  the  average  stater  made  up 
his  statement  correctly  according  to  Dutch  law, 
and  that  the  claim  arose  and  the  losses  were 
suffered  and  stated  according  to  Dutch  law.  I 
think,  therefore,  on  principal,  the  plaintiff  is  en- 
titled to  recover. 

My  judgment  would  have  been  to  the  same 
effect  had  the  case  stood  by  itself.  But  it  also 
happens  that  this  is  not  the  first  case  of  the 
kind.  I  am  of  opinion  that,  quite  independently  of 
principle,  the  question  in  this  case  is  absolutely  oon- 
oluded  by  the  two  cases  of  Harris  v.  Searamanga 
J  (uhi  sup)f  and  S^ewcirt  y.  The  West  and  Pacific 
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Steamship  Company  (uhiaup.).  Now  in  Harris  v. 
SearawuLnga,  the  agreement  stood  thnn :  "  To  pay 
general  averaK^,  as  per  foreign  statement,  it  so 
made  np,  warranted  free  from  particolar  average, 
unless  the  ship  be  stranded,  sank,  or  burnt."  It 
does  Dot  become  me  to  say  that  all  the  iogennity 
expended  in  argaiog  that  case  was  thrown 
away,  bat  the  words  there  were  not  clearer  than 
the  words  here.  It  was  contended  in  that  case, 
then,  that  the  object  of  the  disputed  memorandam 
wap,  not  to  extend  the  •  risk  which  the  insurers 
agreed  to  take  upon  themselves  under  the  policy, 
bat  a  mere  provision  that  if  there  should  be  a 
general  average  loss  according  to  English  law 
arising  from  a  peril  insured  against,  the  under- 
writers would  pay  it  according  to  the  foreign 
average  statement,  if  made.  But  the  court  held 
the  contrary,  saying  that  the  words  were  clear 
to  bind  the  defendants  to  pay  according  to  the 
statement  of  the  average  adjuster  made  accord- 
ing to  the  law  of  his  own  country,  and  that  the 
defendants  were  bound  by  that  statement.  Harris 
y.  Scaramanga  {ubi  sup.)  was  afterwards  reviewed 
in  Stewart  v.  The  West  India  and  Fad  fie  Steam' 
Aip  Company  {ubi  sup.).  There  thi  words  were, 
**  a?erage>  if  any,  to  be  adjusted  by  British  cus- 
tom," and  the  contention  was  that  the  defendants 
were  not  boand  to  pay,  because  they  would  not  be 
boand  to  pay  by  English  law.  Then  the  Court  of 
Queen's  Bench  entered  into  a  discussion  as  to 
whether  the  loss  was,  according  to  the  general  law, 
properly  the  subject  of  a  general  average  contribu- 
tion, and  pronounced  an  opinion  that  it  was,  but 
further  held  that  the  parties  had  agreed  to  make 
''British  custom  "  a  part  of  the  contract,  so  as  to 
be  bound  thereby,  for  which  reason  the  judgment 
of  the  court,  which  would  otherwise  have  been  for 
the  plaintiff,  was  given  for  the  defendants.  After- 
wards the  Exchequer  Chamber  distinctly  affirmed 
the  judgment  of  the  Queen's  Bench  upon  that 
very  point. 

I  think  that  these  two  cases,  though  I  will  not 
say  they  are  on  all  fours  with,  are  conclusive  in 
principle  of  the  present  case,  so  that  on  authority, 
as  well  as  upon  principle,  our  judgment  ought  to 
be  for  the  plaintiff. 

Britt,  J. — In  this  case  the  contention  for  the 
plaintiff  was,  that  there  were  two  policies,  one  in- 
cluding the  risks  excluded  from  the  other ;  and, 
further,  that  although  the  only  risks  excepted  were* 
the  risks  excepted  by  an  ordinary  English  policy, 
yet  that  those  risks  were  enlarged  by  the  use  of 
the  expressions,  **  to  pay  all  losses  and  claims  on 
Dutch  terms."  It  was  argued  for  the  defendant 
that  the  policy  was  to  be  construed  as  if  no  other 
policy  existed.  It  was  said  that  the  risks  were 
contained  oiily  in  the  words,  "  sunk,  stranded,  or 
burnt,"  and  that  the  insertion  of  the  subsequent 
phrase  as  to  Dutch  terms  does  not  alter  the  con- 
Btmction  of  the  contract. 

Now,  on  the  first  point,  I  am  of  opinion  that  this 
policy,  as  it  does  not  either  refer  to  or  incorporate 
the  Dutch  policy,  is  to  be  construed  as  if  no  other 
policy  were  in  existence.  On  the  second  point, 
the  risks  excepted  are  those  excepted  eo  nomine, 
the  losses  where  the  vessel  had  not  been  sunk, 
stranded,  or  burnt.  If  the  clause  in  the  policy 
bad  ended  with  its  first  phrase,  according  to 
bU  recognised  rules  of  construction,  the  policy 
would  be  treated  as  a  pure  English  policy,  and  as 
there  was  stranding,  there  would  be  no  loss.  The 
pnly  claim  (bf|t  waW  bfivQl?eefl  maiotftii^ed  ifould 


be  such  as  the  facts  would  make  out  to  be  a  loss 
according  to  English  law.  But  the  clause  does  not 
end  with  its  first  phrase.  That  first  phrase  is 
followed  by  other  words  which  must  have  some 
meaning.  They  are: — "To  pay  all  claims  ar.d 
losses  on  Dutch  terms,  and  according  to  statement 
made  up  by  official  d^pdoheur  in  Holland,  being 
warranted  free  from  particular  average,  unless 
amounting  to  10  per  cent,  on  each  series."  These 
words  do  not  apply  to  any  claim  or  any  loss,  but  to 
a  claim  for  particular  average,  where  the  ship  has 
been  stranded,  sunk,  or  burnt.  But  these  words 
can  have  no  meaning  unless  sunk,  stranded,  or 
burnt,  according  to  Dutch  law,  is  intended.  It 
must  be  remembered  that  a  Dutch  average  stater, 
would  have  to  inquire,  or  an  English  court,  if 
without  the  assistance  of  the  Dutch  average  stater 
would  have  to  inquire,  what  is  the  meaning  of 
stranded  by  Dutch  law  P  If  no  more  than  the 
first  words  were  to  be  found  in  the  policy,  there 
would  be  no  necessity  for  a  Dutch  average  stater. 
But  what  we  have  here  is  an  application  of  English 
law  to  the  first  part  of  the  policy,  subject  to  the 
condition  that  the  only  claim  should  be  made 
before  a  Dutch  average  stater  in  Holland.  And 
the  intention  was,  that  the  Dutch  average  stater 
should  be  governed  in  his  statement  by  Dutch 
law,  with  which  he  was  presumed  to  be  perfectly 
acquainted. 

Therefore,  on  the  true  construction  of  this  policy, 
I  am  of  opinion  that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to 
recover.  But  the  case  is  not  the  first  of  its 
kind.  I  concur  with  the  Lord  Chief  Justice 
in  thinking  that  it  falls  within  the  principle  of 
Harris  v.  Bcaramanga  (ubi  sup,)  and  Stewart  v. 
The  West  India  ana  Pacific  Steamship  Company 
(ubi  sup.).  It  is  quite  true,  I  suppose,  that  if  a 
foreign  average  stater  made  a  statement  founded 
on  no  claim  at  all,  his  statement  would  not  bind. 
But  that  is  by  no  means  the  present  case.  It  is 
admitted  that  the  Dutch  average  stater  here  was 
right  both  in  his  law  and  his  fact?. 

Drnman,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  entirely 
agree  that  this  policy  is  to  be  construed  without 
any  reference  to  the  Dutch  policy,  and  I  do  not 
think  that  I  need  say  any  more  on  this  head.  On 
the  second  point,  the  question  is,  what  does  this 
policy  mean  ?  [After  reading  the  clause  in  dis- 
pute, the  learned  judge  proceeded:]  After  the 
careful  discussion  which  this  clause  has  undergone, 
I  can  entertain  no  doubt  that  it  means  that  the 
policy  is  to  be  interpreted  by  Dutch  law.  But  the 
defendant  says  that  this  is  extending  the  terms  of 
the  contract  beyond  their  fair  meaning.  Kow  if 
we  were  bound  to  go  by  the  first  part  of  the  clause 
that  would  be  a  very  tenable  argument.  But  we 
cannot  take  the  first  part  by  itself;  and,  going  on 
to  the  second  part,  we  come  to  the  expression, 
**  stranded,"  and  if  we  ask  what  stranded  is,  the 
answer  is,  stranded  according  to  Dutch  law.  But 
there  remains  one  point  in  favour  of  the  defendants. 
There  is  an  official  d6pScheur,  and  what  he  says 
is  conclusive.  Then,  argues  Mr.  Williams  with 
much  force,  that  the  official  ddp^cheur  cannot 
make  law,  and  that  if  he  had  made  a  wrong  state- 
ment, that  statement  would  not  be  binding.  But 
this  last  point  fails,  when  we  consider  that  in  this 
case  the  statement  was  made  up  on  correct  facts, 
and  was  correct  according  to  Dutch  law.  I  do  not 
say  that  if  the  statement  were  wrong  it  would  bind 
the  parties ;  the  probabilities  are  that  it  would  be 
inoiMsratiye,    Qutin  the  present  cc^Q  it  is  quit^ 
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correct,  so  that  there  is  nothing  to  prevent  the 
plaintiff  from  recovering. 

Judgment  fo  r  plaint  iff. 

Cohen,  Q.C.  Rtated  that  the  arbitrator  had  left  it 
to  the  court  to  say  whether  the  plaintiff  ehould 
have  interest  or  not,  and  asked  for  interest  accord- 
ingly, stating  that  the  defendants  had  had  the  use 
of  the  money  for  three  years. 

The  Court  allowed  interest  for  two  years  only, 
deducting  one  year's  interest  for  the  period  daring 
which  the  special  case  had  been  pending. 

Attorneys  for  the  plaintiff,  Pritchard  and  Sons. 

Attorneys  for  the  defendants,  Waltons,  Buhb,  and 
Walton. 


Tuesday,  May  5, 1874. 

GUNN  V.  KOBEBTfi. 

Power  of  captain  to  bind  owners  by  a  contract  for 
necessaries — Foreignport — Agent  duly  authorised 
— Existence  of  agent  not  "known  to  person  sup- 
plying  the  necessaries — What  are  necessaries  for  a 
ship  ? 

The  master  of  a  ship  lias  authority  to  pledge  his 
owner*s  credit  for  money  borrowed  or  for  goods 
supplied  by  his  (the  master^s)  orders  in  a  foreign 
port  only  wJtere  (1)  it  is  necessary  to  borrow 
money  for  the  prosecution  of  the  enterprise,  or  the 
goods  are  reasothobly  necessary  for  tlve  use  of  tl^e 
ship;  (2),  where  neither  the  owner  or  his  duly 
authorised  agent  is  at  the  port,  nor  udthin  such 
distance  that  he  can  be  reasonably  expected  to 
interfere. 

Want  of  knowledge  of  the  presence  of  the  owner  or 
an  agent  on  the  part  of  the  person  supplying 
goods  or  money  to  a  master  will  not  entitle  him  to 
recover  against  the  oumer.{a) 

Where  the  captain  of  a  ship  in  a  foreign  port  ob- 
tained from  the  plaintiff  advances  of  money  and 
supplies  for  the  ship,  both  of  which  were  neces- 
sary,  in  the  sense  that  the  ship  could  not  have 
made  hfr  voyage  without  obtaining  them  from 
some  one  in  the  port,  and  it  was  proved  that  the 
owners  had  instructed  B.  and  Co.  to  be  agents 
for  the  ship  in  the  port,  and  had  provided  them 
with  funds  for  the  purpose,  of  which  the  captain 
was  fully  aware,  and  that  E.  and  Co.  had  under- 
taken the  duties  of  agents,  and  had  paid  m,oney, 
and  were  willing  to  have  paid  any  more  that  the 
ship  might  require : 

(a)  The  deoirione  of  the  United  States  oonrta  fully 
snppert  this  view,  and  even  go  further,  for  it  has  been 
held  in  more  than  one  case,  that  the  person  who  aapplies 
goods  Oi.'  money  cannot  reoover  against  the  ship,  and 
consequently  not  against  the  owners,  if  it  appears  that 
the  master  had  no  necessity  to  pledfe  the  ship's  credit 
by  reason  of  his  haviog  funds  in  hand  to  supply  the  ship's 
wanto;  there  is  a  duty  on  the  material  man  to  miJce 
inqoiries  as  to  the  master's  authority,  before  making 
advanoes :  (Thomas  v.  Oabom,  19  Wallace  U.  S.  Sap.  Ct. 
Eep.  22 ;  Pratt  ▼.  Read,  lb.  359 ;  The  Eledona,  2  Benedict 
U.  S.  Dist.  Ct.,  2nd  Dist.  Eep.  31).  The  general  rule  of 
law  to  be  deducted  from  the  various  American  cases  seems 
to  be  that  even  in  a  foreign  port  a  master  cannot  pledge 
his  owner's  credit,  if  the  owner  himself  or  his  agent  be 
present :  (See  Parsons  on  Shipping,  vol.  2  pp.  8, 9. 10, 17, 
and  the  cases  there  cited.)  The  general  rule  never  seems 
to  have  been  really  disputed.  Several  cases  have  been 
decided  which  have  been  distinguished  on  the  ground 
that  the  owner  has  ratified  the  master's  authority :  (See 
Provost  V.  Patchin,  9  N.  Y.  Eep.  235,  and  the  oases  there 
cited . )  The  English  rule  as  here  laid  down  will  be  found 
expressly  adopted  in  a  later  case  (Oager  v.  Babcock,  48 
N.  Y.  Eep.  154).-Ed. 


Held,  on  the  authority  of'  Arthur  v.  Barton  (6  M, 
&  W.  138),  thaJb  the  plaintiff  could  not  recover 
against  the   owners  for  the  goods    and   money 
supplied  to  the  captain,  because  they  had  ap- 
pointed B.  fc  Co.  as  tlieir  agents  in  the  port  ; 
and  that  notwithstanding  that  the  plaintiff  was 
ignorant  of  there  being  any  agents,  and  had  con* 
traded  with  the  captain    on    the  faith   of  the 
laiter*s  representation  that  he  was  his  own  master, 
and  that  there  were  no  agents  for  the  ship  in  the 
port. 
Thb    declaration  in   this    action  was    for  money 
advanced  and  lent,  and  for    goods  sold  by   the 
plaintiff  to  the  defendant ;  and  the  plea  was  never 
indebted,  except  as  to  £98  paid  into  court.    The 
case  came  on  for  trial  before  the  late  Lord  Chief 
Justice  Bovill,  at  the  Guildhall,  in  July,  1873,  and 
the  plaintiff  obtained  a  verdict  for  £113  beyond  the 
sum  paid  into  court.    Leave  was  reserved  to  the 
defendants  to  move,  and  in  Michaelmas  Term  » 
rule  nisi  was  obtained  to  set  aside  the  verdict  and 
enter  it  for  the  defendant,  on  the  ground  that 
"  upon  the  facts  proved  and  found  by  the  jur^  and 
admitted,  the  defendant  was  not  liable  in  point  of 
law  for  any  part  of  the  plaintiff's  claim,  or  beyond 
the  sum  paid  into  court." 

The  facts  were  that  the  plaintiff  was  a  ship*s 
chandler  at  Quebec,  and  that*  the  defendant's  ship 
Aracana  arrived  there  in  ballast  on  the  13th  Oct. 
to  find  a  cargo.  She  was  consigned  to  Ross  and 
Co.,  who  had  a  credit  of  500^  from  the  defendant 
for  the  purposes  of  the  ship.  It  was  admitted  that 
they  would  have  advanced  more  than  the  5002  if  they 
had  been  applied  to  by  the  captain.  The  captain 
had  been  instructed  that  Boss  and  Co.  were 
agents,  and  that  he  was  not  to  pay  bills  him- 
self, but  was  to  send  them  to  Eoss  and  Co. ; 
and  Eoss  and  Co.  had  been  told  not  to  allow 
the  captain  to  have  more  than  small  sums  at 
a  time.  These  were  all  private  instructions,  and 
were  not  known  to  the  plaintiff.  It  was  plain  that 
the  stevedore,  and  probably  the  captain,  oommitted 
a  fraud  on  the  owner  in  reference  to  the  loading 
of  the  ship  with  timber.  However,  the  captain 
applied  to  the  plaintiff  and  obtained  from  him  4272., 
of  which  3001.  was  in  cash,  and  the  supplies  and 
money  were  such  as  the  ship  was  in  actual  need  of, 
being  for  the  most  part  necessary  for  the  loading 
of  the  ship. 

The  Lord  Chief  Justice  left  the  following  among 
other  questions  to  the  jury : — 

1.  Did  the  plaintiff  before  or  at  the  time  of 
making  the  supplies  know  that  Eoss  and  Co.  had 
authority  to  supply  the  ship  with  all  things  neces- 
sary P — Answer :  Na 

2.  Did  the  plaintiff  know  that  Eoss  and  Co.  were 
agents  for  the  ship  P — Answer :  No. 

3.  Ought  the  plaintiff  to  have  inquired  in  the 
ordinary  course  of  business  P — Answer  :  Yes. 

4.  The  jury  also  found  that  tbe  goods  supplied 
were  necessaries,  and  it  was  admitted  that  the 
plaintiff  might  have  ascertained  that  Eoss  and 
Co.  were  agents  if  he  had  inquired. 

Benjamin  Q.C.  and  Wormald  showed  cause. — 
Tbe  point  made  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  is 
that  the  captain  was  not  the  agent  of  the  defend- 
ant so  as  to  bind  him ;  but  we  contend  that  any 
limitation  of  authoritv  not  known  to  the  plaintiff 
cannot  bind  tbe  latter,  and  the  captain  is  prima 
facie  clothed  with  a  general  authority  to  bind  the 
owners  for  necessaries.  A  ship  comes  once,  not 
like  a  trader  on  a  regular  line,  to  a  port  seekin^^  a 
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ctrga  The  captain  says  he  is  his  own  master, 
iod  the  things  which  are  sapplied  to  him  are  jast 
SQch  as  wonld  be  wanted  for  the  ship.  Ko  one 
«1m  sapplies  them  and  yet  it  is  suggested  that  the 
owners  who  have  had  the  thinti^s  are  not  liable. 
All  that  is  shown  here  is  that  Boss  and  Go.  were 
ready  to  supply  money  for  these  things,  bnt  they 
did  not  do  so. 

It  is  an  important  fact  that  the  captain  having 
borrowed  1500  dollars  from  the  plaintiff,  gave 
an  account  to  the  owners  at  Liverpool,  and 
showed  a  balance  in  hand  of  252  dollars  which 
the  defendant  took  from  him.  This  sum  has 
never  been  returned,  the  982.  paid  iuto  court  was 
stated  by  the  defendant  to  be  for  fresh  meat, 
&c^  supplied  in  Quebec,  but  we  contend  that  the 
owners  cannot  ratify  the  act  of  the  master  in  part 
only,  but  must  do  so  altogether  if  they  accept  any 
benefit.  Here  the  defendant  actually  took  some 
of  the  money:  (See  Brisiowe  v.  Whitmore  in  the 
Honse  of  Lords,  1  Mar.  Law  Gas.  O.  S.  95; 
4  L.  T.  Rep.  N.  S.  622 )  What  the  defen- 
dant is  trying  to  say  is  this,  ''  The  captain  is 
not  my  agent,  but  1  will  keep  what  he  has  got 
for  me  from  yon."  This  is  a  ratification  of  what 
Uie  master  has  done. 

Bat  independently  of  that  the  master  can  bind 
ihe  owners  for  necessaries,  and  the  jury  have  found 
that  these  were  necessaries.  [Brett,  J. — In  the 
sense  in  which  you  use  necessaries  it  would  be  &he 
aame  if  the  owner  were  in  the  port.]  Ko  secret 
ioBtmctions  can  affect  the  position  of  the  plaintifiP, 
nor  take  away  the  general  authority  possessed  by 
the  master  as  agent  of  the  owners.  In  Orant  v. 
Norway  (10  G.  B.  686),  a  passage  from  Smith's 
Mercantile  Law,  p.  59,  is  quoted  by  Jervis,  G.J., 
as  being  a  correct  exposition  of  the  law.  "The 
master  is  a  general  agent  to  perform  all  things, 
relating  to  the  nsual  employment  of  his  ship,  and 
the  authority  of  such  an  agent  to  perform  all  things 
nsual  in  the  One  of  business  in  which  he  is  employed 
cannot  be  limited  by  any  private  order  or  direction 
not  known  to  the  party  dealing  with  him.*' 
IB&iTT,  J. — Does  that  go  further  than  that  the 
captain  may  bind  within  his  general  authority, 
iiotwithstandiog  secret  orders,  but  that  if  things 
are  not  necessary  he  cannot  bind  the  owners  P] 
What  then  is  the  meaning  of  the  term  P  It  must* 
mean  necessaries  for  the  ship,  not  that  they  could 
pot  be  got  from  some  one  else.  [Brett,  J. — I  take 
it  that  if  the  owner  is  in  the  port  with  money  or 
credit,  nothing  is  a  necessary  in  the  proper  sense.] 
Yes  that  is  so,  if  the  owner  or  the  agent  be 
known;  but  there  is  no  case  deciding  that  the 
plaintiff  is  bound  to  make  inquiries  if  there  has 
been  an  agent  secretly  appointed.  In  Williamson 
V.  Page  (1  Gar.  &  Kir.  581),  it  was  held  that  the 
only  question  for  the  jury  was  whether  under  the 
circumstances  the  captain's  position  was  such  as 
to  constitate  him  the  authorised  agent  of  the 
owner,  in  order  to  procure  advances,  and  that  the 
state  of  accounts  between  the  captain  and  the 
owner  had  nothing  to  do  with  the  case.  Arthur  v 
Barton  (6  M.  &  W.  138),  which  will  be  nrged  most 
Btrongly  against  the  plaintiff,  is  not  a  decision 
against  the  view  we  are  contending  for.  In  the 
first  place,  what  was  assumed  to  be  there  decided, 
was  not  in  reality  decided.  It  occurs  merely  in 
the  reasoning  of  the  judge,  it  is  an  obiter  dictum, 
and  entitled  no  doubt  to  the  re:'pect  due  to  a 
great  judge,  but  still  it  was  not  a  decision  on  the 
point  of  the  known  existence  of  an  agent  in  the 


port.    In  the  second  place,  accepting  it  as  far  as 
it  goes,  it  may  well  be  that  the  attention  of  the 
court  not  being  directed  to  that  particular  matter, 
the  proposition  is  stated  without  the  qualification 
which  we  think  is  understood  though  not  expressed 
throughout,    viz.,    that    agent    means    "  known 
agent,"    not    secret    agent.    And    that    this   is 
implied  may  be  argued  from  the  use  by  Lord 
Abinger,  of  "general"  agent.    He  says,  "There- 
fore, if  the  owner  or  his  general  agent  be  at  the 
port,    or    so    near  it  as    to  be  reasonably  ex- 
pected to  interfere  personally,  the  master  cannot 
unless  specially  authorised,  or  unless  there  be  some 
custom  of  trade  warranting  it,  pledge  the  owner's 
credit  at  all,  bnt  must  leave  it  to  him  or  to  his 
agent  to  do  what  is  necessary."    [Brett,  J. — ^That 
is  the  proposition  you  havo  to  negative ;  the  fact 
of  the  presence  of  the  agent  in  the  port  deprives 
the  master  of  any  implied  authority,]    The  law  is 
not  now  so  rigid  as  at  the  date  of  Arthur  v.  Barton 
{ubi  sup.).    Edwards  v.  Havill  (14   G.    B.  107) 
shows  that  when  there  was  a  reasonable  necessity 
the  captain  might  act  so  as  to  pledge  the  owner's 
credit,  though  the  owner  was  within  one  day's 
post.      So    in    Mcintosh    v.    Mitcheson    (4  Ex. 
175),   where    it    was  held  that  the  onus   is    on 
the  plaintiff  to  show  that  the  money  and  goods 
supplied  were  necessaries.      That  onus   we  ac- 
cepted here,  and  proved  at  the  trial.    In   The 
Riga    {ante,    vol.    1,    p.    246;    26    L.    T.    Rep. 
N.  S.  202 ;  L.  Eep.  n  Ad.  516)  there  is  a  re- 
view    of    the    authorities   on    the   meaning    of 
"necessaries,"     and    the    Gourt    of    Admiralty 
adopted  Lord  Tenterden's  definition,    given    in 
Webster  v.  Seekamp  (4  B.  &  Aid.  352) :  "  What- 
ever the  owner  of  the  vessel  as  a  prudent  man 
would  have  ordered  if  present  at  the  time,  comes 
within  the  meaning  of  the  word   'necessary'  as 
applied  to  those  repairs  done  or  things  provided 
for  the  ship  by  order  of  the  master,  for  which  the 
owners  are  liable."     In  a  recent  American  case 
McOready  v.  Thorn  (6  Siokels,  51  N.  Y.  R.)  the 
law  is  reviewed,  and  thenoe  it  appears  that  the 
necessity  of  borrowing  money  and  the  application 
of  it  must  be  proved  by  the  lender  to  entitle  him 
to  recover,  but  that  is  all ;  nothing  is  said  about 
the  discovery  of  a  secret  agent.    There  is  the  ana- 
logy of  necessaries  for  infants  and  married  women 
in  favour  of  my  contention.    [Brett,  J. — Is  not 
the  analogy  of  hvpotheoation  a  better  one  P    It  is 
the  fact  always  of  there  being  an  agent  which  it  is 
important  in  reference  to  bottomry  bonds  to  dis- 
cover.   The  captain  cannot  hypothecate  if  there  is 
an  agent.]      Hypothecation  is  so  extreme  and 
exceptional  an  act,  that  an  agent  must  become 
known  if  you    advertise.     Gonsider,  also,  how 
dangerous  it  would  be  to  hold  that  the  mere 
fact  of  there  beine  a  secret  agent,  necessarily 
prevents  a  plaintiff  from  recovering  for  goods 
actually  needed  and    actually  supplied  and  en- 
joyed.   It  would  open  a  wide  door  to  fraud  by  col- 
lusion between  owners  and  mere  colourable  agents. 
And  then  with  regard  to  bottomry  bonds,   the 
principle  is  not  so  precise  as  is  suggested  by  the 
court,  for  the  judgment  of  Dr.  Lushington  in  the 
case  of  The  Faithful  (31  L.  J.  61,  Adm.)  shows, 
that  the  question  of  knowledge  is  not  unimportant. 
He  says,  there  is  this  qualification  of  the  general 
principle,  "  If  the  merchant  who  furnishes  those 
supplies,  and  at  the  same  time  takes  a  bottomry 
bond,  is  in  a  state  of  invincible  ignorance  as  to  the 
existence  of  an  agent  in  the  same  town — the  bond 
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yffiW  be  good ;  bufc  we  must  reoolleofc  thafc  invincible 
ignorance  means  that  ignorance  which  it  is  not  in 
the  power  of  the  merchant  to  overcome  by  taking 
requisite  means  to  obtain  information  on  that 
snbject."  If  invincible  ignorance  will  support  a 
bottomry  boncl,  snrely  such  bond  fide  ignorance 
as  existed  here  will  support  a  contract  for  neces- 
saries actually  supplied,  nothing  having  occurred 
to  excite  even  a  suspicion  that  the  statement  of 
the  captain  that  there  was  no  agent  was  untrue. 
[Brett,  J.  also  referred  to  The  Alexander  (1  W. 
Kob.  346 ;  Johns  v.  Simons,  2  Q.  B.  424).] 

C.  Russell,  Q.G.  {CoheniQ,.C.  with  him) in  support 
of  the  rule. — First,  I  say,  that  the  payment  into 
court  is  not  an  admission  of  liability,  nor  that  the 
captain  was  authorised  to  pledge  the  owners* 
credit.  Then  as  to  the  supposed  ratification.  The 
captain  had  borrowed  money  from  the  plaintiff 
and  from  Bobs  and  Co.,  and  though  on  returning 
home  he  had  250  dollars  in  hand,  there  was  nothing 
to  show  whose  money  that  was,  so  that  the  de- 
fendant in  receiving  it  did  not  thereby  ratify  the 
captain's  dealing  with  the  plaintiff;  and  there  is 
no  finding  of  the  jury  to  support  the  theory  ot 
ratification.  I  contend  the  onus  is  on  the  plaintiff 
to  establish  that  there  was  authority  in  the  captain 
to  bind  the  owners. 

Secondly,  the  onus  is  not  discharged  by 
merely  showing  that  the  things  were  neces- 
sary to  the  ship,  in  the  sense  of  being  needed 
in  the  prosecution  of  the  voyage,  and  that 
some  one  must  have  supplied  them,  but  that 
regard  must  be  had  to  the  fact  of  whether  or 
no  the  owner  has  provided  the  captain  with 
funds  or  means  of  otherwise  providing  himself 
with  such  necessaries.  [Beett,  J. — ^Will  you  go 
so  far  as  to  say  that  it  must  be  a  direction  to 
the  jury,  if  it  be  proved  that  there  was  an 
agent,  tnat  they  cannot  find  that  goods  supplied 
aliunde  are  necessaries  P]  Yes,  we  roust  go  that 
length,  and  it  was  so  taken  at  the  trial.  The 
hypothecation  cases  are  in  Williams  and  Bruoe*s 
Admiralty  Practice,  p.  42.  But  the  cases  cited 
as  modifying  or  questioning  Arthur  v.  Barton, 
do  not  upon  examination  really  do  so  at  all; 
and  unless  Arthur  v.  Barton  (ubi  sup.)  is  over- 
ruled, there  can,  I  submit,  be  no  doubt  about 
this  case.  It  is  admitted  that  the  captain 
has  only  a  limited  authority,  even  without 
relying  upon  Lord  Abinger's  judgment:  he  can- 
not pledge  the  owner's  credit  except  for  neces- 
saries for  the  ship,  that  is,  except  in  case  of  neces- 
Hity.  It  comes  round,  therefore,  to  the  question. 
What  is  a  case  of  necessity  P  and  I  contend  that 
the  true  consideration  is  not  merely  whether  the 
thing  itself  is  necessary,  but  whether  it  was  neces- 
sary to  pledge  the  owner's  credit  to  get  it.  [Den- 
MAK,  J. — The  captain  might  buy  goods  a  dozen  times 
over,  and  they  would  be  equally  necessaries  each 
time.]  Yes,  that  shows  it  by  a  redudio  ad  absur' 
dum;  if  the  captain  made  away  with  or  misap- 
propriated the  things  supplied,  the  owners  migut 
be  held  liable  for  necessaries  ad  infi,nitum  were  the 
construction  contended  for  on  the  other  side  to 
prevail.    [He  was  then  stopped  by  the  coort.] 

Brett,  J. — In  this  case  the  facts  are  that  the 
plaintiff  has  sapplied  the  captain  of  the  defend- 
ants' ship  with  certain  goods  and  money  while 
she  was  seeking  a  cargo  in  a  foreign  port, 
and  such  goods  and  money  may  be  taken  to 
have  been  necessaries  for  the  ship  in  the  sense 
that   the   ship  QQai4  ^ot  hftv^  failed   without 


their  having  been  supplied  by  some  one.  But  it 
was  proved  that  the  owners,  die  defendants,  had 
previously  instructed  Boss  and  Co.  to  be  their 
agents  in  that  port  for  the  ship  on  this  voyage,  and 
bad  supplied  them  with  certain  funds  on  purpose, 
and  had  authorised  them  to  advance  more  if 
necessary  for  the  voyage,  and  had  appointed  them 
to  be  their  agents  for  the  management  of  tho  ship 
at  the  port.  Boss  and  Go.  had  accepted  the  office, 
and  it  was  proved  were  ready,  able,  and  willing  to 
do  anything  that  was  necessary,  and  had  in  fact  al- 
ready made  some  advances  and  provided  some  sup- 
plies. The  captain,  though  he  knew  all  this  as  to 
the  appointment  of  Ross  and  Co.  as  agents 
(although  I  may  say  that  it  seems  to  me  immaterial 
whether  he  knew  or  not)  yet  fraudulently  cave 
orders  to  the  plaintiff  for  goods  for  the  ship.  It 
was  admitted  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  cognisant 
of  the  fraud,  and  knew  nothing  of  Boss  and  Co. ; 
bub  it  was  found  by  the  jury  that  he  might  by 
inquiry  have  discovered  that  there  was  an  agent, 
and  then  by  inquiry  of  Boss  and  Co.  have  known 
of  the  real  position  of  the  ship  and  of  the  captain. 
Under  these  circumstances  the  plaintiff  having 
supplied  goods  on  the  defendant's  credit  brought 
an  action  for  money  lent  and  for  goods  delivered 
under  an  alleged  contract  between  the  plaintiff  and 
the  defendants,  the  latter  acting  through  their 
agent,  the  captain  of  the  ship. 

One  point  which  is  urged  on  behalf  of  the  plain- 
tiff is  this,  that  although  the  captain  was  not  au- 
thorised to  pledge  the  defendant's  credit,  yet  as  he 
did  actually  borrow  money,  and  the  defendants 
have,  by  receiving  part  of  that  money,  ratified  the 
act  of  the  captain,  they  are  liable  to  repay  the 
money  so  borrowed.  Now  that  they  might  have 
ratified  is  undoubted,  but  then  it  was  necessary  to 
show  that  they  had  received  part  of  the  money  as 
coming  from  the  plaintiff,  and  that  they  knew 
of  the  proceedings  and  arrangement.  But  here 
there  was  no  knowledge ;  and  I  am  clearly  of 
opinion  that  here  there  has  been  no  ratification. 
The  case,  therefore,  is  an  ordinary  one  of  money 
and  goods  supplied  on  a  captain's  order. 

The  action  is  on  a  contract  and  the  onus  is  on  the 
plaintiff  to  show  the  contract.  There  is  certainly 
no  express  contract,  for  what  was  made  was  be- 
tween the  plaintiff  and  the  captain,  and  the  defend- 
ants are  not  bound  unless  the  captain  had  autho- 
rity. It  is  said  that  the  captain  had  a  general 
authority.  That  is  a  vague  statement,  but  it  is  so 
far  true,  because  a  captain  has  a  general  implied 
authority  to  pledge  the  owner's  credit  under  cer- 
tain circumstances,  but  only  then.  To  raise  the 
presumption  of  the  existence  of  that  authority,  it  is 
recognised  law  that  two  main  things  must  exist. 
First  it  must  be  necessary  to  borrow  money  for 
the  prosecution  of  the  enterprise,  and  as  to 
goods,  such  must  be  shown  to  be  reasonably 
necessary  for  the  use  of  the  ship — I  don't  say 
absolutely  necessaiy,  but  they  must  certainly 
be  reasonably  necessary,  for  if  the  goods  are  not 
necessary  then  even  if  the  captain  could  not 
get  money  from  the  owner  or  his  agent,  still  he 
would  not  be  entitled  to  pledge  the  owners'  credit 
for  such  goods.  Secondly,  even  if  the  things  are 
necessaries,  that  alone  does  not  give  the  captain 
authority.  It  must  also  be  shown  that  it  was 
reasonably  necessary  to  order  them'  on  the  credit 
of  the  owners,  or  of  the  ship,  and  that  the  master 
could  not  get  the  supplies  through  an  authorised 
agent.     Jf  \,h^  captaiq  is  f^t  ft  port  of  big  Qw^ 
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country,  or  at  a  foreign  port,  and  if  neither  the 
onner  nor  an  agent  be  there,  or  near  there,  and  the 
captain  be  not  in  f  nnds,  then  there  is  a  reasonable 
necessity  to  order  goods  or  borrov^  money  on  the 
owner's  credit,  as  in  the  case  of  Edwards  v.  Havill 
[M  eup.),  Bnt  if  the  owner  be  present,  with 
means  to  pay  for  the  goods,  or  credit  to  procure 
tbem,  then  there  id  no  necessity  for  the  captain 
to  pledge  his  owner's  credit.  Where  the  owner  is 
present  and  in  a  position  to  pay,  if  this  be  proved 
io  fact,  it  is  the  law  of  England  that  the  jadge 
irjmf  the  case  onght  to  direct  the  jary  that  the 
captain  has  no  right  to  pledge  the  owner's  credit, 
and  that  be  has  therefore  no  aathority,  express  or 
implied  to  do  so ;  and  that  therefore  there  can  be 
no  evidence  of  a  contract  between  the  owner  and 
the  person  who  may  have  supplied  goods  or  lent 
money  to  the  captain  under  such  circumstances. 

This  is  equally  the  fact  if  the  owner  has  an  agent 
who  stands  in  his  place,  who  has  been  instructed 
to  sot  as  agent  and  accepted  the  appointment 
and  who  is  ready  and  able  to  fnlfil  the  duties. 
Here,  also,  there  is  no  necessity  for  the  captain  to 
act  on  behalf  of  the  owner,  for  the  agent  can  act ; 
the  captain  is  servant  of  the  owner,  and  so  is 
aerfant  of  the  agent*  who  is  in  the  owner's  place 
for  the  time  being ;  if  it  were  otherwise,  and  if 
be  do  act,  he  in  effect  takes  away  the  owner's 
discretion. 

This  view  of  the  law  is  supported  by  every 
aathority.  The  leading  case  on  the  subject,  which 
has  always  been  so  treated  on  account  of  the  ex- 
position of  the  law  in  it  by  Lord  Abinger,  is  Arthur 
v.  Barton,  and  it  has  ever  since  been  quoted  with 
approbation,  has  never  been  questioned,  and  has 
been  copied  into  all  the  books.  This  exposition 
of  the  law  is  well  and  accurately  summed  up  in 
McLaohlan's  Law  of  Shipping,  1st  edit.,  p.  131, 
where  the  law  on  many  subjects  is  well  stated, 
thoDgh  I  do  not  invariably  agree  with  the 
author  when  he  theorises  as  to  what  the  law  ought 
to  be.  The  passage  is  this,  *'  There  are  well  defined 
limits  to  the  exercise  of  the  authority  of  the  mas- 
ter to  pledge  the  owner's  credit.  First,  in  cases 
where  the  owner  or  his  agent  is  at  the  port  of  the 
ship's  anchorage,  or  so  near  to  it  as  to  be  reason- 
ably expected  to  interfere,  the  master  cannot, 
wiibout  special  authority  for  the  purpose,  pledgn 
the  owner's  credit  for  the  ship's  necessities." 
Kow  the  general  law  that  is  contended  for  by  Mr. 
Benjamin,  and  rightly,  is  that  the  master  is 
agent  for  the  ship,  and  so  for  the  owner  for  all 
that  is  necessary  for  the  working  and  navigation 
of  the  ship,  and  the  prosecution  of  the  voyage. 
Quite  so,  but  there  is  this  limitation  as  shown  in 
Arthur  V.  Barton  (ubi  sup,),  that  if  the  owner  or 
bis  agent  be  at  the  port  the  authority  of  the 
master  ceases.  Then  there  is  also  a  second  limi- 
tation, given  by  Madachlan,  p.  132,  viz  ,  that  the 
aothority  of  the  master,  when  it  exists,  extends 
only  to  such  things  as  the  owner,  if  there,  would 
deem  to  be  necessary ;  to  such  things  only  *'as  a 
prudent  man  would  deem  reasonably  necessary 
and  proper  to  be  done  or  supplied  for  the  purposes 
of  the  voyage  on  which  the  vessel  is  engaged." 

The  plaintiff,  therefore,  must  show,  taking  these 
limitations,  in  inverse  order,  first,  that  the  things 
which  have  been  supplied  to  the  captain  are  such 
things  as  the  owner  would  if  present  have  thought 
necessary ;  and,  secondly,  that  neither  the  owner 
nor  any  agent  of  his  was  there  with  money  or 
credit  to  supply  the  things,  whether  the  port  be  a 


home  or  a  foreign  port.  If  the  plaintiff  fails  in 
these,  he  fails  in  the  primary  part  of  his  proof; 
he  fails,  that  is  to  say,  in  proving  the  authority  of 
the  captain,  and,  if  so,  there  is  no  contract. 

This  is  in  harmony  with  the  law  in  respect 
to  hypothecation  as  held  universally  in  the  Admi- 
ralty Court.  In  case  of  hypothecation  the  len- 
der must,  to  justify  such  a  proceeding,  and 
enforce  his  bond,  show  that  neither  the  owner 
nor  his  agent  were  at  the  port,  and  that  there 
was  no  means  of  communication  with  them,  and 
that  by  no  reasonable  efforts  could  the  master 
have  obtained  money  upon  less  security.  Although 
the  money  may  be  absolutely  necessary  for  the 
ship,  yet  the  fact  does  not  give  the  mister 
authority  to  hypothecate,  withous  showing  what 
have  been  just  stated  to  be  the  other  requisites, 
notwithstanding  the  indisputable  possession  by 
the  captain  of  a  general  authority.  It  ha^ 
been  argued  that  the  plaintiff  might,  if  he  knew 
of  no  agent,  deal  with  the  mast«»r,  bnt  it 
has  been  held  to  the  contrary.  The  know- 
ledge of  the  plaintiff  who  lends  the  money  is 
immaterial,  and  has  always  been  held  to  be  so, 
and  that  being  so,  can  ic  be  maintained  that 
necessity  alone,  in  the  sense  of  the  ship  being 
in  need  of  the  goods  or  money,  apart  from  anv 
consideration  whether  or  not  the  owner  or  agent 
is  ready  to  snpplv  them,  is  to  justify  any 
ono  in  dealing  with  the  captain  and  fixing  the 
owners  with  liability. 

But  it  is  said  that  the  course  of  authori- 
ties has  been  broken  in  upon  by  the  case  of 
The  Faithful  (ubi  sup,),  I  would  always  speak 
of  any  judgment  of  Dr.  Lushington  with  the 
greatest  respect,  as  I  believe  him  to  have  been  one 
of  the  ablest  judges  who  ever  sat  on  the  bench, 
and  his  decisions  are  those  of  one  who  had  the 
widest  knowledge  of  law,  especially  in  relation  to 
nautical  matters ;  but  I  am  bound  to  say  that  the 
propositions  put  before  us  from  The  Faithful  {ubi 
8up,)  seem  to  me  to  be  novel,  and  I  doubt  if  they 
could  be  sustained  in  the  form  in  which  they  have 
bf  en  cited.  But  even  if  they  can  be  sustained 
they  would  not  help  the  plaintiff  here,  for  the  find- 
ing of  the  jury  takes  this  case  out  of  those  limita- 
tions, as  the  plaintiff  might  have  by  inquiry  dis- 
covered the  agent.  That  also  was  a  case  of  bot- 
tomry, and  not  strictly  or  necessarily  applicable 
to  a  case  of  goods  supplied  to  a  captain.  The 
Amerlc&nc&seiMcCreadyy. Thorn,  uhisup,)  which 
has  been  mentioned  does  not  derogate  from  the 
long  list  of  authorities  which  have  affirmed  the  state 
of  the  English  law. 

I  am  of  opinion  therefore  that  upon  proof  or 
admission  that  Boss  and  Go.  were  agents  appointed 
by  the  owners  to  manage  the  ship  in  the  port 
(I  do  not  rely  upon  their  being  consignees) 
and  to  see  the  ship  supplied,  and  that  they  had 
accepted  the  appointment  and  were  ready  to 
act — on  that  proof  or  admission,  I  think  the 
Lord  Chief  Justice  would  have  been  justified 
in  directing,  and  would,  if  he  had  acted  strictly, 
have  directed  the  j  iiry  that  there  was  no  case  on 
behalf  of  the  plaintiff  for  them  to  consider.  For 
these  reasons  I  am  of  opinion  that  this  rule  to 
enter  the  verdict  for  the  defendant  must  bo  made 
absolute. 

Denman,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The 
only  difficulty  which  presented  itself  to  my  mind 
during  the  argument  was  owing  to  the  fact  that 
the  case  most  relied  upon  for  the  defendant  and 
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ii?hioh  bas  been  taken  to  govern  this,  does  not 
contain  on  the  point  for  which  it  is  cited  an 
absolute  rallDg  but  only  a  dictum.  But  I  think 
that  as  that  judgment  was  delivered  in  a  case 
where  the  whole  law  on  the  subject  was  before  the 
court,  aod  was  discussed  and  considered,  and  as  it 
has  been  adopted  everywhere  since  that  time,  and 
has  been  inserted  in  the  text  books  aod  recognised 
in  later  cases,  the  dictum  may  be  acknowledged 
to  be  a  correct  statement  of  the  law.  I  find  in 
Maude  and  Pollock  (Law  of  Merchant  Shipping, 
2nd  edit.,  p.  102),  it  is  laid  down  in  this  way.  "  The 
master  under  the  ffeneral  authority  which  he 
possesses  may  do  all  things  necessary  for  the  due 
and  proper  prosecution  of  the  voyage  in  which  the 
ship  is  engaged.  This  implied  authority,  however, 
does  not  unually  exist  in  cases  in  which  the  owner 
can  himself  personally  interfere ;  as  for  instance 
when  the  ship  is  in  a  port  where  the  owner  resides, 
or  at  which  he  has  beforehand  appointed  an 
agent."  It  seems  that  the  law  is  always  stated  as 
being  settled  in  favour  of  non-liability  of  the 
owner  where  there  is  an  agent  in  the  port,  and 
every  case  goes  to  corroborate  the  view  that  such 
is  the  law,  though  no  case  is  founded  on  exactly 
the  same  circumstances  as  the  present  one.  All, 
however,  recognise  the  principle  that  the  asent,  if 
there  bd  one,  is  the  proper  person  to  furnish  all 
supplies,  and  the  liability  of  the  owners  does  not 
arise  if  the  master  takes  npon  himself  to  do  what 
he  should  not,  and  no  implied  authority  to  bind 
the  owners  is  created.  On  the  other  points  it  is 
unnecessary  fo  me  to  enlarge;  but  as  to  the 
evidence  of  ratification  I  agree  with  my  brother 
Brett,  and  I  also  think  that  we  need  not  resort 
to  the  fourth  finding  of  the  jury  unless  the 
doctrine  alleged  to  be  laid  down  by  Dr.  Lushing- 
ton  in  the  case  of  The  Faithful  {uhi  sup,)  is  to  be 
applied,  which  I  am  of  opinion  it  is  not. 

Rule  dbaolute. 
Attorneys :  for  plaintiff,  Stevens,  Wilkinaon,  and 
Harries :  for  defendant,  Field  and  Boscoe,  for  Bate- 
son. 


EZCHEQUE&  CHAMBER. 

Beported  by  M.  W.  McEiluib,  Eiq.,  Barrister-at-Law. 

Saturday,  May  9, 1874. 

Fisher  v.  Liverpool  Marine  Insurance  Company 

(Limited.) 

Marine  insurance — Slip — Contract  to  prepare  or 
execute  policy— SO  &  31  Viet  c.  23,  ss.  7,  9. 

An  underwriter's  slip  is  a  corUraet  of  marine  in- 
surcmce  within  the  meaning  of  the  Stamp  Act 
1870,  and  su^h  a  contract  cannot  be  enforced 
unless  expressed  in  a  stamped  policy,  and  the 
agreement  on  helialf  of  underwriters  signing  a 
slip  is  not  an  CLgreement  divisible  into  two  parts, 
the  one  to  make  a  contract  of  marine  insurance, 
and  the  other  to  prepare  a  policy  in  accordance 
with  that  contract,  but  is  a  wlwle  agreement  to 
insure,  which  can  only  be  enforced  against  undev' 
xcriters  after  being  e^npressed  in  a  stamped  policy. 

Defendants' agent  in  London  initialled  a  slip  for  the 
insurance  of  some  steel  rails  of  plaintiffs  on 
board  a  ship.  Defendants*  agent,  in  the  ordinary 
course  of  his  business,  sent  a  copyff  this  slip  the 
same  day  to  the  defendants.  The  plaintiffs* 
brokers  paid  defendants*  agent  in  London  for  the 
premium  due  upon  the  policy,  and  also  for  the 
stamp  of  the  policy,  but  although  some  correspond' 


ence  passed  concerning  it,  no  policy  teas  executed. 
The  steel  rails  were  totally  lost  by  perils  insured 
ctgainst,  aud  the  defendants  refused  to  pay  the 
amount  named  for  insurance  on  the  slip. 
Held   by    the   Exchequer  Chamber   {affirming  the 
majority  of  the  Queen's  Bench),  thai  the  whole 
transactioit   between  the  parties  constituted  one 
indivisible  contract ;  and  that  sects,   7  and  9  of 
the  Stamp  Act  1870,  prevented  the  plaintiffs  from, 
recovering  the  insurance  from  the  defendants  in 
any  form  of  action. 
This  was  an  appeal  by  the  plaintiffs  under  the  pro- 
visions of  the  Gommon  Law  Procedure  Act  1854, 
against  the  decision  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench 
in  making  absolute  a  rule  of  that  court,  obtained 
by  the  defendants    pursuant    to    leave  reserved, 
calling  upon  the  plaintiffs  to  show  cause  why  the 
verdict  found  for  the  plaintiffs  should  not  be  set 
aside,  and  instead  thereof  why  a  nonsuit  should 
not  be  entered  or  a  verdict  for  the  defendants,  on 
the  grounds  hereinafter  set  out. 

The  pleadings,  the  arguments  npon  the  rule, 
and  the  judgments  of  the  court  below  are  reported 
ante  p.  44 

The  following  were  the  facts  as  stated  in  the 
appeal  case: 

The  plaintiffs  carry  on  business  as  merchants 
and  shipowners  at  Barrow-in-Furness,  and  were 
at  the  time  of  the  orders  to  insure  hereiuafler 
referred  to,  the  owners  of  the  ship  Lizzie  and 
continued  to  be  such  owners  up  to  and  at  the 
time  of  the  loss  of  the  ship  as  hereinafter  men- 
tioned. The  defendants  are  a  marine  insurance 
company,  carrying  on  business  at  Liverpool  un- 
der the  name  and  style  of  the  Liverpool  Marine 
Insurance  Company  (Limited)  and  in  Dec.  1871 
they  entered  into  a  voluntary  liquidation. 

The  defendants  appointed  ana  employed  before 
such  liquidation  the  firm  of  Eames  and  Co.  to 
act  as  their  agents  in  London  to  accept  risks  and 
receive  premiums  on  their  behalf;  and  a  circular 
was  issued  by  the  defendants  informing  the  public 
of  the  said  appointment. 

Eames  was  called  as  a  witness  by  the  plaintiff's, 
and  proved  the  course  of  business  to  be  as  follows : 
-—His  firm  accepted  risks  for  the  defendants  by 
himself  initialling  the  slips.  Copies  were  then 
sent  to  him  by  the  brokers,  and  he  invariably  for- 
warded copies  of  the  same  to  the  defendents  at 
Liverpool  on  the  same  day. 

The  plaintiffs  employed  their  brokers  in  London, 
Messrs.  John  Patton.  jun.,  and  Co.,  to  insure  for 
tbem  a  cargo  of  steel  rails  per  the  said  ship  Lizzie. 
The  said  cargo  was  the  property  of  the  Barrow 
Hematite  Company,  as  agents  for  whom  the  plain- 
tiffs were  shipping  the  said  cargo;  and  the 
Lizzie  being  the  plaintiffs*  own  vessel,  they 
were  carrying  the  cargo  upon  a  charter-party,  and 
took  upon  themselves  the  risk  of  the  cargo,  and 
to  pay  the  Hematite  Company  any  loss  thereupon. 
After  the  loss  the  plaintiffs  paid  the  Herniate 
Company  the  amount  thereof. 

On  the  16th  Nov.  1871,  the  said  brokers  sub- 
mitted a  slip,  of  which  the  following  is  a  oopy,  to 
Eames,  who  initialled  the  same :— 

^64923  48.  5d.  Cash.  16th  Nov.  1871. 

John  Patton,  Jan.,  and  Co. 

Lizzie. 

Barrow.  Now  York. 

Steel  Bails.  fpa. 

f.g.a.  880      I  an/  Qi 

fo.&B.  £6000  )  ^/-  /« 

ieiOOOT.  B.E.    lefLl 
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Tbe  initials  T.  B.  E.  appearing;;  opposite  the  sam 
of  lOOOZ.  on  the  slip  are  the  initials  of  Eames,  and 
the  said  slip  was  put  in  and  proved  at  the  trial, 
and  was  not  objected  to. 

A  copy  of  the  said  slip  or  reqnest  note  was 
nude  by  the  brokers  and  sent  to  Eames,  and  he 
the  same  day  forwarded  to  the  defendants  a  docn- 
ment  of  which  the  following  is  a  copy : — 

liTefpool  Mjffine  Inmmnoe  Company  (Limited),  London 
Agtney,  London,  1 W71. 

No. 


Policy 
tBthe 
of 


John 

■nttOBa 
JVL, 

udCo. 


To  the 

Mitt  of 

Do. 


On 


TQjngoin- 

chiding  all 

risk  of  onft, 

tree  of  eap- 

toreeend 

leiznreeand 

tlieoonee> 

quenoeeof 

any  attempt 

wereat.     j 


Sam. 
insnred. 


Steel 
Bails 

fira. 

fc&s. 


SUp 

Lixsie 

Date  of 

SaUiaff 


▲t  and  from 

Barrow  to  j 

New  York.  | 


£1000 


Preminm 
percent. 


£8.  d. 


60a. 


Brokerage. 
Dlsoount... 


I>uty. 


On  the  1st  or  2nd  Feb.  a  debit  note  was  for- 
warded  from  Eames  to  Fatten  and  Co.,  of  which 
the  following  is  a  copy : — 

The  Liyerpool  Marine  Inanrance  Company  (Limited). 

London  Agency. 
Eames  and  Co.,  St.  Michael's  Honse,  Cornhill,  E.C. 
To  preminms  for  the  month  of  Jan.  1872,  less  7   ««-  i  o    a 
brokerageand  lOpercent.  discount  for  cash  )  *^  ^^    " 

Policy  Duty  2    6 

MBmn  J.  Fatten,  jun.  and  Co.  

£25  15    9 

NoTX.^The  discount  will  be  forfeited  in  default  of 
prompt  payment  on  the  8th  Feb. 
Please  bring  this  account  when  payment  is  made. 

On  the  29th  Jan.  1872,  the  defendants*  liqaida- 
tors  in  Liverpool  wrote  a  letter  to  Eames  and  Co., 
of  which  the  following  is  a  copy  :^- 

T.  B.  Eames,  Esq.,  London. 

29th  Jan.  1872. 
Dear  Sir,— We  have  open  slips  as  at  foot,  and  shall 
JeirUd  to  receive  instructions  regarding  them.— Yours 
wrthfnlly,  for  Self  and  Co.,  Liquidators, 

J.  S.  McGhie. 
Kov.  16th.— Lt«t>.    Barrow  to  New  York.— lOOOl.  on 
•teal  rails.    J.  Patton,  jnn.,  and  Co. 

To  this  letter  Eames  &  Co.  sent  no  reply,  bat 
iipon  receipt  of  it  coramuoicated  with  Fatten  and 
Co.,  and  received  their  instrnotions  to  put  the 
>Kp  forward.  The  slip  was  put  forward,  but  on 
^hat  date  did  not  appear,  except  by  the  corre- 
Bpoodence  hereinafter  set  out. 

On  the  13th  March  J  872,  Fatten  and  Co.  paid 
to  Eames  and  Co.  bv  cheque  to  the  defendants 
order  the  sum  of  25'Z.  158.  6i.,  beinfl:25^.  13«.  for 
premium  and  2«.  6d.  for  stamp  duty  on  the  policy ; 
sod  Eames  and  Co.,  acting  on  their  ftutbority, 
eodorsed  the  said  cheque  for  the  defendants  and 
pud  it  into  their  own  banking  account,  and  it  was 
<lQly  paid. 

The  brokers  on  that  occasion,  and  on  several 
f^coasions  afterwards,  applied  to  Eames  for  the 
policy,  and  were  told  it  had  not  been  sent  up 
from  Liverpool,  and  that  he  would  write  a  sharp 
W*er  about  it. 

1^  Lizzie  and  cargo  were  on  the  21st  March 


1872  posted  as,  and  were  in  fact,  totally  lost,  and 
tbe  defendants  refused  to  execute  any  stamped 
policy  or  to  pay  the  insurance. 

The  following  correspondence  took  place  between 
Eames  and  the  defendant : — 

London,  13th  March  1872. 

Gentlemen, — Messrs.  Patton  and  Co.  have  applied  to 
ut  for  policy  per  Liisie,  the  slip  of  which  was  sent  to 
you  some  time  since.  Please  send  us  the  policy  at  your 
earliest  convenience. — ^Youra  faithfully,  Eames  ^  Co. 

To  Liverpool  Marine  Insurance  Company.    Per  E.  O. 

Liverpool,  16th  March  1872. 

Messrs.  Eames  and  Co.,  London. 

Dear  Sirs, — Please  send  me  a  oopy  of  your  reply  to  mine 
of  the  29th  Jan.  it  appears  to  have  been  mislaid.— Tours 
faithfully,  J.  S.  Mc  Ghix. 

For  Self  and  Co.,  Liquidators. 

Eames  and  Co.,  London.    To  J.  S.  Mc  Ghie. 

London,  18th  March  1872. 

In  reply  to  yours  of  the  16th  we  cannot  find  any  favour 
from  you  dated  the  29th  Jan.  Please  hand  us  a  oopy  of 
same. 

Eames  and  Co.,  London.    29th  March,  1872.    To  Liqui- 
dators of  Liverpool  Marine  Insurance  Company. 

Copy  of  yours  of  29th  duly  to  hand.  We  have  never 
received  the  original.  Tbe  Lizzie  was  sent  down  to 
you  to  put  forward  some  ten  days  ago  and  we  have  since 
written  asking  for  policy.  Messrs.  Leech  and  Harrison 
will  let  us  know  to-morrow  about  ship  or  ship's  policy. 

Defendants  to  Eames  and  Co. 

21st  March,  1872. 
As  so  long  a  time  has  elapsed  siiioe  the  insurance  per 
the  Lizzie  was  opened,  we  cannot  now  issue  a  policy. — 
Tours  faithfully,  J.  S.  Mc  Ghie. 

For  Self  and  Co. ,  Liquidators. 

Eames  and  Co.  to  Defendants. 

London,  25th  March  1872. 
Beferring  to  your  note  in  reference  to  the  Lizzie  we 
are  surprised  at  your  refusing  to  issue  a  policy.  This 
slip  was  sent  to  you  some  time  sinoe,  and  we  have  written 
more  than  once  for  the  policy,  and  moreover,  Messrs. 
Patton  and  Co.  have  paid  the  premium. 

Defendants  to  Eames  and  Co. 

Lizxie, 

Dear  Sirs, — ^Will  you  please  say  when  you  received  the 
premium  per  this  vessel,  as  we  have  no  account  of  it  ? 
The  earliest  request  we  had  for  a  policy  was  contained  in 
your  letter  of  the  13th  March. — Tours  faithfully, 

J.  S  Mo  Ghie. 
For  Self  and  Co.  Liquidators. 

Eames  and  Co.  to  Defendants. 

27th  March,  1872. 
In  reply  to  yours  of  yesterday,  respecting  the  Lizzie, 
the  oopy  of  the  slip  was  sent  to  you  some  time  sinoe ;  we 
have  no  reoord  of  the  date,  because  it  was  sent  down 
without  any  letter  being  written  (as  customary).  The 
cheque  was  paid  13th  March.  Messrs.  Patton  and  Co. 
inform  us  that  the^  wish  to  know  by  wire  tcmorrow, 
without  fail,  if  yon  mtend  to  issue  a  policy  or  not  P 

Defendants  to  Eames  and  Co. 

28th  March  1872. 
I  have  yours  of  yesterday,  and  repeat  a  policy  cannot 
now  be  issued.  The  liquidators  do  nob  recognise  the 
payment  to  you  hj^  Messrs.  Patton,  i\s  yon  had  no 
authoritv  to  receive  it  on  behalf  of  this  company.  Permit 
me  to  ask  you  why  advice  of  the  payment  was  not  made 
to  the  liquidators  before  ?— Tours  faithfully, 

J.  S.  McGhie. 
For  Self  and  Co.,  Liquidators. 

Eames  and  Co.  to  defendants. 

28th  March  1872. 
Toijrs  of  the  28th  duly  to  hand.    Never  having  had  onr 
authority  to  receive  money  on  behalf  of  the  Liverpool 
Marine  cancelled,   we  of  course  considered   we   were 
justified  in  applying  for  and  receiving  premiums  over- 
due; and  referring  to  your  other  question,  it  has  not 
been  our  custom,  as  you  well  know,  to  make  daily  advice 
of  payments  made  to  us  on  behalf  of  the  Company 
Messrs.  Fatten  and  Co.  inform  us  that  they  oonside 
you  are  bound  to  issue  a  policy. 
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The  company  did  not  at  any  time  return  the 
said  slip,  nor  did  they  in  any  way  intimate  that 
they  would  not  grant  a  policy  until  the  2 let  March 
1872. 

The  learned  judge  put  the  following  questions 
to  the  jury : — First,  Did  the  defendants  authorise 
Eames  to  initial  slips,  to  accept  risks  and  to  receiye 
premiums  on  their  oehalf  P  Secondly,  Did  the  de- 
fendants by  approving  the  circular  issued,  stating 
that  Eames  had  authority  to  accept  risks,  give  the 
plaintiffs  reasonable  ground  to  believe,  and  did 
the  plaintiffs  believe,  that  if  they  (the  plaintiffs) 
paid  the  premium  and  stamp  duty  on  a  slip  ini- 
tialled by  Eames,  the  defendants  would  issue  a 
policy  in  accordance  with  the  slip?  Thirdly, 
Were  the  plaintiffs  prevented  by  the  conduct  of  the 
defendants  from  insuring  elsewhere?  And  the 
jury  having  answered  all  these  questions  in  the 
affirmative,  a  verdict  was  thereupon  entered  for 
the  plaintiff's  with  damages  lOOOZ.,  the  declaration 
to  be  taken  as  amended  to  meet  the  facts  and 
findings,  his  Lordship  ruling  that  there  was  no 
evidence  on  the  record  as  it  stood,  and  reserving 
leave  to  the  defendants  to  move  to  enter  a  verdict 
for  them  or  a  nonsuit,  on  the  grounds  that  there 
was  no  evidence  to  go  to  the  jury  of  liability  on 
the  part  of  the  defendants,  and  that  his  Lordship 
ought  not  to  have  allowed  the  declaration  to  be 
amended. 

The  defendants  obtained  a  rule  nisi  in  pursu- 
ance of  the  leave  reserved,  which  was  made  abso* 
lute  on  the  5th  July  1873  by  a  majority  of  the 
Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  consisting  of  Quain  and 
Archibald,  J  J. ;  Blackburn,  J.  dissenting. 

The  grounds  of  the  rule  were ;  First,  that  there 
was  no  evidence  to  go  to  the  jury ;  secondly,  that 
no  action  will  lie  on  the  ship  alone  without  the 
policy ;  thirdly,  that  no  interest  was  shown  in  the 
plaintiff;  fourthly,  that  the  learned  judge  should 
not  have  allowed  the  declaration  to  be  amended. 

Benjamiut  Q,G.  (with  him  Aepland)  argued  for 
plaintiffs,  the  appellants. 

R.  0.  Williams,  Q.O.  (with  him  Aepinall,  Q.C), 
for  defendants. 

For  the  arguments,  see  report  of  the  case  in 
the  court  below,  ante,  p.  46. 

Coleridge,  C.  J. — 1  am  of  opinion  that  the  judg- 
ment of  the  majority  of  the  Queen's  Bench  should 
be  affirmed ;  and  I  base  my  opinion  upon  the  short 
and  simple  ground  that  all  the  transactions 
between  the  parties  from  the  initialling  of  the 
slip  constituted  one  and  an  indivisible  contract. 
If  that  be  so,  it  is  admitted  that  the  contract 
cannot  be  enforced.  It  has  been  laid  down  again 
and  again  that  a  slip  is  a  contract  of  marine  in- 
surance ;  and  by  sect.  7  of  30  &  31  Vict.  c.  23, 
"  No  contract  or  agreement  for  Sea  Insurance," 
with  exceptions  not  relating  to  this  case,  "  shall  be 
valid  unless  the  same  is  expressed  in  a  policy." 
Although  this  contract,  which  was  expressed  only 
on  the  slip,  cannot  be  expressed  at  law,  it  is  not 
the  less  a  contract,  and  the  parties  are  bound 
in  honour  to  carry  it  out.  The  learned  judges 
in  the  court  below  have  differed  in  opinion, 
and  I  think  it  was  natural  enough  under  the 
circumstances  of  this  case  that  any  one  should 
endeavour  as  far  as  possible  to  maintain  and  en- 
force a  contract  which  was  repudiated  as  this  was 
by  the  defendants.  It  can,  however,  be  supported 
at  law  only  by  separating  that  part  of  the  contract 
of  which  the  slip  might  be  evidence  from  the  other 
part,  which  can  only  foe  inferred,  that  the  defen- 


dants should  tender  to  themselves  a  policy  which 
they  themselves  should  sign.  Now,  certainly  ic 
would  require  an  extreme  i-efinement  of  words  and 
some  violence  to  common  understanding  to  support 
such  a  contention ;  everyone  knows  that  the  ordi- 
nary contract  in  a  case  of  this  kind  is  that  which 
the  slip  contains,  and  on  this  i^round  I  think  the 
judgment  of  the  minority  of  the  court  below 
was  correct.  Something  has  been  suggested 
as  to  a  subsequent  contract  contained  in 
the  correspondence,  but  there  is  no  reference 
therein  to  any  but  the  one  whole  and  in- 
divisible contract  which  alone  existed  between 
the  parties.  This  being  so  the  judgment  of 
the  Queen's  Bench  should  be  affirmed,  I  think,  on 
the  grounds  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  majority 
of  that  Court. 

Bravwell,  B. — I   am    entirely   of   the    same 
opinion.    It  has  been  said  that  there  are  here  two 
contracts  between  the  parties ;  a  very  ingenious 
suggestion,   and   emanating,    probably,   from   a 
natural  feeling  of  indignation  at  the  conduct  of 
the  defendants.  When  the  practice  in  these  matters 
is   borne   in  mind,  it  is  impossible  to  hold  that 
this  transaction  constituted  two  contracts.    When 
Eames    initialled   the    slip,  the  company  in  the 
ordinal^  course  was  bound  to  issue  and  pay  for 
the  policy ;  it  was  all  arranged  at  one  time,  and 
no  further  bargain  was  required.    Nothing  fur- 
ther needed  to  be  done  by  the  plaintiffs.  If  this  had 
been  a  lawful  contract,  or  I  should  rather  say  a 
contract  enforceable  at  law,  no  one  would  have 
suggested   there   were  two  contracts.    Take,  by 
illustration,  the  sale  of  land,  which  can  be  enforced 
at  law  without  difficulty;  no  action  would  ever 
be  brought  merely  for  not  preparing  the  oonvey- 
ance;  or  in  a  sale  of  goods,  no  action  would  be 
brought  for   not   making    a    memorandum    in 
writing.      It  is  admitted  here  that  this  is  not  a 
contract    to    execute    a    policy,    which,    if    it 
were,  would  not  improve    the    plaintiff's    posi- 
tion; but  it   is    said  there   was    a   breach  of  a 
contract  to  prepare  a  policy.    The  result  of  this 
contention  would  be  that  although  no  action  would 
lie  for  not  executing^  a  policy,  there  might  be  an 
action  for  not  preparing  one.    It  is  very  curious  if 
such  an  obligation  exists.     I  should  like  to  see  the- 
form  of  the  count  into  which  Mr.  Benjamin  wants 
to  amend  the  declaration.    Another  argument  was 
that  the  plaintiffs  were  misled  by  the  defendants' 
statements,  and  that  the  latter  were  estopped  from 
denying  the  existence  of  a  policy.   That  argument 
comes  to  this :  That  the  defendants  were  bound  to 
execute  and  forward  a  policy ;  but  as  they  had  not 
forwarded  it,  the  plaintiffs  had  a  right  to  assume 
that  they  had  done  the  other  part  of  their  duty 
and  had  executed  it.     I  am  of  opinion  that  the 
judgment  of  the  majority  of  the  court  below  should 
be  affirmed. 

Brett,  J. — If  I  had  not  tried  this  cause  at  Nisi 
Prius,!  should  not  have  added  anything  to  the  judg- 
ments which  have  been  delivered.  I  sought  at  the 
trial  every  possible  means  to  upset  the  defendants, 
and  now  I  would  do  anything  I  can  to  accomplish 
that  result  which  is  in  accordance  with  my  view  of 
the  law.  Eames  had  bound  the  defendants  as  far 
as  he  could,  but  this  slip  as  it  appeared  to  me 
was  the  only  evidence  of  a  contract  between 
plaintiffs  and  defendants.  If  there  be  evidence 
of  anjr  other  contract  between  them  I  do  not 
see  it  in  the  case.  It  has  been  urged  in  the  argu- 
ment that  by  reason  of  the  course  of  bnsinosii 
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there  wae  another  and  independent  oontraot  that 
the  defendants  wonld  ezecate  and  stamp  a  policy ; 
if  80  it  was  only  because  the  slip  was  signed. 
Then  it  was  said  there  iwas  an  independent  oon- 
tnot  by  the  defendants  to  procure  an  executed 
policy  from  themselyes ;  this,  however,  could  be 
only  a  roundabout  way  of  evading  the  Stamp  Act. 
It  has  been  urged  also  that  there  was  a  contract 
in  Pebmaiy  to  get  the  policy  prepared.  But  there 
wis  no  agency  in  Eames  for  that  purpose,  and  the 
poiot  was  not  raised  at  the  trial,  nor  left  by  me  to 
the  joiy.  As  this  rule  is  upon  leave  reserved,  I 
do  not  think  that  it  is  open  to  the  plaintiffs  to 
argue  this  point  now.  Nay,  more,  I  doubt  whether 
eren  my  brother  Blackburn's  judgment  was 
foanded  upon  that  point  at  all.  There  is  nothing 
to  distinguish  this  action  from  one  upon  a  Lloyd^ 
ilip  against  an  ordinary  underwriter ;  if  this  con- 
tnot  could  be  upheld,  so  could  any  of  which  a 
ihp  is  the  only  evidence.  Although  with  great  re- 
lootance,  I  cannot  concur  in  the  opinion  of  my 
brother  Blackburn. 

Clbasbt,  B.,  Dbihcan,  J.,  Pollock  and  Amph- 
UTT,  BB.,  concurred. 

Judgment  affirmed. 

Attorney  for  plaintiffs,  J*,  MeDiarmid. 

Attorneys  for  defendants,  F,  Venn  and  Son,  for 
Asidenon,  ColUne,  and  Bohinson,  Liverpool. 


OOVBT    OF    ADMZaAZiTT. 

lUpogted  by  J.  P.  Aspuiall,  Eiq.,  Bsnlster*at-Iiaw. 

Monday,  April  27, 1874. 

The  OAiRa 

SaUfoge  of  life — Ship  damaged  hy  coUteion — Crew 

leamng  her  wUhotU  orders^  LiabiUly  of  ship  and 

tkiMpownere  —  Merchant    Shipping    Act,    1854 

(17  &  18   Vict.  c.  104).  sect.  4>58^AdmiraUy 

Oowrt  Act,  1861  (24  Vict.  c.  10),  sect.  9. 

Where  $ome  of  aehip^e  crew  leave  their  ship  ehortly 

after  a  coUision  at  sea  in  consequence   of  her 

aangeroue  condition,  not  against  their  niaster^s 

orders,  but  without  orders  and  ioithotU  his  consent, 

and  are  picked  up  and  rescued  from  a  dangerous 

position  ov  another  vessel,  the  owners  nyuter  and 

crew  of  the  latter,  as  salvors  of  life  within  the 

meaning  of  the  Merchant  Shipping  Act,  1854 

(17  ^  18  Vict.  c.  104,).  sect.  458,  and  the  Admiralty 

CouH  Act,  1861  (24   Vict  c.  10),  sect.  9,  may 

recover  reward  against  the  ship. 

Semhle,  that  if  a  crew  deserted  their  ship  without 

reason  and  contrary  to  orders,  and  afterwards 

found  themselves  in  a  position  of  danger  from 

which  they  were  rescued,  the  ship  would  not  he 

Uahle  for  salvage  reward. 

This  was  a  cause  of  salvage  instituted  on  behalf 

of  the  owner,  master  and   crew  of   the   smack 

Emerald,  against  the  foreign  steamship  Gairo  and 

her  freight  and  her  owners  intervening. 

The  Emerald  was  a  fishing  smack  of  fifly-one 
tout  register,  belonging  to  the  port  of  London, 
■nd  was  manned  by  a  crew  of  eleven  hands  all 
tdd.  On  the  15th  Dec.  1873,  she  left  Harwich 
for  the  fishing  ground  off  (Jromer.  Between 
7  and  8  p.m.,  on  that  day,  she  was  three*quarters 
of  a  mile  from  the  Newarp  lightship,  and  her  crew 
nw  the  Cairo  in  ooUiMion  with  another  steamer. 
When  the  steamers  separated  the  crew  of  the 
Brmaid  heard  cries  from  the  direction  of  the 
Cairo,  and  headed  their  smack  in  that  direction. 

Vol.  n.,  N.S. 


After  about  twenty  minutes  a  boat  was  made  out 
with  several  men  in  her,  and  pulling  only  two 
oars.    The  weather  was  then  fine,  but  with  a  fresh 
breeze  blowing,  and  an  attempt  was  made  to  get 
the  boat  alongside,  but  the  men  in  the  boat  not 
speaking  English,  were  unable  to  understand  the 
directions  of  the  master  of  the  smack,  and  there 
was  great  danger  of  their  bein^  run  over  by  the 
smack.    The  smack  was  then  laid  to,  and  the  boat 
succeeded  in  getting  alongside.    The  men  in  the 
boat  were  very  frightened,  and  at  once  jumped  on 
board  the  smack  letting  go  the  boat,  and  had  not 
the  mate  of  the  smack  jumped  into  the  boat  and 
fastened  it  astern  of  the  smack  it  would  have 
gone  adrift.     The  men  turned  out  to  be  some  of 
the  crew  of  the  Cairo.     One  of  them  was  much 
injured  about  the  head  and  back.    When  they  got 
on  board  the  smack  they  all  went  into  the  cabin, 
and  the  smack  bore  up  for  the  Cairo.    The  master 
of  the  smack  in  gettins:  within  hailing  distance 
of  the  Cairo,  asked  that  yessel  if  any  assistance 
was  required,  and  getting  no  answer  lowered  a 
boat,  but  at  this  moment  the  Cairo  steamed  away 
towards  Winterton,  where  she   was  beached  to 
prevent  her  sinking.    The  smack  then  bore  away 
for  the  Wold,  where  she  lay  to  till  daylight. 
Between  1  and  2  a.m.,  on  Dec.  16,  it  came  on  to 
blow  hard  from  the  N.N.E.,  with  a  heavy  sea,  and 
the  boat  of  the  Gairo,  which  was  astern  of  the 
smack  was  struck  and  carried  away.     At  7  a.m.» 
the  weather  having  moderated,  the  smack  sailed 
for  Yarmouth,  where  she  arrived  at  about  11  a.m.9 
and  landed    the    Cairo's    crew.       The   services 
rendered  entailed  upon  the  Emerald  the  loss  of 
two  days  fishing,  eqaid  to  about  40Z.    Tho  aUega" 
tions  in  the  plaintiff's  petition  relating  to  their 
services  were  as  follows : 

9.  When  the  boat's  crew  from  the  Cairo  werepiokednp 
ihey  were  in  a  ve^  dangerous  position ;  from  the  dark- 
ness of  the  night  it  was  impossible  to  see  the  boat  until 
very  near,  and  the  men  ran  great  risk  of  being  mn  down 
by  passing  vessels ;  those  on  board  the  Emerald  would 
not  have  reached  thtm  if  they  had  not  heard  their  cries , 
and  it  was  only  by  the  exercise  of  great  care  on  the  part 
of  those  in  charge  of  the  JSmeraldihtbt  they  managed  to 
set  near  the  boat  in  the  darkness  without  running  it  down. 
The  boat's  crew  hadno  oompaps  with  them  and  only  three 
oars,  one  of  which  they  were  obliged  to  use  for  steering  so 
that  they  had  little  or  no  power  over  the  boat  and  were  at 
the  merov  of  wind  and  tide,  and  with  the  wind  at  W.S.W. 
and  the  flood  tide  they  could  never  have  gained  the  light- 
ship (the  Newary),  which  they  were  attempting  to  reach, 
for  they  were  already  to  the  south  of  the  lightihip,  and 
they  must  have  driven  towards  the  cross  sand  and  into 
broken  water  before  the  wind  changed  to  the  N.N.E.  If 
the  boat's  crew  had  not  got  on  board  the  Emerald  before 
1  a.m,  on  the  morning  of  the  16th  they  must  in  all  pro- 
babilitjr  have  been  lost. 

10.  ui  rendering  the  aforesaid  services  the  master  and 
crew  of  the  Emerald  incurred  some  risk  and  uuderwent 
great  exertion  and  fatigue. 

The  facts  alleged  by  the  plaintifi!s  were  admitted 
by  the  defendants,  except  in  so  far  as  they  alleged 
that  the  character  of  the  services  were  exaggerated, 
and  the  defendant  further  pleaded : 

5.  When  the  boat's  crew  left  the  Comto  she  was  in  no 
danger,  and  there  was  no  reason  for  leaving  her.  and  the 
said  boat's  crew  left  without  the  masters  orders,  aad 
against  his^oonsent  and  most  improperly. 

6.  Th^y  submit  that  in  the  circumstances  no  salvage 
services  were  rendered  for  which  the  defendants  are 
liable,  or  which  they  ought  to  be  ordered  to  remunerate. 

From  the  evidence  produced  at  the  hearing  it 

appeared  that  the  Gairo  was  an  iron  ship,  built  in 

compartments,  and  that  by    the  oollision    only 

one  compartment  was  damaged.   The  master  of  the 
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Cairo  had  immediately  after  the  collision  ordered 
the  boats  to  be  lowered  by  way  of  preoaation,  bnt 
had  given  no  orders  for  the  pasRengers  and  nrew 
to  get  into  them  ;  according  to  his  accoant  there 
was  no  snch  dan^r  as  justified  the  boat's  crew  in 
deserting  the  Catro,  and  they  left  without  his  con- 
sent, although  not  against  his  positive  orders. 
He  heard  the  hailing  from  the  Emerald,  but  did 
not  answer  it  because  he  had  enough  hands 
on  board  to  enable  him  to  get  to  a  place  of 
safety,  and  did  not  require  assistance.  When  Ihe 
men  returned  to  the  ship  a  few  days  afterwards  he 
allowed  them  to  retom  to  their  duty  without 
remonstrance. 

The  Admiralty  Advocaie  (Dr.  Deane,  Q.0.)>  and 
9.  Bruce  for  the  plaintifiEs. — The  plaintiffs  are 
entitled  to  life  salvage  under  the  Merchant  Ship- 
ping Act  1864  (17  &  18  Viot.c.  104)  sect.  458,  and 
the  Admiralty  Court  Act  1861  (24  Vict.  c.  10) 
sect.  9.  (a)  The  boat's  crew  at  the  time  the  ser- 
vices were  rendered  still  belonged  to  the  Cairo, 
and  the  plaintiffs  may  recover  in  rem  against  that 
ship.  The  object  of  the  statute  was  to  give  en- 
couragement to  salvage  of  life.  If  it  should  be- 
come necessary  for  salvors  to  inquire  as  to  the 
right  of  persons  in  danger  to  leave  their  ship  be- 
fore instituting  a  suit,  this  inquiry  will  be  made 
before  rendering  the  service  and  the  result  will  be 
that  fishermen  and  others  will  refuse  to  take  people 
on  board  their  vessels  unless  they  are  satisfied 
that  they  can  recover  salvage  reward.  There  was 
here  a  substantial  life  salvage.  In  The  WUlem 
IIL  (ante,  vol.  1,  p.  129,  L.Rep.  3  Adm.&Ecc.487; 
25  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.  886),  a  claim  for  life  salvage 
rendered  to  persons  in  boats  who  had  left  their 
ship  was  entertained. 

Buit,  Q.C.  and  Phillimore  for  the  defendants. 
—In  The  WiUem  IIL  (ubi  sup.)  the  ship  was 
on  fire  before  she  was  abandoned.  Owners 
ought  not  to  be  made  responsible  for  ser- 
vices rendered  to  sailors  who  abandon  their  ship 
without  necessity.  To  decree  salvage  reward 
will  be  to  give  a  direct  premium  for  cowardly 
desertion  of  ships  in  distress.  There  was  no  such 
danger  as  justified  the  desertion.  The  services 
afterwards  rendered  were  of  a  most  trifling  cha- 
racter. 

The  Admiralty  Advocate  in  reply. 

Sib  Robert  Phillimobb.— In  this  case,  the 
Emerald,  a  fishing  smack  of   55  tons   register, 

(a)  The  Merchant  Shipping  AotJl854,  ■.  458.  **  In  the 
foUowing  cases  (that  is  to  say^ :  wheneyer  any  ship  or 
boat  is  stranded  or  otherwise  m  distress  on  the  shore  of 
any  sea  or  tidal  water  situated  witbin  the  Umitsofthe 
United  Kingdom,  and  services  are  rendered  by  any  person. 

1.  In  assisting  snch  ship  or  boat. 

2.  In  saving  the  lives  of  the  persons  belonging  to  snch 
a  ship  or  boat. 

3.  In  saving  the  cargo  or  apparel  of  saoh  ship  or  boat 
or  any  portion  thereof. 

And  whenever  any  wreck  is  saved  by  any  person  other 
than  a  receiver  within  the  United  Eingdoai  there  shall 
be  payable  by  the  owners  of  such  ship  or  bnoat,  cargo, 
apparel,  or  wreck,  to  the  person  by  whom  snch  serricee 
or  any  of  them  are  rendered  or  by  whom  snch  wreck  is 
saved,  a  reasonable  amonnt  of  salvage,  together  with  the 
expenses  properly  incurred  by  him  in  the  performance  of 
snoh  services  or  the  saving  of  snch  wreck,  the  amount 
&e.,  ...  to  be  determined,  A.** 

By  the  Admiralty  Court  Act  1861  (24  Vict.  c.  10)  s.  9, 
the  provision  is  **  extended  to  the  salvage  of  life  from 
any  British  ship  or  boat,  wheresoever  the  services  may 
have  been  rendered,  and  from  anv  foreign  ship  or  boat 
where  the  services  have  been  renoered  wnoUy  or  hi  part 
in  British  waters." 


belonging  to  the  port  of  London,  and  navigated 
by  eleven  hands,  having  put  into  Harwich  with  a 
cargo  of  fish,  sailed  from  that  porb  on  the  morn- 
ing of  the  5th  Dec.  last  year.  On  the  night  of 
that  day  she  was  in  the  fishing-gronnd  off  Cromer, 
and  those  on  board  her  saw  two  steam-vesaels  in 
collision,  and  heard  cries,  and  shortly  afterwards, 
after  sailing  about  for  twenty  minutes,  they  made 
out  a  boat  with  several  men  in  her,  pulling  only 
two  oars  and  calling  out  for  assistance.  The  men  in 
the  boat  were  foreigners,  and  unable  to  under- 
stand the  directions  ^iven  by  the  master  of  the 
Emerald.  The  men  in  the  boat,  ten  in  number, 
were  taken  on  board  the  Emerald,  and  the  oourii 
is  now  asked  by  the  owners,  master,  and  orew  of 
that  vessel,  to  award  salvage  remuneration  to 
them  on  the  ground  that,  under  the  458th  sec- 
tion of  the  Merchant  Shippmg  Act  1854  (17  &  18 
Vict,  c  104),  a  salvage  service  has  been  rendered 
by  them  in  saving  the  lives  of  the  crew  of  the 
boat  from  imminent  danger.  The  action  has  been 
brought  against  the  steamship  Cairo,  to  which 
the  men  belonged,  and  which  proved  to  have  been 
one  of  the  two  vessels  seen  by  the  Em^aid  to 
have  been  in  collision  as  before  mentioned. 

The  defence  raised  by  the  owners  of  the  Cairo  is 
two-fold.  It  is  first  alleged  that  the  lives  of  the 
men  picked  up  by  the  Emerald  were  in  no  danger ; 
secondly,  that  if  their  lives  were,  in  the  oircum- 
stances,  in  any  danger,  the  men  had  improperly 
left  their  ship,  and  therefore  the  ship  ought  not  to 
be  made  responsible  in  respect  of  the  services 
rendered  to  them. 

The  facts  of  the  case  lie  in  a  very  small  com- 
pass. I  must  remember  what  were  the  circum- 
stances, the  time  of  the  year,  the  time  of  night, 
the  fact  that  the  men  taken  on  board  were 
foreigners  if^orant  of  the  locality,  ignorant  also 
of  the  Engligh  language.  I  must  also  remem- 
ber the  state  of  the  weather.  At  the  time  the 
men  left  the  Cairo  the  weather  was  fine,  but  it 
changed,  and  the  sea  become  rough  not  long  after 
the  men  had  been  received  on  board  the  Emerald, 
so  that  in  all  probability  if  they  had  remained  at 
sea  in  the  boat,  they  would  have  been  lost.  At 
the  same  time  it  must  certainly  not  be  forgotten 
that  although  when  the  men  were  taken  on  board 
it  was  moonlight,  there  was  some  haze  on  the 
water,  and  the  boat,  when  discovered,  was  in  the 
track  of  vessels  and  in  danger  of  being  run  down. 
In  all  the  circumstances  I  am  of  opinion  that 
these  men  were  saved  from  danger  of  loss  of  life 
by  the  assistance  rendered  by  the  Emerald,  and 
that  if  no  other  objection  can  be  shown  to  exist, 
the  plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  recover  salvage. 

The  question  of  law  raised  by  the  defendants  is  of 
a  grave  kind,  and  I  should  be  sorry  by  any  words 
of  mine  to  countenanoe  the  idea  that  the  section  of 
the  Merchant  Shipping  Act  1854,  to  which  I  have 
referred,  could  be  so  strained  as  to  compel  the 
court  to  hold  a  ship  liable  for  salvage  because 
some  of  her  crew  had  deserted  her  without 
reason  and  contrary  to  orders,  and  afterwards 
found  themselves  in  a  position  of  danger,  from 
which  they  had  been  rescued.  It  mi^bt  be  that 
the  persons  rescuing  them  from  peril  might  be 
salvors  of  life,  and  yet  not  be  able  to  charge  the 
ship  with  their  reward.  Whether  a  ship  is  or  is 
not  liable  for  life  salvage  is  a  question  which  can 
only  be  answered  by  considering  the  circumstances 
of  each  case.  In  this  case,  no  doubt,  the  Cairo 
herself  has  suffered  serious  damage,  and  waa  in 
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great  danger,  and  the  boat's  crew  left  the  ship  to 
avoid  that  danger,  and  shortly  afterwards  her 
master  acoepted  the  serrioes  of  another  set  of 
•ahrors,  who  assisted  to  beach  her.  It  most  be 
remembered  that  before  the  men  left  their  vessel 
the  boats  had  been  ordered  out.  There  is,  more- 
orer,  the  iaab  that  the  captain  of  the  Oairo,  who 
has  ffiyen  his  evidence,  does  not  state  that  the 
men  left  tiie  vessel  contrary  to  his  orders ;  bnt  he 
does  state  that  two  days  aftisrwards  they  went  back 
on  board  their  vessel,  and  that  he  allowed  them  to 
return  to  their  dnty  withoat  making  any  remon- 
strance to  them.  Certainly  it  would  not  be  to  the 
interests  of  navigation  or  commerce  if  the  coart 
were  to  pat  a  narrow  constmotion  on  a  statnte 
passed  for  the  enoonrasement  of  efforts  to  save 
oomao  life  and  to  look  too  strictly  at  the  acts  of 
men  leavinff  their  ship  in  time  of  peril,  and  so  to 
deprive  tabors  who  nave  relievea  them  from  a 
position  of  danser  from  all  reward. 

On  the  whole,  taking  into  consideration  the 
ipeoial  dronmstances  of  the  case,  I  am  of  opinion 
tnat  the  ship  most  be  held  liable  to  be  con- 
denmed  in  salvage  on  the  ground  thac  the 
lives  of  the  men  belonging  to  her  were  saved 
from  danger  by  the  servioes  rendered  by  the 
plaintiffs  in  this  case.  At  the  same  time,  the 
sum  I  have  to  award  as  salvage  remuneration, 
bearing  in  mind  the  ^ts,  must  be  moderate. 
Considering  that  it  has  been  proved  that  the 
Emerald  lost  two  days'  fishing,  which  involved  a 
loss  of  40L,  I  think  that  I  shall  not  be  wrong  in 
awarding  the  sum  of  140L  to  the  salvors  with 
costs. 
Solicitors  for  the  plaintiffs,  Keen  and  Rogers^ 
Solicitors  for  the  aefendanta,  Stohee,  Saimdera, 
and  8toke9. 


Wedne$day,  April  29, 1874. 
The  Mi&iam. 

County  Oo/w^i  Appeal — Arreet  of  slwp^PracHee. 

Where  plaintiffe  appeal  from  a  Oouniy  Court  in  a 
cause  in  rem  in  which  there  has  been  decree  for 
the  defendants  and  the  ship  has  in  consequence 
heen  released^  the  High  Court  of  AdmiraUy  will 
on  the  ex  parte  appUeation  of  the  plaintiffs  order 
a  warrant  to  issue  for  the  detention  of  the  ship 
tUl  hail  given  or  the  appeal  decided. 

Semble  that  notice  should  he  given  before  arrest  to 
(he  defendants^  so  that  they  may  come  in  and 
opply  for  the  suspension  of  the  warrant  if  they  see 
fit. 

This  was  an  appeal  from  a  decree  of  the  judge 
of  the  County  Court  of  Carnarvon,  holden  at 
Bangor,  in  a  claim  of  tort  in  respect  of  goods 
carried  in  a  ship  made  under  the  provisions  of  the 
County  Courts  Admiralty  Jurisdiction  Act  Amend- 
ment Act  1869  (32  &  33  Yict  c.  51)  sect.  2.  The 
claim  was  in  rem  against  the  ship  for  the  wrong- 
ful conversion  of  a  quantity  of  coals  shipped  by 
the  plaintiffs  on  board  the  Miriam ;  the  master  had 
sold  the  coals,  and  the  plaintiffs  claimed  SOL  The 
ship  was  arrested  and  no  bail  given.  The  County 
Court  judge  found  that  the  master  was  justified  in 
selling  the  ooals,  and  gave  a  decree  for  the  defen- 
dants with  costs.  From  this  decree  the  plaintiffs 
appealed. 

Ularhson,  for  the  appellants,  now  moved  for  a 
warrant  to  issue  to  arrest  the  ship  so  that  she 
might  be  detained  till  bail  should  be  given  or  the 


appeal  decided.— *The  suit  having  been  dismissed 
in  the  court  below,  the  vessel  has  been  released. 
There  is  no  means  of  continuing  an  arrest  on 
appeal  to  the  court.  On  judgment  for  the  defen- 
dants the  County  Court  necessarily  releases,  and 
the  only  way  of  obtaining  securitv  for  judgment  on 
appeal  is  to  re-arrest  the  ship.  There  is  no  settled 
practice  on  this  point,  and  hence  it  is  necessary  to 
apply  to  the  court.  [Sir  B.  Phillimokb  :  Has 
notice  of  this  motion  been  given  to  the  other 
side  P]  No.  If  notice  was  given  the  ship  would 
go  at  once. 

Sir  B.  Phillihoke. — ^I  shall  order  the  warrant 
to  issue,  but  at  the  same  time  I  direct  that  notice 
be  given  to  the  shipowner  before  the  arrest  takes 
place,  so  that  he  may,  if  he  thinks  fit,  come  in  and 
apply  to  the  court  ibr  tbe  suspension  of  the  war- 
rant on  good  cause  shown. 

Sohcitors  for  the  plaintiffs,  Ingledew,  Ince^  and 
Greening, 


Tuesday,  May  5, 1874 
Thb  Schwanh. 

CoUision^^Oosis^Comfulsory  pHotag&^Practiee 

of  Admvralty  Court, 

In  a  collision  cause,  where  a  defendant  raises,  to* 
gether  with  other  defences,  that  of  compulsory  * 
pilotage,  and  his  ship  is  found  to  hlanhe,  hut  ts 
dismissed  on  the  ground  that  the  negligent  act  of 
the  compulsory  pilot  was  the  sole  cause  of  the 
collision,  each  party  pays  his  own  costs,  according 
to  the  practice  of  the  High  Court  of  Admiralty, 
It  has  never  heen  the  custom  in  that  Court  to 
apportion  the  costs  in  such  cases  a,ecording  to  the 
findings  on  the  various  issues, 

Thssb  were  cross  causes  of  collision  instituted,  the 
one  by  the  owners  of  the  barque  Bohert  Morrison 
against  the  steamship  Schwann  and  the  North- 
Carman  Lloyd,  her  owners,  intervening,  and  the 
other  by  the  owners  of  the  Schwann  against  the 
Robert  Morrison  and  her  owners  intervening.  The 
two  causes  were  heard  at  the  same  time,  and  upon 
the  same  evidence,  under  the  34th  section  of  the 
Admiralty  Court  Act  1861  (24  Yict.  c  10),  but 
pleadings  were  printed  in  both  causes. 

The  racts  are  shortly  as  follows : 

The  Robert  Morrison  was  coming  up  the  river 
Thames  in  tow  of  a  steam  tug,  and  in  charge  of  a 
licensed  pilot ;  she  had  her  lights  duly  exhibited, 
and  whilst  proceeding  along  the  south  shore  of 
Limehouse  Beach,  at  the  rate  of  about  two  knots 
an  hour,  her  pilot  sighted  the  lights  of  a  vessel, 
which  turned  out  to  be  the  Schwann,  coming  down 
the  river.  The  Schwann  came  on  and  struck  the 
Robert  Morrison  in  the  starboard  bow,  and  drove 
her  on  to  the  south  shore.  The  petition  on  behalf 
of  the  Robert  Morrison  alleged  that  her  lookout 
first  sighted  the  green  light  of  the  Schwann,  bear- 
ing about  two  points  on  the  Robert  Morrison*s 
starboard  bow,  and  that  the  Schwann  improperly 
ported  into  the  starboard  bow  of  the  Rob^ 
Morrison,  The  answer  on  bebalf  of  the  Schwann 
alleged  that  her  lookout  first  sighted  the  red  light 
of  the  tug  of  the  Robert  Morrison,  a  little  on  the 
Schwann's  port  bow ;  that  the  helmof  theiSe^toann 
was  ported;  that  shortly  afterwards  the  tug 
showed  her  green  light;  that  the  eng^es  of  the 
Schwann  were  set  full  speed  astern,  but  that  the 
collision  nevertheless  happened ;  the  answer  then 
*  oontinaed  aa  fbllows  ^— 
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5.  Save  as  herein  appears,  the  defendants  deny  the 
tmth  of  the  sereral  alldgatioDS  contained  in  the  petition 
filed  inthia  canse. 

6.  The  Robert  Morrison  and  her  said  tog  improperly 
neglected  to  port  their  helms. 

7.  The  Bohert  Morrison  and  her  said  tag  improperly 
starboarded  their  helms. 

8.  The  Robert  Morrison  and  her  tag  improperly  neglected 
to  keep  to  the  north  or  Middlesex  side  of  the  river,  and 
improperly  neglected  to  take  proper  measures  for  passing 
the  Schwann  on  her  port  side. 

9.  The  Robert  Bruce  did  not  doly  oomj^y  with  the  pro- 
visions of  the  29th  of  the  Boles  and  Bye-laws  for  the 
Begolation  of  the  river  Thames. 

10.  The  said  collision  was  occasioned  bv  all  or  some  or 
one  of  the  matters  set  forth  in  Articles  6,  7,  8,  and  9,  of 
this  Answer,  or  otherwise  by  the  neglect  or  ddfaolt  of 
those  on  board  the  Robert  Morrison  or  her  tag. 

11 .  The  said  collision  was  not  occasioned  lor  any  neglect 
on  the  part  of  those  on  board  the  Schwann, 

12.  Before  and  at  the  time  of  the  said  collision  the 
Schwann  was  savi^tisg  within  a  district,  and  onder 
oironmstanoes  in  which  it  was  compulsory  upon  her  and 
her  master  and  owners  that  she  jhoold  have  on  board, 
and  be  in  charge  of  adnly-licensed  pilot  for  snch  district, 
and  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  said  collision  tibe 
Schwann  was  in  churge  of  and  being  navigated  by  and 
under  the  direction  of  a  pilot  duly  licensed  for  such  dis- 
trict, and  all  the  orders  of  such  pilot  were  duly  obeyed 
by  the  master  and  crew  of  the  Schwann,  and  if  the  said 
collision  was  in  any  way  occasioned  by  any  improper 
navigation  of  the  Schwann  it  was  solely  occasioned  by 
some  neglect  or  default  on  the  part  of  the  said  pilot,  and 
not  in  any  way  by  the  master  or  crew  of  the  Saiwann, 

The  main  questions  of  fact  between  the  parties 
were,  which  of  the  two  vessels  was  nearest  to  the 
south  shore  when  they  first  sighted  each  other, 
and  consequently  whether  they  showed  each  other 
their  respective  green  or  red  lights. 

This  case  was  heard  before  Sir  B.  Phillimore, 
assisted  by  Trinity  Masters  on  May  1st  and  2nd 
1874,  and  he  then  proooanoed  that  the  ooUision 
was  entirely  owing  to  the  neglifirence  on  board  the 
Schwann,  but  that  the  owners  of  the  SchwatM  had 
succeeded  in  establishing  their  pleas  of  com- 
pulsory pilotage;  and  consequently  the  cause 
against  the  Schwann  was  dismissed.  The  cross- 
cause  against  the  Robert  Morrison  was  dismissed 
with  costs,  but  the  owners  of  the  Robert  Morrison 
claimiDp;  the  costs  of  issae  of  which  ship  was  to 
blame,  in  which  they  succeeded,  that  question  was 
reserved. 

May  5,  1874.— The  question  of  costs  now  came 
for  argument. 

Mikoard,  Q.Cand  Chiinaford  Bruee  for  the  owners 
of  the  Robert  Morrison, — We  submit  that  the  prac- 
tice in  these  oases  have  never  been  definitely  settled, 
and  that  on  principle  the  owners  of  the  Robert 
Morrison  are  entitled  to  costs  of  the  issue  in 
which  they  have  been  successful.  It  has  no  doubt 
been  usual  where  a  defendant  raised  a  double 
defence,  but  succeeds  on  the  plea  of  compulsory 
pilotage  only,  to  give  no  costs,  but  it  has  never 
been  so  definitely  decided.  lo  The  Admiral  Boxer 
(Swab.  193,  107)  Dr.  Lushington  only  expresses 
his  belief  that  the  practice  has  been  to  give  no 
costs  to  the  defendants.  In  The  Batavier  (4  Notes 
of  Cases,  356 ;  10  Jur.  20)  it  was  intimated  that  if 
the  defendants  had  admitted  the  facts  and  relied 
upon  the  plea  of  compulsory  of  pilotage  alone 
they  would  have  got  their  costs.  In  the  Muriel  (a) 

(a)  This  was  a  cause  of  collision  instituted  by  the 
owners  of  La  Escocesa  against  the  Miuriel.  The  defend- 
ants pleaded  after  setting  out  the  facts  as  follows  : 

10.  In  respect  of  the  alleged  cause  or  causes  of  the 
said  collision,  the  defendants  deny  the  truth  of  the  state- 
ments relating  thereto,  in  the  several  articles  of  the  peti- 


oosts  were  refused  although  the  only  defence  raised 
was  that  of  compulsory  pilotage.  In  the  Royal 
Oharter  (L.  Bep.  2  Adm.  &  Eoo.  362 ;  20  L.  T.  Bep. 
N.  S.  109 ;  3  Mar.  Law  Gas.  O.  S.  262)  costs  were 
allowed  the  defendants  as  they  raised  the  defence  of 
compalsory  pilotage  only  and  succeed  thereon. 
From  these  cases  it  is  clear  that  there  are  instances 
where  costs  are  given  to  a  party  to  a  damage  suit 
where  the  defence  is  compulsory  pilotage,  and  that 
it  is  not  the  mere  nature  of  the  aefenoe  which  is 
the  foundation  of  the  supposed  rule  as  to  costs. 
The  owners  of  the  Robert  Morrison  ask  only  for 
costs  of  the  issue  on  which  they  had  been  suooess- 
fnl,  namely,  which  ship  was  to  blame.  They  do 
not  claim  the  costs  of  the  oompnlsoiT  pilotage 
issue.  On  this  point  there  is  no  decided  case,  but 
we  ask  it  on  principle.  If  the  cross-cause  had 
been  the  principal  cause,  the  Robert  Morrison 
having  been  dismissed  with  costs,  her  owners 
wotdd  have  got  all  costs,  whereas  as  it  is  they  got 
nothing  but  nominal  costs,  unless  l^e  rule  is 
altered.  We  suggest  that  the  court  should  follow 
the  course  adoptMi  in  the  courts  of  common  law. 
and  that  the  costs  should  be  apportioned  according 
as  the  issues  have  been  determined.  [Sir  B. 
Phillimobs. — ^It  was  a  very  common  thing  in  the 
Ecclesiastical  Courts  to  apportion  costs  aooording 
to  the  results  of  the  various  issues,  but  there  is 
no  precedent  in  this  court.]  In  the  Lawrel  (Bro. 
&  Lash.  191),  plaintiffs  in  a  bottomry  suit  were 
allowed  to  reply  that  by  the  law  in  force  at  the 
place  where  the  bond  was  given,  the  lenders  had  a 

tion  made,  save  and  except  that  the  defendants,  without 
thereby  admitting  the  tmth  of  any  one  or  more  such 
statement  or  statements,  in  particular  do  admit  that  the 
said  collision  was  ocoasioned  by  the  improper  navigation 
of  the  Mwriel  so  far  and  so  far  only  as  such  admisaiosi  is 
consistent  with  the  11th  section  next  hereinafter  following 
and  subject  always  to  the  same. 

11.  The  Mttriel  was  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  aaid 
collision  in  charge,  as  aforesaid,  of  a  dal^  licensed  pilot 
of  the  port  of  Liverpool,  to  wit  the  said  J.H.,  wnoae 
employment  was  at  the  time  and  place  of  the  said  ooUiaion 
compulsory  by  law  upon  the  Muriel,  her  masters  and 
owners,  and  the  Muriel  was  at  such  time  under  the  sole 
charge  of  the  said  J.  H.,  whose  orders  in  reference  to  her 
navigation  were  promptly  and  impliciUr  obeyed,  and  the 
said  collision,  iftt  was  occasioned  by  uie  Mwriel  or  any 
one  on  boitfd  her  was  exclusively  occasioned  by  the  said 
J.  H.,  and  neither  the  Muriel  nor  her  owners  are  liable 
in  respect  thereof. 

At  the  trial  a  discussion  arose  as  to  the  meaning  of 
these  allegations,  and  it  was  contended  by  Milward,  Q.C. , 
and  Clarkson,  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiiis,  that  they  con- 
tained no  absolute  admission  of  the  fact  that  the  Muriel 
was  to  blame,  and  hence  put  the  plaintiffs  to  the  expense 
of  being  compelled  to  bring  their  witnesses  to  show  the 
negligence  of  the  Muriel,  On  the  other  hand  OuUy  and 
Kennedy  argued  for  the  defendants  that  the  allegations 
were  an  absolute  admission  of  default  on  behalf  of  the 
Muriel,  and  they  admitted  then  at  the  trial  that  the  Muriel 
was  to  blame  fir  the  collision,  but  claimed  exemption 
from  liability  on  the  ground  that  the  Muriel  was  in 
charge  of  a  pilot  by  compulsion  of  law,  and  that  his  acts 
alone  were  the  cause  of  the  collision. 

Sir  B.  Phillimobk,  after  finding  as  a  fact  that  the 
crew  of  the  Muriel  did  not  in  any  way  contribute  to  the 
collision,  and  that  the  pUot  was  solely  to  blame  said; 
Lookinff  at  the  peculiar  facts  of  this  casCj  without  mean- 
ing in  the  least  to  trench  upon  the  authority  of  The  Royal 
Charter  (Bro.  &  Lush  191)  and  the  other  cases  which  have 
been  cited — authorities  to  which  1  shall  adhere  on  all 
occasions  till  properly  instructed  by  the  Superior  Court 
— I  shall  dismiss  the  case  without  costs. 

Solicitors  for  plaintiffs,  Oregory  and  Co,,  Agents  for 
Duncan,  Hill  and  Dickinson,  Liverpool. 

Solicitors  for  defendants,  Chester  and  Co,,  Agents  for 
J.  H.  E.  QiU,  Liverpool. 
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lien  upon  the  Bhip  for  the  advanoea  made,  which  j 
the  bood  seoared,  and  ooald  have  arrested  the 
ship  and  wonld  have  done  so,  hat  for  the  bond 
lutYing  been  given ;  bat  Dr.  Lashington  said  that 
if  thd  allegation  were  put  in  issue,  the  party 
fulling  on  such  an  issne  would  have  to  pay  the 
ooBto  whatever  the  ultimate  result  of  that  litiga- 
tion. That  is  the  principle  for  whioh  we  contend ; 
if  the  defendants  raise  false  issues  they  ought  to 
take  the  consequences.  At  common  law  where 
there  are  several  pleas,  each  raises  a  distinct 
issue,  and  the  costs  are  apportioned. 

BuU,  Q.O.  and  OlarJcson  for  the  owners  of  the 
Sehwcmnf  contra. — ^This  is  an  attempt  to  upset  the 
long  existing  practice  of  the  court.  The  chief 
argument  is  the  analogy  of  common  law  cases. 
Now  at  common  law,  in  an  action  for  damage  by 
oollision,  the  declaration  usually  alleges  that  the 
defendants  by  them$elve8  or  their  8ervant$  are  guilty 
of  negligence  and,  lUthough  it  may  be  usual  to 
plead  compulsory  pilotage  specially,  still  there  is 
DO  reason  why  a  defendant  should  not,  under  the 
general  issue  of  "  not  guilty,"  show  that  the  ship 
was  not  under  the  management  and  control  of 
himself  or  his  servant,  but  under  that  of  a  com- 
polsoiT  pilot  (a) ;  and  if  this  defence  were  esta- 
blished the  defendant  would  be  entitled  to  his 
costs.  In  this  court,  when  the  defence  of  com- 
pulsory pilotage  18  raised,  whether  after  admitting 
negligence  or  in  conjunction  with  allegations,  that 
the  plaintiflf  B  ship  was,  and  that  the  defendant's 
ship  was  not,  to  blame,  the  question  of  how  far  the 
erew  are  to  blame  or  not  must  necessarily  bo  tried ; 
for,  one  of  the  questions  in  either  case  is  whether 
the  crew  of  the  defendant's  ship  have  or  have  not 
oontributed  to  the  oollision ;  and  in  both  cases  the 
laaie  evidence  must  be  adduced:  Hence  it  would 
be  impossible  for  the  registrar  to  apportion  the 
costs  between  the  issues.  In  The  Muriel  (see  note 
omie  p.  538)  it  was  distinctly  admitted  by  counsel  at 
the  hearing  that  the  defendant's  ship  was  to  blame ; 
and  costs  were  not  given,  upon  the  ground  that  the 
admission  in  the  pleadings  was  not  sufficiently 
distinct  to  indicate  to  the  plaintiffs  that  the  defen- 
dants did  not  intend  to  raise  any  issue  but  that 
of  compulsory  pilotage.  In  The  Admiral  Boxer 
{M  9up.)  it  is  distinctly  laid  down  that  in  these 
cases  it  is  the  practice  not  to  give  costs.  The 
court  is  asked  to  overthrow  a  practice  which  has 
existed  ever  since,  and,  according  to  Dr.  Lushing- 
tun,  long  before  the  date  of  that  case  (1857). 
The  question  may  now  have  been  solemnly  raised 
for  the  first  time,  but  that  happens  because  the 
practice  was  considered  so  settlMfthat  it  was  never 
raised;  the  practice  ought  not  now  to  be  dis- 
turbed except  by  a  court  of  appeal.  In  The 
AnnapoUe,  The  Johanna  8toll  (Lush.  295;  1 
Mar.  Law  Gas.  O.  S.  69),  where  there  were 
oaose  and  cross  cause  as  here,  it  was  found 
that  the  Annapolis  was  alone  to  blame,  but  that  the 
>ct  of  default  was  the  sole  act  of  the  pilot,  who  was 
employed  by  compulsion  of  law,  and  the  suit 
agunst  the  AnnapoUe  was  dismissed.  As  to  costs, 
Br.  Lushington,  after  argument  claiming  appor- 
tionment, said  *'  The  owners  of  the  Johanna  Stoll, 
the  plaintiff's  in  the  cross  action,  have  failed  only 
because  the  collision  was  occasioned  by  the  act  of 
the  pilot  of  the  Annapolis,  who  was  employed  com- 
pulsorily.  According  to  the  usual  practice,  there- 
la)  See  MiteheU  y.  Craaswcaier,  13  0.  B.  237 ;  22  i;^.  J. 
WO,  a  P. ;  Joyce  v,  Capel,  8  C.  *  P.  370.— Ep. 


fore,  they  are  entitled  to  be  dismissed  without 
costs  in  their  action,  and  I  see  no  reason  for 
departing  from  the  established  rule."  This  deci- 
sion shows  that  there  is  not  any  practice  in  this 
court  by  which  costs  are  apportioned  in  these 
cases.  In  the  OUy  of  Cambridge  (ante^  pp.  193,239), 
the  suit  was  dismissed  without  costs.  It  is  too 
late  now  to  ask  the  court  to  depart  from  its  estab- 
lished practice. 

Mihjoard,  Q.O.,  in  reply. 

Sir  BoBERT  Philumobb. — ^In  this  suit  a  double 
defence  was  raised  by  the  defendants,  who  by  their 
answer  denied  that  there  was  any  neglect  on  the 
part  of  those  on  board  their  vessel,  and  further 
pleaded  that  if  the  oollision  was  in  any  way  occa- 
sioned by  the  improper  navigation  of  the  Schwannp 
it  was  occasioned  by  the  default  of  the  pilot  in 
charge,  who  was  employed  by  compulsion  of  law. 
The  plaintiffs  have  succeeded  in  proving  that  the 
oollision  was  occasioned  solely  by  the  improper 
navigation  of  the  defendants'  vessel,  and  the 
defendants  have  succeeded  in  substantiating  the 
defence  that  the  collision  was  caused  by  the 
sole  default  of  the  pilot. 

Now,  the  oontention  has  been  that  the  defen- 
dants ouflrht  to  pay  all  the  costs  incurred  in 
determining  the  question  whioh  vessel  was 
to  blame,  inasmuch  as  they  did  not  admit  that 
they  were  to  blame,  and  rest  on  the  pilotage 
issue  alone,  but  forced  the  plaintiffs  to  try 
the  question  on  the  merits,  and  on  that  part 
of  the  case  failed.  It  was  admitted  and  could 
not  be  denied  that  the  whole  practice  of  the  court 
ran  counter  to  this  contention.  Several  cases 
have  been  cited  in  which  this  distinct  proposition 
was  laid  down,  viz.,  that  when  a  defendant  admits 
upon  the  pleadings  that  his  vessel  is  to  blame,  but 
sets  up  the  defence  of  compulsory  pilotage  alone, 
he  becomes  entitled  to  costs  if  he  succeeds  in 
establishing  that  defence ;  indeed  it  could  hardly 
be  otherwise,  because  the  defendant  having 
given  notice  to  the  plaintiffs  that  he  raises 
that  defence  alone,  and  succeeding  therein,  the 
responsibility  of  further  contesting  the  suit 
is  thereby  thrown  upon  the  plaintiff.  But  no 
single  case  has  been  cited  in  wnich  a  defendant  in 
a  damage  suit  who  has  raised  the  double  defence 
and  has  succeeded  upon  the  defence  of  compulsory 
pilotage  alone,  has  been  ordered  to  pay  any  portion 
of  the  costs  of  the  suit. 

The  analogy  of  common  law  cases  has  been 
brought  to  the  notice  of  the  court,  as  has 
frequently  been  done  on  previous  occasions,  and 
it  has  been  said  that  the  common  law  rule  by 
which  the  costs  of  issues  are  apportioned  lays  down 
a  principle  which  this  court  should  adopt ;  but  in 
my  opinion  this  court  ought  not  easily  to  depart 
from  its  own  established  practice  as  to  costs.  Thin 
court  does  not  alwi^s  follow  the  rules  of  practice 
laid  down  by  the  Common  Law  Courts.  There 
are  various  instances  in  which  it  takes  a  different 
course  from  the  Courts  of  Common  Law ;  as  for 
instance  where  defendants  in  causes  of  damage 
succeed  in  establishing  the  defence  of  inevitable 
accident,  or  where  the  court  holds  both  ships  to 
blame,  the  court  acts  upon  well  established  rules 
of  its  own.  Dr.  Lushington,  my  learned  prede- 
cessor, who  had  extraordinary  experience  reaching 
a  long  way  back  of  the  practice  of  this  court, 
and  was  peculiarly  cognisant  of  all  the  authorities 
on  the  subject,  expressed  an  opinion  that  where  a 
defendant  \n  a  ooUipion  cause  succeed  in  eafab* 
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lishing  the  defence  of  oompnisory  pilotage,  be  was 
never  condemned  in  costs :  (The  Admiral  Boxer, 
Swab.  193.)  Now  I  am  of  opinion  that  it  would 
require  very  clear  and  decisive  proof  that  this 

Eraotioe  was  productive  of  evil,  before  it  ought  to 
e  altered  by  the  court ;  but  I  do  not  think  it  at 
all  proved  that  such  evils  exist  as  to  call  for  any 
change;  on  the  contrary,  to  alter  the  practice 
as  suggested  might  be  to  cast  on  the  officers 
whose  dnt^  it  is  to  tax  the  costs,  a  burden  of 
extreme  difficulty.  There  can  be  no  doubt  that 
evidence  must  be  given  under  a  plea  of  compulsory 
pilotage  as  to  all  the  circumstances  attending  the 
collision,  and  hence  as  to  the  orders  of  the  pilot 
being  duly  obeyed,  as  to  immediate  information 
beinfl^  given  him  by  the  look-out,  and  as  to  his 
being  duly  assisted  in  the  execution  of  his  duty  by 
the  other  persons  on  board  the  ship.  This  is  the 
same  evidence  as  would  be  given  under  the  issue 
raising  the  question  of  which  ship  was  to  blame. 

After  carefully  considering  the  matter,  I  am  of 
opinion  that  there  is  no  evidence  to  show  that  the 
present  practice— admitted  to  be  unmistakably  of 
long  and  ancient  standing — ^is  so  full  of  faults  as  to 
call  upon  and  induce  the  court  to  exercise  so 
strong  an  authority  as  to  alter  the  rule.  I  must 
refuse  the  application  to  condemn  the  defendants 
in  any  portion  of  the  costs,  but  as  it  is  the  first 
time  the  question  has  been  solemnly  argued,  I 
shall  make  no  order  as  to  the  costs  of  the  applica* 
tion. 

Solicitor  for  the  plaintiffs,  Thomas  Oooper, 
Solicitors  for  the  defendants,  OlarJceoih,  aon,  and 
Qreenwell, 


BEPO&TS. 

OoUated  by  Jammb  P.  Aspdtall,  Esq.,  Buri8tor««t-LAw. 

SUPEBME    COURT   OP   THE  UNITED 

STATES. 

Ootoher  Term,  1873. 

The  Great  "Western  Insurance  Oompant  (apps.) 

V.  Fogartt  (resp.). 

Marine  insurance — Policy  on  machinery  free  of 
f  articular  average — Destruction  of  species — Total 
loss. 

Where  the  component  parts  of  "machinery**  insured 
**free  of  jxirticulckr  average  "  are  by  the  perils 
insured  against,  soms  totally  lost  amd  the  re- 
mainder  so  damaged  that  they  are  useless  for  the 
purpose  for  which  they  were  intended  when 
shipped,  there  is  a  total  loss,  which  can  be  re* 
covered  from  the  underwriters,  the  species  of  the 
machinery  being  destroyed. 

Under  an  open  policy  on  machinery,  at  and  from 
New  York  to  Havana,  free  ofpartiouZar  average, 
the  plaintiff  (defendant  in  error)  shipped  the 
various  parts  necessaty  for  a  complete  sugar* 
packing  machine,  including,  as  part  of  it,  three 
sets  of  truck  irons,  and  also  other  iotra  truck  irons. 
The  vessel  on  which  this  machinery  was  shipped 
was  driven  on  the  rocks  in  a  violent  gale  just 
brfore  reaching  Havana,  fiUed  wUh  water,  became 
a  total  wreck,  and  was  abandoned  to  the  under* 
writers.  A  large  n^tmber,  biU  not  dU,  of  the  pieces 
composing  plaintiff's  machinery  were  recovered 
anatendered  to  him,  but  he  refused  to  accept  them, 
as  they  were  much  broken  and  rusted,  and  the  cost 
of  repairing   and  poUshing  and  putting  the 


pieces  in  order  wotdd  cost  more  than  a  new 

machine. 
Held,  a  total  loss. 

Miller,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court.— 
This  was  an  action  on  a  policy  of  marine  insur* 
ance,  in  which  the  plaintin  recovered  a  judgment 
for  2511.95  dels,  and  costs.  The  policy  was  an 
open  one,  and  the  indorsement  procured  by  the 
plaintiff  on  it  was  of  insurance  for  2250  dole.,  on 
machinery  on  board  the  bark  Ella  Adele,  at  and 
from  New  York  to  Havana,  free  from  particular 
average.  The  memorandum  clause  of  the  policy 
provides  that  machines  and  machinery  of  every 
description  are  warranted  by  the  assured  free  from 
average  unless  general.  The  machinery  insured 
consisted  of  the  various  parts  necessary  for  a  oom- 
plete  sugar-packing  machine,  including  as  part  of 
it,  three  sets  of  truck  irons,  and  also  other  extra 
truck  irons.  It  is  described  in  the  bill  of  landing 
and  invoice  as  eight  pieces  and  eight  boxes,  com- 
posing one  sugar-packer  and  three  trucks.  The 
vessel  on  which  these  artides  were  being  trans- 
ported from  New  York  to  Havana,  just  before 
reaching  the  latter  city,  was  driven  on  the  rooks 
in  a  violent  gale,  filled  with  water,  and  finally 
became  a  total  wreck,  and  was  abandoned  to  the 
underwriters.  Their  agent  at  Havana  took  pos- 
session, and  was  engaged  about  a  month  in 
raising  the  cargo.  A  large  number  of  the 
pieces  composing  plaintiff's  machinery  was  re- 
covered and  tendered  to  him  at  Havana,  which 
he  refused  to  receive,  on  the  ground  that  the 
insurance  company  was  liable  to  him  as  for  a  total 
loss.  They  denied  that  under  the  oircnmstanoes 
of  the  case  there  was  a  total  loss  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  policy;  and  the  soundness  of  the  in- 
struction to  the  jury  on  that  point,  given  and 
refused  bjr  the  circuit  court  on  the  trial,  is  the 
only  question  now  before  us.  There  is  very  little 
conflict  of  testimony  as  to  what  was  recovmd  and 
what  was  its  condition  when  tendered  to  the  plcdn- 
tiff.  It  was  sXL  of  iron.  About  half  of  it  in  weight  was 
saved,  and  the  remainder  left  at  the  bottom  of  the 
sea.  That  which  was  saved  was  entirely  useless 
as  machinerjr,  and  was  of  no  valuo  except  as  old 
iron,  for  which  purpose  it  would  sell  for  about 
50  dols.  The  machinery,  in  working  order,  was 
worth  2250  dols.  That  which  was  saved  was 
much  broken  and  rusted,  so  that  it  would  oost 
more  to  repair  it,  polish  it,  and  put  it  in  order  for 
use  than  to  buy  a  new  machine. 

Upon  the  testimony  offered  by  plaintiff  the 
counsel  for  defendant  moved  the  court  to  instruct 
the  jury  that  the  action  could  not  be  sustained, 
because  it  showed  that  there  was  not  a  total  Ions. 
The  court  declined  to  do  this,  and  the  request 
was  renewed  at  the  conclusion  of  the  defendant's 
evidence  and  again  declined.  Several  prayers  for 
instruction  were  then  presented  by  the  defendant, 
based  upon  the  leadin|f  proposition,  that  if  any  of 
the  pieces  of  the  machmery  insured  were  recovered 
and  tendered  in  specie  to  the  assured,  there  was 
no  total  loss.  These  were  refused,  and  exceptions 
taken  to  all  these  refusals,  on  which  error  is 
assigned  here.  An  exception  was  also  taken  as  to 
the  charge  of  the  court  laying  down  the  law  by 
which  the  jur^  were  tp  decide  the  question  of 
total  loss  submitted  to  them.  That  charge  was  in 
the  following  words :  "  The  meaning  of  the  term 
'  free  from  particular  average,'  used  in  the  policy, 
was  that  the  defendants  should  be  liable  only  for 
a  total  loss  of  the  subject  insured;   that  the 
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•object  insared  was  not  machines,  bat  machinery, 
by  which  is  xenorally  understood  the  several 
parts  or  portions  of  machines,  adapted  and  fitted 
to  be  pQt  together  so  as  to  constitate  a  machine 
(in  this  case  a  sngar-packing  machine),  and  apply- 
ing the  role  of  law  as  to  what  constitutes  a  total 
losi  to  this  particular  subject  insured,  the  jury  will 
find  whether  any  piece  or  portion  of  the  machi- 
nery insured  arrived  at  its  destination  in  a  perfect 
condition,  so  that  it  oould  have  been  used  with  its 
corresponding  or  connecting  pieces  had  they  also 
arrived  in  good  condition ;  in  that  case  the  plain- 
ti&  could  not  recover,  as  the  loss  would  not  be 
total;  but  that  if  every  piece  of  the  machinery 
was  BO  damaged  by  the  perils  insured  against  as  to 
be  entirely  unfit  for  use  on  being  supplied  with  its 
eorrespondinjK  or  connecting  pieces,  then  there  was 
a  total  loss  ofthe  snbjeot  insured  as  machinery, 
although  the  material  itself  might  still  exist ;  and 
if  they  so  found,  they  would  find  a  verdict  for  the 
plaintiff  for  the  sum  named  in  the  policy,  with 
interest  from  the  10th  Sept.  1868." 

The  question  here  presented  for  considera- 
tion has  been  often  in  the  courts,  and  the 
disoriminations  between  what  is  a  total  loss 
and  what  is  not,  are  frequently  very  nice  and 
delicate.  The  authorities  are  by  no  means  uni- 
form or  oonsistent  with  each  other,  when,  as  in 
the  present  case,  the  line  of  distinction  is  very  nar- 
row. Several  oases  bearing  upon  the  one  before  us 
have  been  decided  in  this  court  and  perhaps  a  short 
review  of  them  may  aid  us  here  better  than  a 
man  extended  examination  of  the  numerous  other 
aathorities  on  the  subject.  In  the  case  of  Biaya 
V.  Gkuapeiike  Insurance  Oompawy  (7  Oranch,  415), 
plaintiff  was  insured  upon  hides,  the  whole 
number  of  which  was  14,565.  Of  these,  789  were 
totally  lost  by  the  sinking  of  a  lighter,  and  2491 
of  those  sunk  were  fished  up  in  a  damaged  condi- 
tion and  sold.  The  hides  were  memorandum 
articles,  and  this  court  held  that,  inasmuch  as 
less  than  800  hides  insured  as  part  of  a  much 
larger  number  of  the  same  kind  were  lost,  it  could 
not  be  a  total  loss,  and  overruled  the  argument 
that  it  was  a  total  loss  as  to  the  789  hides.  In  the 
case  of  Maroardier  v.  Ohesapeake  Insurance  Com' 
pony  (8  Oranch,  39)  it  is  said  that  "  it  seems  to  be 
the  settled  doctrine  that  nothing  short  of  a  total 
extinction,  either  physical  or  in  value  of  memo- 
randum articles  at  an  intermediate  port,  would 
entitle  the  insui^  to  term  the  case  a  total  loss, 
where  the  voyage  is  capable  of  being  per- 
fcmned.  And  perhaps  even  as  to  an  ex- 
tinction in  value,  where  the  commodity  specifi- 
cally remains,  it  may  yet  be  deemed  not 
(joite  settled  whether,  under  like  circumstances, 
it  would  authorise  an  abandonment  for  a 
total  loss.  In  the  case  of  Morean  v.  The  United 
Siatee  In$.  Oo.,  (1  Wheat.  219),  more  than  half  a 
cargo  of  com  was  thrown  overboard  and  lost.  The 
remainder  was  saved  in  a  damaged  opndition  and 
sold  at  about  one-fourth  the  market  value  of  sound 
com.  This  was  hold  not  to  be  a  total  loss,  because 
part  ofthe  com  was  saved,  and  though  damaged 
was*  of  some  value.  It  was,  therefore,  only  a 
partial  loss.  The  next  case  is  that  of  Huggv, 
Aniguda  In$.  Co,  (7  How.  595).  The  question  there 
uose  on  an  insurance  of  jerked  beef  of  four 
bnndred  tons,  part  of  which  was  thrown  into  the 
■ea  and  part  of  the  remainder  so  seriously 
^Amaged  that  tho  authorities  of  the  city  of 
Naaaaa  refused  to  allow  more  than  one  hundred 


and  fifty  of  it  to  be  landed.  This  was  wet 
and  heated,  and  not  in  a  condition  for  re- 
shipment.  In  answer  to  a  question  on  this  sub- 
ject, certified  to  this  court  by  the  judges  of  the 
Oircuit  Oourt,  it  was  replied  :  "  That  if  the  jury 
found  that  the  jerked  beef  was  a  perishable  article 
within  the  meaning  of  the  policy,  the  defendant  is 
not  liable  as  for  a  total  loss  ofthe  freijeht.  unless  it 
appears  that  there  was  a  destruction  in  specie  of 
the  entire  cargo,  or  that  it  had  lost  its  original 
character  at  Nassau,  or  that  a  total  destruction 
would  have  been  inevitable  from  the  damage 
received  if  it  had  been  re-shipped  before  it  could 
have  arrived  at  Mantanzas,  the  port  of  destina- 
tion." And  though  there  are  some  very  strong 
expressions  of  the  judge  who  delivered  the 
opinion  as  to  the  necessity  of  the  total  destruc- 
tion of  the  thing  insared  to  establish  a  total 
loss  of  memorandum  articles,  no  doubt  the  lan- 
guage here  certified  is  the  true  expression  of 
the  court's  opinion.  And  it  will  be  observed  that 
in  this  case,  as  in  the  case  in  8  Oranch,  the  des- 
truction spoken  of  is  destruction  as  to  species, 
and  not  mere  physical  extinction.  Indeed,  philo- 
sophically speaking,  there  can  be  no  such  thing 
as  absolute  extinction.  That  of  which  the  thing 
insured  was  composed  must  remain  in  its  parts, 
thopgh  destroyed  as  to  its  specific  identity.  In 
the  case  of  the  jerked  beef,  for  instance,  it  might 
remam  as  a  viscid  mass  of  putrid  flesh,  but  it 
won  Id  no  longer  be  either  beef  or  jerked  beef. 
And  when  the  case  went  back  for  trial  in  the  Oir- 
cuit Ooart,  the  charge  of  0.  J.  Taney  to  the  jury 
places  this  point  in  a  very  clear  light.  He  says 
there  was  not  a  total  loss  at  Nassau,  because  a 
part  ofthe  jerked  beef  remained  in  specie,  and  had 
not  been  destroyed  by  the  disaster.  And  if  there 
was  reasonable  ground  for  believing  that  a  portion 
of  this  beef  could,  by  repairing  the  vessel,  have 
been  transported  to  Matanzas,  although  it  might 
arrive  there  in  a  damaged  condition,  but  yet  re- 
taining the  character  of  jerked  beef,  there  was  no 
total  loss.  Taney*s  Decisions,  168.  The  jury 
found  there  vas  a  total  loss.  The  case  of  Judith  v. 
BandaU  (2  Oaines'  Oases,  N.Y.  324),  where  a  car- 
riage was  insured  and  all  was  lost  but  the  wheels, 
is  another  illustration  of  the  principle.  A  part  of 
the  carriage,  namely  the  wheels,  a  very  important 
part,  was  saved;  but  the  court  held  that  the 
thing  insured,  to  wit,  the  carriage,  was  lost — that 
it  was  a  total  loss.  Its  specific  character  as  a  car- 
riage was  gone.  In  the  case  of  Walleretein  v. 
The  Oolumbian  Insurance  Company  (44  N.Y.  204) 
the  whole  doctrine  is  ably  reviewed  with  a  very 
full  reference  to  previous  decisions,  and  it  is  there 
shown  that  there  is  far  from  unanimity  in  the 
language  in  which  the  rule  is  expressed;  and 
the  extreme  doctrine  of  an  absolute  extinction  or 
destruction  of  the  thing  insured  is  not  the  true 
doctrine,  or,  at  least,  is  not  applicable  in  all  coses 
as  a  criterion  of  total  loss. 

The  Oircuit  Oourt  was  right  in  holding  that 
what  was  insured  was  machinery  —  pieces  or 
parts  of  a  machine ;  pieces  made  and  shaped 
to  unite  at  points  with  other  pieces,  so  as  to 
make  a  sugar  packing  machine.  If  parts  of 
them  were  absolutely  lost,  and  every  piece 
recovered  had  lost  its  adaptability  to  be  used  as 
part  of  the  machine;  had  lost  it  so  entirely  that  it 
would  cost  as  much  to  buy  a  new  piece  just 
like  it,  as  to  repair  or  adapt  that  one  to  the 
purpose,   then   there  wi^s   a  ifOis/i  loss  pf   tbQ 
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macbinery.  If  no  pieoe  reoovered  was  of  any  use, 
or  could  be  applied  to  any  use  oonnected  witb 
tbe  macbine  of  wbicb  it  was  a  part,  witbout  more 
expense  on  it  tban  its  ori^nal  cost,  tben  tbere 
was  no  part  of  tbe  maobmery  saved,  bowever 
muob  of  rusty  iron  may  bave  been  taken  from  tbe 
wreck.  Tbe  court  went  quite  as  far  in  bebalf  of 
defendant  as  tbe  law  justified  wben  it  told  tbe  jury 
tbat  plaintiff  could  not  recover  if  any  piece  or  por- 
tion of  tbe  macbinery  insured  arrived  at  its  desti* 
nation  in  a  condition  so  perfect  tbat  it  could  bave 
been  used  witb  its  corresponding  or  connecting 
pieces  bad  tbey  also  arrived  in  good  condition. 

We  are  of  opinion  tbat  tbecbarge  of  tbe  court  put 
tbe  case  Yeij  fairly  to  the  jury,  as  we  understand 
tbe  law,  and  tbe  judgment  is  therefore  affirmed. 

Judgment  affirmed. 


JUDICIAL  COMMITTSS  OF  THS 
F&IVT  COUNCIL. 

ON    APPEAL    PBOM    THE     TICE-ADHIEALTT  COTTBT    OP 

GIBBALTAB. 

Beportod  toy  J.  P.  AsrarALL,  Esq.,  Baniiter-at-L^w. 

(Present :  Sir  Jakes  W.  Golvile,  tbe  Jitdge  op  the 
High  Coubt  op  Admibaltt  (Sir  B.  Pbillimore), 
Sir  Babnes  Peacock,  Sir  Montague  E.  Smith, 
and  Sir  Bobbbt  P.  Collieb.) 

The  Nob. 

CoUision — Begulaliona  for  preventing  eoUieions  at 
seat  «**^«  14r--Con8trw:tton  of — Immediate  danger 
of  collision — Besponsihility  for  aet  done  under. 
Art,  14  of  the  regulations  for  preventing  eollisions  at 
sea  which  provides  that  **  if  two  vessds  under 
steam  are    crossing  so   as  to    involve  risk   of 
collision,  the  ship  which  has  the  other  on  her  oum 
starboard  side  shaU  keep  out  of  the  way  of  the 
other  "  it  is  not  to  be  construed  so  that**keeping  out 
of  the  way  "  means  in  all  cases  porting ;  a  vessel 
may  within  the  meaning  of  that  article  keep  out  of 
the  way  by  stopving,  or  by  govng  ahead,  or  by 
starboarding,  or  oy  porting,  or  by  going  astern,  as 
the  circumstances  of  the  case  may  require, 
A  vessel  which,  having  performed  her  own  duty,  is 
throum  into  immediate  danger  of  collision  by  the 
wrongful  ast  of  another  is  not  to  be  held  liahle  if 
at  that  moment  she  adopts  a  wrong  manoeuvre. 
This  was  an  appeal  from  a  decree  of  Honourable 
Sir  James  Goobrane,  tbe  learned  Judge  of  tbe  Yice- 
Admiralty  Goart  of  Gibraltar,  in  cross  causes  of 
damage  promoted  respectively  in  tbat  court  by  tbe 
appellants,  tbe  owners  of  tbe  steamship  Aslurias, 
against  tbe  steamship  Nor,  of  which  the  respond- 
ents are  the  master  and  owners,  and  by  the  master 
and  owners  of  the  Nor  agaiost  the  Asturias,  for 
the  recovery  of  damages  arising  out  of  a  oollision 
between  the  said  two  vessels. 

The  Asturias  is  an  iron  screw  steamship  of  272 
tons  register  and  110  horse-power,  manned  by  a 
crew  of  twenty-two  bands  all  told,  and  belongmg 
to  tbe  port  of  Gijon,  in  Spain. 

The  Nor  is  an  iron  screw  steamship  of  760  tons 
register  and  130  horse-power,  belonging  to  the 
port  of  Bergen,  in  Norway. 

Tbe  collision  took  place  about  two  a.m.  of  tbe 
31st  March  1873,  off  Marbella,  on  the  coast  of 
Spain,  twenty-eight  miles  from  Gibraltar. 

Tbe  wind  at  the  time  was  about  'Vy.]S'.W.,  the 
weather  plond^,  but  otherwisp  ^e, 


The  case  set  up  in  the  court  below  on  behalf  of 
tbe  appellants,  as  stated  in  the  petition,  was  that 
tbe  Asturias  was  bound  on  a  voyage  from  Bilbao 
to  Barcelona,  touching  at  tbe  intermediate  ports  of 
Gijon,  Yilla  Garcia,  Gadiz,  Malaga,  Oarthagena, 
Alicante,  Valencia,  and  Tarragona,  and  that,  after 
leaving  Gadiz  for  Malaga  on  the  30th  Marob,  when 
nearly  abreast  of  Marbella,  she  was  steering  a 
course  N.E.  true,  proceeding  at  tbe  rate  of  from 
eight  to  nine  knots  an  hour  under  steam  only. 
Her  regulation  lights  were  said  to  be  duly  placed 
and  burning  bri^btly  at  tbe  time. 

About  ten  minutes  past  two  a.m.  a  red  ligbt, 
which  afberwards  proved  to  be  tbat  of  the  ^or,  waa 
observed  about  three  points  on  tbe  starboard  bow, 
and  distant  about  one  and  a-balf  miles.  The 
Asturias  kept  her  course,  until  shortly  afterwards 
tbe  white  light  of  the  Nor,  which  was  alleged  to  be 
obscure  came  in  view.  Thereupon  the  helm  of  tbe 
Asturias  was  starboarded,  in  order  to  get  ont  of 
the  way  of  the  approacbincr  vessel,  and  her  head 
veered  to  port — that  is,  towards  the  north.  Shortly 
afterwards  the  bull  of  the  Nor  came  in  view,  when 
tbe  Asturias'  helm  was  put  hard  a-starboard  in 
order  to  carry  the  vessel  all  round.  Whilst  in 
the  act  of  going  round  tbe  collision  took  place,  the 
Nor  with  her  stem  and  port  bow  striking  the 
Asturias  amidships  on  the  starboard  side,  thereby 
doing  her  considerable  damage  and  disabling  her. 

The  case  on  the  part  of  tbe  respondents  was  that, 
on  the  occasion  in  question,  the  Nor  bound  from 
Alexandria  for  Dunkixk,  was  steering  for  the  part 
of  Gibraltar  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  a  supply 
of  coals.  Her  course  at  tbe  time  was  W.  by  oom- 
pass,  and  she  bad  her  proper  regulation  iij^ts 
burning  brightly,  and  a  good  look  out  was  being 
kept. 

Under  these  oiroumstanoes  about  two  a.m.  on 
the  31st  March,  the  mast  head  and  green  lights  of 
the  Asturias  were  observed  distant  between  three 
or  four  miles,  bearing  about  two  points  on  the  port 
bow.  Those  on  board  the  Nor  Kept  their  oonrse 
and  continued  to  watch  the  lights  of  the  ilafuricM, 
but  wben  the  Asturias  approached  at  great  speed, 
and  rendered  a  collision  inevitable,  the  helm  of  the 
Nor  was  put  hard  aport  and  her  engines  immediately 
stopped  and  reversed,  in  order  to  lessen  the  shock. 
Tbe  port  bow  and  stem  of  tbe  Nor  oame  into 
collision  with  the  starboard  side  of  the  AsturioM 
about  amidships.  At  tbe  time  of  tbe  oollision  tbe 
AsturicM  was  still  going  full  speed,  but  the  way  of 
tbe  Nor  was  almost  stopped.  By  her  porting  tbe 
Nor  had  gone  ofP  ten  points  at  the  time  of  oollision. 
After  the  collision  the  Nor  stayed  by  the  AstwriaM 
and  rendered  her  assistance,  and  ultimately  towed 
her  to  the  Bay  of  Gibralter. 

The  appellants  alleged  that  tbe  oollision  was 
caused  by  those  on  IxMird  the  Nor  neglecting  to 
keep  their  course,  and  also  by  reason  tbat  the 
regulation  lights  of  the  Nor  were  not  brightly 
burning. 

The  respondents  attributed  blame  to  those  on 
board  the  Asturias  for  not  taking  due  and  proper 
measures  to  keep  out  of  the  way  of  the  Nor,  and 
also  for  improperly  neglecting  to  stop  and  reverse 
their  engines. 

The  evidence  was  taken  orally  in  open  conrt 
before  the  learned  judge  of  the  court  below.  The 
learned  judge  found  the  Asturias  alone  to  blame 
for  the  collision,,  on  the  ground  that  it  was  the 
duty  of  the  Asturias  to  keep  out  of  the  way  of  the 
Nor,  and  fo^  tbat  purpose  it  was  *'  anques^onahly 
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the  daty  of  Uie  Athtriaa  to  port  her  helm  and  show 
ber  red  light  to  the  Nor,  whereas  in  fact  she 
**  starboarded  her  hehn,  and  parsaed  her  coarse 
with  undiminished  speed,"  and  obtaining  sight  of 
the  hall  of  the  Nor  pat  her  helm  hard  astarboard. 
The  Nor  he  held  not  to  blame  on  the  groand  that 
she  held  on  her  coarse,  as  she  was  bound  to  do, 
until  there  was  immediate  danger  of  collision  and 
then  put  her  helm  hard  aport  which  was  "  the  only 
course  that  o£fered  any  reasonable  prospect  of  les- 
seriog  the  effect  of  the  collision,  if  not  of  avoiding 
it  altogether.'* 

From  this  decree  the  owners  of  the  Asturias 
appealed  on  the  following  amongst  other  grounds. 

1.  Because  the  vessels  were  crossing  steamers 
midjBr  steam,  and  it  was  the  duty  of  the  AsturioBt 
haying  the  Nor  on  her  starboard  bow,  to  keep 
oot  of  the  way  of  the  Nor,  and  it  was  the  duty 
of  the  Nor  to  keep  her  course.  > 

2.  Because  the  Aatwr'uu  was  at  liberty  to  get 
oat  of  the  way  of  ihe  Nor  either  by  porting  or 
starboarding,  as  she  thought  fit,  and  the  learned 
judge  of  the  court  below  erroneously  held  that  she 
WIS  bound  to  port  her  helm. 

3.  Because  the  AaUma$  starboarded  her 
helm  suffioiontly  to  have  avoided  the  collision  if  the 
l^ar  had  performed  her  duty  by  keeping  her 
ooorse^  and  the  collision  was  occasioned  by  the 
improper  porting  of  the  helm  of  the  Nor. 

4.  Because  the  jadgment  and  decree  of  the 
eoart  below  were  in  £vour  of  the  respondents, 
whereas  upon  the  pleadings  and  evidence  they 
ought  to  have  been  in  favour  of  the  appellants. 

Buit,  Q.O.  and  Olarhson  for  the  appellants. 

Mihoardt  Q-0.  and  Webster  for  the  respondents. 

The  jadgment  of  the  court  was  delivered  by  The 
Judge  of  thi  High  Cottrt  of  Admibaltt  (Sir  R. 
Phiiiimore) :— This  is  an  appeal  from  the  Yice- 
Admiral^  Court  of  Gibraltar.  It  was  a  case  of 
collision  between  two  screw  steam-ships,  a  Spanish 
screw  steam-ship,  the  Asturiae  of  272  tons,  with 
engines  of  110  horsepower  and  a  crew  of  22  hands, 
and  a  Norwegian  screw  steam-ship  of  760  tons  and 
130  horse  power.  The  collision  took  place  on  ihe 
31st  Marco,  shortly  after  two  o'clock  in  the  morn- 
ing, abreast  of  Marbella,  on  the  coast  of  Spain, 
foorteen  miles  distant.  The  course  of  the  Aeturiae, 
that  is,  the  true  course,  at  this  time  was 
north-east,  and  the  course  of  the  Nor  was  west 
hj,  south  half  south.  The  speed  that  they  were 
going  at  was  about  eight  knots  each.  The  nature 
of  the  damage  which  was  inflicted  was  that  the 
Nor  struck  with  her  stem  and  port  bow  the 
AHhtricu  BjnidBhipa  on  the  starboard  side,  what 
would  appear  to  oe  somewhat  of  a  slanting  blow. 
The  distance  is  variously  stated,  but  the  Aeturiaa 
la^s  that  she  saw  the  red  light  of  the  Nor  at  a 
mile  and  a  half  distance,  and  the  JVbr  says  that 
she  saw  the  white  and  the  green  light  of  the 
Attwrioi  at  between  three  and  four  miles  distance. 
The  state  of  the  weather  appears  to  have  been 
ckmdy,  but  on  the  whole  fine.  The  judge  of  the 
ooart  below  found  that  the  Asiuiriae  was  alone  to 
blame. 

Now,  tiieee  vessels  were  crossing  vessels, 
and  the  rules  applicable  to  them  are:  the  14th, 
I*  If  two  vessels  under  steam  are  crossing  so  as  to 
involve  risk  of  collision,  the  ship  which  has  the 
other  on  her  own  starboard  side  shall  keep  out  of 
the  way  of  the  other ; "  the  16th,—"  Every  steam- 
^p  when  approaching  another  ship  so  as  to  in- 
volve TiBk  of  opUisioo  phal}  slf^ei)  her  Bpee4  or 


'  if  necessary,  stop  and  reverse;"  and  the  19th» 
which  is  always  applied  in  these  cases,  which  says, 
that  "  regard  is  to  be  had  to  special  circumstances 
which  may  render  it  necessary  not  to  obey  the 
rule."  Now,  (here  is  no  doubt  ac  M,  nor  has  it 
been  disputed  for  a  moment,  that  it  was  the  duty  of 
the  Asturiae  in  these  circumstances  to  keep  out  of 
the  way  of  the  Nor,  and  it  was  the  duty  of  the  Nor 
to  keep  her  course. 

It  has  been  much  argued  before  their  Lord- 
ships that  the  judge  miscarried  in  his  sentence 
in  the  court  below,  mistaking  the  application 
of  the  rule  which  I  have  read,  enjoining  the 
vessel  which  has  the  other  on  her  starboard  band 
to  keep  out  of  the  way,  by  putting  upon  it  a  limited 
and  rigid  construction,  that  keeping  out  of  the  way 
mast  mean  in  M  cases  porting.  But  their  Lord- 
ships are  by  no  means  inclined  to  put  that  con- 
struction on  the  learned  judge's  langaage.  There 
is  no  doubt  that  bethought  that  in  this  partioalar 
case,  and  in  these  particular  circumstances,  porting 
was  the  right  course,  and  he  probably  knew 
perfectly  well  that  keeping  oat  of  the  way  might  be 
by  stopping,  or  by  goin^  ahead,  or  by  starboarding, 
or  by  porting,  or  by  gomg  astern,  as  the  circum- 
stances of  the  case  might  require.  The  conclusion 
at  which  he  did  arrive  was,  that  the  circumstances 
of  this  case  did  require,  and  that  skilful  seamanship 
did  require,  that  the  getting  out  of  the  way  should 
be  effected  by  the  porting  and  not  by  the  star- 
boarding of  the  helm. 

Now,  what  happened  was  this,  the  Astwriaa  says 
that  she  observcKi  a  red  light  three  points  on  her 
starboard  bow  at  about  half  a  mile  distance,  and 
that  she  did  nothing  for  a  short  time ;  that  then 
she  saw  the  white  light,  which  she  says  was  a  very 
obscure  light,  when  she  was  distant  from  her  about 
three  quarters  of  a  mile ;  that  then  she  starboarded, 
and  that  then  in  about  a  minute  and  a  half  from 
that  time  she  hard  astarboarded,  and  that  the 
collision  took  plaoe  in  the  way  in  which  I  have 
mentioned. 

The  version  of  the  story  which  was  given  by  the 
Nor  is  to  this  effect,  that  she  saw  the  masthead 
light  and  the  green  light  of  the  ^s<f«ruM  approach- 
ing her  about  two  points  on  her  port  bow  and 
at  a  distance  of  from  three  or  four  miles ;  that  she 
kept  her  course  unaltered  expecting  that  the 
steamer,  the  Asturicut  would  port  her  helm  and 
show  her  red  light,  and  that  it  was  not  until  she 
saw  the  hull  ot  the  Asturiae  that  she  varied  her 
course  by  porting,  and  that  she  went  off  under  the 
influence  of  her  port  helm  ten  points.  The  AeturiM 
says  that  she  went  off  under  the  inflaenoe  of  her 
starboard  helm  four  points. 

Now,  two  (questions  have  to  be  decided  by 
their  Lordships,  as  indeed  they  had  to  be 
decided  by  the  court  below— -one  is,  did  the 
Asturiaa  adopt  the  right  manoduvre  for  getting 
out  of  the  way  by  starboarding  as  she  did 
in  this  case  P  and  the  other  is,  did  the  Nor  cause 
or  did  she  contribute  to  the  collision  by  porting  P 
In  the  court  below  a  great  discussion  took  place 
upon  tbe  question  whether  the  Nor  did  or  did  not 
carry  proper  lights ;  and  after  that  question  had 
been  shifted  and  examined  closely  by  the  court 
below,  it  came  to  the  conclusion  that  the  Nor  did 
carry  proper  lights,  and  that  those  lights  ought  to 
have  been  visible  at  the  usual  distance.  Their 
Lordships  see  no  reason  whatever  to  differ  from 
the  oonolusion  at  which  the  learned  judge  arrived 
oa  this  point    and  tbe  conpec^uenoes  of  it  ia  the 
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applioation  of  tbe  law  to  this  case  are  not  unim- 
portant, because  their  Lordships  are  of  opinion  that 
the  Asiurias  ooght  to  have  seen  the  white  light 
when  she  saw  the  Nor^$  red  light,  and,  indeed, 
before  she  saw  tbe  Nor*8  red  light.  It  is  an 
admitted  fact  in  the  case  that  she  did  not  see  the 
white  light  at  all  until  she  was  within  three 
quarters  of  a  mile.  In  the  first  instance  she  did 
not  see  it  at  all,  and  the  inevitable  consequence 
appears  to  their  Lordships  to  be  that  the  Asturias 
oould  not  have  had  a  good  look-out. 

The  next  question  which  their  Lordships  have  to 
consider  is,  when  the  Asiurias  saw  the  red  light 
what  is  the  course  which  she  onght  to  have  pur- 
sued F  Their  Lordships,  after  conference  with  the 
nautical  gentlemen  who  have  given  their  assistance 
to  the  court  on  this  occasion,  are  of  opinion  that  her 
duty  was  then  to  have  slackened  her  speed  and  to 
have  waited  and  ascertained  the  character  of  the 
vessel  which  was  then  approaching  and  the  course 
which  she  was  pursuing. 

Another  question  upon  which  their  Lordships 
have  had  the  benefit  of  the  advice  of  the  naati(»d 
assessors  is  this — ^when  the  Atturias  admits 
that  she  saw  the  white  light  of  the  Nor^ 
that  is,  when  she  was  three  quarters  of  a  mile  and 
four  minutes  distance  from  her,  did  she  or  did  she 
not  execute  a  right  maooBuvre  in  starboarding  and 
afterwards  hard  starboarding,  or  was  it  her  daty 
to  have  ported?  The  nautical  gentlemen  by 
whom  the  court  are  assisted  are  most  clearly  of 
opinion  that  it  was  her  duty  at  that  time  to  have 
ported,  and  that  she  did  not  exercise  a  proper 
discretion  in  starboardinfl:  her  helm,  and  by  that 
means  endeavouringtogetout  of  the  way  of  the  Nor. 
Here  I  may  mention  that  their  Lordships  are  of 
opinion,  under  the  same  advice,  that  the  Asiurias' 
-account  of  her  starboarding  cannot  be  correct; 
that  if  she  has  starboarded  at  the  time  she  men- 
tioned she  would  have  gone  off  more  than  foar 
points,  probably  eight  points,  and,  therefore,  that 
her  version  of  the  time  when  she  executed  the 
manoeuvre  of  starboarding  cannot  be  relied  upon. 

The  next  question  which  arises  is  this^was  the 
Nor  to  blame,  and  did  she  coDtribute,  in  the  legal 
sense  of  contributing,  to  the  collision  by  doing 
what  unquestionably  she  did  do,  namely,  hard 
aporting  her  helm  so  as  to  go  off  ten  points  P  Now 
it  is  to  be  observed  that  the  conduct  of  the  As- 
iurias  had  put  the  Nor  into  a  great  dilemma,  and  it 
woold  be  in  their  Lordships'  opinion  a  very  harsh 
construction  of  the  law  to  say  that  even  if  at  this 
moment,  of  what  may  be  called  the  agony  of  the 
collision,  just  before  the  collision,  she  had  erred  in 
porting,  she  would  be  liable  for  that  mistake ;  and 
it  is  also  to  be  observed  that  at  the  timo  when 
she  ported,  the  Nor  stopped  and  reversed  simul- 
taneously; but  in  fact  their  Lordships  are  of 
opinion  that  the  Nor  was  well  foanded  in  thinking 
that  she  had  a  right  to  expect  that  even  at  that 
time  the  Asiurias  wonld  port  her  helm,  because  in 
the  opinion  of  their  Lordships,  assisted  by  that  of 
the  nautical  gentlemen  who  attend  upon  this 
occasion,  that  would  have  been  the  proper  man- 
oeuvre in  the  case.  Their  Lordships  nave  farther 
to  observe  that  the  Asiurias  ought  not  to  have 
kept  on  at  fall  speed  after  the  time  when  she 
admits  she  saw  the  white  light,  but  oaght  to  have 
stopped  and  reversed. 

For  these  reasons,  without  going  into  any 
detail  of  the  evidence,  which  would  be  quite 
unnecessary  at  th^  present   time,  their   Lord- 


ships are  of  opinion  that  the  decision  of  the 
court  below  ought  not  to  be  disturbed  but  ought 
to  be  affirmed,  namely,  that  the  dama^  in  Uiis 
case  was  caused  by  the  wrong  navigation  of  the 
Asiurias,  and  that  what  was  done  by  the  iVTor  in  no 
way  caased  or  contributed  to  this  collision. 

Their  Lordships  will  therefore  humblv  advise 
Her  Majesty  to  affirm  the  sentence  of  the  coart 
below  with  the  usual  costs. 

Decree  affirmed  and  appeal  dismissed. 

Solicitors  for  the  appellants.  Lawless  and  Go. 

Solicitor  for  the  respondents,  Thomas  Cooper, 


oou&T  OF  Qxrssn^s 

Reported  by  J«  Sbobtt  and  M.  W.  ICc 


May  9, 11,  and  27, 1874. 

lONIDES  v.  PeNDEB. 

Marine  insurance — Excessive  vakuUionr-^Gonoeal' 

ment  ofmaierialfact. 
Though  an  assured  is  noi  hound  to  disclose  etfery 
thing  vfhich  might  influence   the  mMid  of  an 
underwriieTt  he  is  bound  io  disclose  aU   those 
facts  which  a  raUonal  insurer,  governing  himself 
by  ihe  principles    and  cdlculatuyM    commonly 
applied  io  policies  and  risks,  would  regard  as 
bewring  on  ihose  risks. 
An  excessive  valuation  of  the  subject  matter  (f 
insurance  is  afaci  which,  as  becuring  on  the  risks 
insured  against,  ought  io  be   disclosed    io   a% 
underwriter  by  an  assured,  and  the  eoncecdment 
of  such  a  fact  will  viliale  a  policy  if  its  disclosure 
would  have  materially  affected  ihe  mind  of  the 
ut^trwriter  in  assuming  the  risk. 
On  ihe  trial  of  an  action  against  an  underwriter, 
on  policies  of  insurance  on  goods,  valued  to  the 
extent  of  about  double  their  real  value,  the  jury 
found  thai  ihe  valuations  were  excessive,  that  U 
was  material  to  ihe  underwriter    to  know  that 
they  were  excessive,  that  that  fact  had  been  con- 
cecUedfrom  the  underwriter,  bid  that  ihere  was 
not  sufficient  evidence    to    show  that  the  exess" 
sive  vahtations  were  made  with  a  fraudulent 
intent. 
Held,  that  on  these  findings,  the  underwriter  was 
entitled  to  the  verdict  entered  for  him  on  a  plea 
alleging  the  coneeal/nent  of  a  maierialfact. 
Declaration  on  a  policy  of  insurance  dated  the 
Ist  May  1871,  subscribed  by  the  defendant  at  and 
from  Hamburg  to  Wladiwostock,  Victoria  Bay, 
tipon  and  in  respect  to  goods  carried  in  the  Da 
Capo,  beginning  the  said  adventure  from  the  load- 
ing of  the  said  goods  aboard  the  said  ship,  and 
continuing  daring  her  abode  there  until  the  said 
ship   should    be   arived    at    Wladiwostock,  and 
until  the  said  goods  should  be  there  discharged 
and  safely  landed,  against  perils  of  the  seas,  bar- 
ratry of  the  master  and  mariners,  and  of  all  other 
perils,  losses  and  misfortunes,  &o.;   the  subject 
matter  of  the  insurance  being  valued  at  "  9001.  on 
commissions,  goods  valued  14.071L,  said  commis- 
sions vslaed  at  15001.,"  &c,,  &o.,  and  the  said  ship, 
with  the  said  goods  on  board  thereof,  sailed  on  the 
said  voyage,  and  afterwards,  whilst  the  said  ship 
with  the  said  goods  on   board  thereof  was  pro- 
ceeding on  the  said  voyage,  and  during  the  oon- 
tinuance  of  the  said  risk,  the  said  goods  were,  by 
the  perils  so  insured  against  as  aforesaid,  wholly 
lo6t>  and  it  became  thereby  wholly  impossible  to 
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receive  or  earn  oommissions  in  respeofc  thereof, 
and  all  conditions  were  fulfilled,  &o. 

Second  count  on  a  policy  of  insurance  of  same 
date,  subscribed  by  the  defendant  at  and  from 
Hamburgh  aforesaid  to  Wladiwoatook,  Victoria 
Bay  aforesaid,  upon  and  in  respect  of  goods  carried 
in  the  said  ship,  the  Da  Oapot  the  subject  matter 
of  the  insurance  being  '*  valaed  at  250Z.  as  profits 
on  charter  valued  thereat/'  and  continuing  the 
adrenture,  as  in  the  first  count  mentioned,  until 
the  goods  should  be  discharged  and  landed  as  in 
the  first  count  mentioned,  againntlike  perils,  losses 
and  misfortunes  as  in  the  first  count  mentioned, 

Third  count  on  a  policy  of  insurance  of  same 
date,  subscribed  by  the  defendant,  at  and  from 
Hamburgh  aforesaid,  to  Wladiwostock,  Victoria 
Bay  aforesaid,  upon  and  in  respect  of  goods  carried 
in  the  said  ship,  the  Da  Capo,  the  subject  matter 
of  insurance  being  **  valued  at  18002.  on  sundry 
floods  as  per  annexed  specification,  valued  at 
31731.,"  &a,  &o. 

Four^i  count,  that  after  the  making  of  the  said 
policy  in  the  last  coant  mentioned,  it  was  declared 
aod  agreed  by  and  between  the  plaintiffs  as  agents 
for  the  persons  interested,  ana  the  defendant  by 
iodorsement  on  the  said  policy  that  the  interests 
insored  by  the  said  policy  should  be  18002.  on  cer- 
tain goods  specified  in  the  said  indorsement, 
carried  in  the  said  ship  on  the  said  voyage,  that  is 
to  ny,  222  casks  of  spirits  valaed  at  28002.  in- 
stead of  18002.,  on  goods  as  by  the  said  annexed 
specification  in  the  policy,  and  the  last  count  men- 
tioned, valued  at  31732.  on  the  said  ship  on  the 
said  voyage,  but  that  in  all  other  respects  the  said 
policy  should  be,  and  remain  as  in  the  last  count 
mentioned,  Sdo, 

Pleas,  first,  to  all  the  counts  of  the  declaration 
that  the  defendant  did  not  become  an  insurer 
to  the  plaintiffs  as  alleged ;  secondly,  that  the  said 
goods  were  not  loaded  on  board  the  said  ship,  to 
be  carried  on  the  said  voyage  as  alleged;  thirdlv, 
that  the  said  ship  did  not  set  sail  on  the  said 
insured  voyage  as  alleged ;  fourthly,  that  the  said 
goods  were  not  lost  by  the  perils  insured  against 
u  alleged ;  fifthly,  that  the  said  policy  was  not 
made  for  the  use  and  benefit,  or  on  account  of  the 
person  or  persons  interested  as  aUeged ;  sixthly, 
that  the  said  persons  for  whose  benefit  the  said 
pc^icy  was  made  were  not,  nor  were  any,  nor  was 
either  of  them  interested  as  alleged ;  seventhly, 
that  the  defendant  was  induced  to  become  an 
insurer,  and  to  subscribe  the  said  policy  by  the 
ftiaod  of  those  for  whom  and  on  whose  account,  and 
by  whose  directions  the  plaintiffs  acted  as  agents 
in  effecting  the  said  policies  as  in  the  declaration 
mentioned;  eighthly,  that  the  said  vessel  when  she 
set  sail  on  the  said  insured  voyage  was  not  sea- 
worthy for  the  same ;  ninthly,  that  the  defendant 
was  induced  to  effect  the  said  insurance,  and  to 
subscribe  the  said  policy  by  the  wrongful  and 
improper  concealment  by  the  plaintiffs  and  their 
sgents  from  the  defendant  of  certain  material 
nets  and  information  then  known  to  the  plaintiffs 
snd  their  agents,  and  unknown  to  the  defendant, 
sod  which  ought  to  have  been  communicated  to  the 
defendant ;  tenthly,  to  the  last  count  of  the  declara- 
tion, that  it  was  not  agreed  and  declared  as  therein 
iUeged. 

Beplication  joining  issue  on  the  several  pleas. 

The  following  were  the  particulars  of  fraud  and 
ooncealmeQC  delivered  by  the  defendant  under  the 


seventh  and  ninth  pleas :  First,  that  the  subject 
matter  of  insurance  was  grossly  and  fraudulently 
overvalued  by  the  assured ;  secondly,  that  at  the 
time  of  making  the  insurance  it  was  known  to  the 
assured  that  the  Da  Capo  set  sail  without  any 
intention  of  ever  reaching  her  destination ;  thirdly, 
that  at  the  said  time  the  assured  knew  that  the 
shipowner  intended  that  the  Da  Capo  should  be 
scuttled  and  cast  away  on  the  voyage ;  fourthly, 
that  at  the  time  of  making  the  said  insurance  it 
was  known  to  the  assured  that  other  policies  had 
been  effected,  and  that  others  were  about  to  be 
effected  by  themselves  or  other  persons,  upon 
interests  alleged  to  be  at  risk  upon  the  said  ship 
and  voyage,  to  amounts  and  upon  valuations 
greatly  in  excess  of  the  true  value  of  the  sud 
allegea  interests. 

Under  the  eighth  plea  the  following  particulars 
were  delivered — that  the  master  of  the  Da  Oapo, 
when  she  set  sail,  intended  to  scuttle  and  oast 
away  the  ship  upon  the  insured  voyage,  and 
to  prevent  the  vessel  ever  reaching  her  destination. 

The  case  came  on  for  trial  before  Hannen,  J.  and 
a  special  jury, on  the  1st  July  1872,  at  the  sittings 
in  London  after  Trinity  Term  of  that  year.  The 
material  facts  as  proved  in  evidence,  the  questions 
put  by  the  learned  judge  to  the  jury,  and  the 
findings  of  the  jury  thereon,  are  set  forth 
in  the  judgment  of  the  court  infra  (see  ante, 
vol.  1,  p.  432).  On  the  findings  the  learned 
judge  directed  the  verdict  to  be  entered  for 
the  defendant.  Subsequently  a  rule  nisi  was 
obtained  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff  for  a  new  trial, 
on  the  ground  of  misdirection,  and  that  the  verdict 
was  against  the  weight  of  evidence. 

Sir  Henry  James,  Q.C.,  Waikin  Williams,  Q.O , 
and  Lanyon  showed  cause  against  the  rule, 
and  went  at  considerable  length  through  the 
facts  as  proved  in  evidence,  as  to  excessive 
valuation,  and  the  materiality  of  such  a  fact 
as  bearing  on  the  risks  insured  against.  Then, 
as  to  whether  the  findings  of  the  jury,  stop- 
ping short  of  fraud  on  the  part  of  the  plain- 
tiff in  not  communicating  the  fact  of  over 
valuation,  would  support  the  verdict  entered  for 
the  defendant,  it  was  contended  that  the  findings 
were  sufficient  for  that  purpose.  In  Carter  v. 
Boekm  (3  Burr.  1910)  Lord  Mansfield,  C.J.,  said : 
**  Good  faith  forbids  either  party  by  concealing 
what  he  privately  knows  to  draw  the  other  into  a 
bargain  from  his  ignorance  of  that  fact  and  his 
believing  the  contrary.  But  either  party  may  be 
innocently  silent  as  to  grounds  open  to  both  to 
exercise  their  judgment  upon,  nliud  est  celo/re, 
aliud  tacere,  &o.  This  definition  of  concealment, 
restrained  to  the  efficient  motives  and  precise 
subject  of  any  contract,  will  generally  hold  to  make 
it  void  in  favour  of  the  partv  misled  by  his  igno- 
rance of  the  thing  concealed.  Amould  on  Marine 
Insurance  (vol.  1, 4th  edit.),  p.  511,  thus  states  the 
rule  on  the  subject :  *'  It  is  the  duty  of  the  assured 
to  communicate  to  the  underwriter  all  the  intelli- 
gence he  has  that  may  affect  the  mind  of  the 
underwriter  as  to  either  of  the  two  following 
points :  First,  whether  he  will  take  the  risk  at  all 
secondly,  at  what  premium  he  will  take  it."  And 
Phillips  (Law  of  Insurance,  s.  631)  says :  **  Con- 
cealment in  insurance  is  where,  in  reference  to  a 
negotiation  therefor,  one  party  suppresses,  or 
neglects  to  communicate  to  the  other,  a  material 
fact  which,  if  communicated,  would  tend  directly 
to  prevent  the  other  from    entering   into   the 
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oontraofct  or  to  induce  him  to  demand  terms 
more  favourable  to  himself,  and  whioh  is  known 
or  presumed  to  be  so  to  the  party  not  dis- 
closing it,  and  is  not  known  or  prenumed  to  be  so 
to  the  other."  And  again  (sect.  537),  "  It  is  suffi- 
cient to  state  here  that  generally,  if  either  party, 
whether  purposely  or  through  negligence,  mis- 
take, inadvertence,  or  oversight,  misrepresents  a 
fact  which  he  is  bound  to  represent  truly,  or  omits 
to  communicate  a  fact  which  he  is  bound  to  com- 
municate, the  other  is  wholly  or  partially  exone- 
rated from  the  contract.  The  effect  of  a  misre- 
presentation or  concealment  in  discharging  the 
underwriters  does  not  seem  to  be  merely  on  the 

ground  of  fraud,  as  has  been  usually  laid  down 
y  writers  on  insurance,  but  also  on  the  ground 
of  a  condition  implied  b^  the  fact  of  entering  into 
the  contract,  that  there  is  no  misrepresentation  or 
concealment ; "    and,  after  referring    to    Duer's 
oritidsm  of  the  phraseology  of  the  books  on  this 
subject,  and  Mr  Amould's  adhesion  to  this  appli- 
oation  of  the  term,  he  goes  on :  "  But  I  cannot 
think  that  this  anomalous  use   of   the  term  is 
justifiable  on  this  ground,  since  ambiguous  phrase- 
ology is  not  to  be  tolerated  in  any  science,  and 
least  of  all  in  that  of  law,  where  it  can  possibly 
be  avoided,  as  it  may  easily  be  in  this  case,  by 
stating  the  practical  doctrine  in  direct  terms, 
namely,    that    it    is   an   implied    condition    of 
the  contract  of  insurance,  that  it  is  free  from  mis- 
representation or  concealment,  whether  fraudu- 
lent or  through    mistake.     This    implied   con- 
dition involves  no  more  difficulty  than  that  of  sea- 
worthiness or  any  other  implied  warranty.    And 
if  insurance  is  thereby  distinguished  from  other 
contracts,  which  I  apprehend  it  is  not  entirely,  this 
peculiarity  is  not,  that  I  can  perceive,  of  great 
weight,  certainly  not  enough  to  excuse  an  anoma- 
lous application  of  the  technical  term  'fraud*  and 
'fraudulent*  to  many  of  the  misrepresentations 
and  concealments  whereby  a  policy  of  insurance 
has  been  held  to  be  defeated."    ICent  (3  Com. 
282)  lays  down  the  rule  now  contended  for  in 
equally  clear  language :  "  A  positive  misrepresen- 
tation to  the  underwriter,  or  concealment   of  a 
fact  material  in  relation  to  the  risk,  or  material 
in  the  mind  and  judgment  of  the  insurer,  will 
avoid  the  policy.    It  will  avoid  it  though  the  loss 
arose  from  a  cause  unconnected  with  the  misre- 
presentation, or  even  though  the  misrepresenta- 
tion or  concealment  happened  through  mistake, 
neglect  or  accident,  without  any  fraudulent  inten- 
tion. .  .  .  The  special  facts  upon  whioh  the  con- 
tingent chance  is  to  be  computed  usually  lie  in 
the  knowledge  of  the  insured  only,  and  the  under* 
writer  trusts  to  his  representation  and  proceeds 
upon  the  confidence  that  he  does  not  withhold 
any  facts  material  to  the  estimate  of  the  risk. 
The  suppression  of  any  such  facts,  whether  by 
design  or  mistake  or  negligence  equally  renders  the 
policy  void,  for  the  risk  run  becomes  different 
from  the  one  assumed  in  the  policy."    And  again : 
"If  the  misrepresentation  was  by  fraudulent  de- 
sign, it  avoids  the  policy  without  staying  to  in- 
quire into  its  materiality ;  or  if  it  was  caused  by 
mistake  or  oversight,  it  does  not  f^ect  the  policy, 
unless  it  was  material,  and  not  true  in  substance ; 
and  in  that  case  it  will  vitiate  the  policy  without 
assuming  the  ground  of  fraud,  for  it  is  not  the 
oontiact  the  party  undertook  to  make.    If  the 
representation  of  the  policy  insured  greatly  over- 
mte  tb^  valuci  it  will  %void  the  policy,  whether 


the  representation  be  through  ignorance  or  de- 
sign."    A  similar  definition   of  oonoealment  is 
given   by  Tindal,    G.J.,  in  EUon  v.  Larhm$  (5 
C.&P.  392):  "A  material  oonoealment  is  a  con- 
cealment of  facts,  which,  if  oommnnioated  to  the 
party  who  underwrites,  would  induce  him  either 
to  refuse  the  insurance  altogether,  and   not  to 
effect  it  except  at  a  larger  premium  than  the 
ordinary  premium."  Parsons  (on  Insurance,  voL  I, 
p.  4^4)  states  the  law  relating  to  the  present  ques- 
tion thus :  "  While  all  material  intelligence  and 
even  rumours  and  reports  must  be  communicated, 
the  line  must  be  drawn  somewhere  between  these 
and  mere  conjectures,  suspicions  or  possibilities. 
Outside  of  such  facts  as  any  reasonable  insurer 
would  take  into  consideration,  lies  a  lar|^e  dass 
of  those  which  some  might  deem  material,  and 
others  not.    There  may  be  those  which  would  veiy 
generally  be  disregarded,  but  which  a  timid  or 
fanciful  insurer  would  think  worth  notice.     In 
some  cases  this  line  of  distinction  is  drawn.    In 
such  cases  the  test  of  materiality,  whioh  is  the 
question  whether  the  insurer  under  that  polioy 
would  have  regarded  those  facts  in  making  the 
policy  P  should  perhaps  in  justice  to  both  parties 
have    been    modified    into    this  form — ^would  a 
rational  insurer,  governing  himself  by  the  prin- 
ciples and  calculations  commonly  applied  to  policies 
and  risks  have  regarded  these  facts  as  bearing  on 
these  risks  P  "  Daer  (on  Marine  Insuranoe,  toL  2, 
p.  386)  says:  "The  parties  do  not  deal    upon 
equal  terms  unless  they  have  an  equal  knowledge 
of  the  facts  and  circumstances  from  whioh  the 
risks  arise,  or  by  whieh  they  may  be  affected ;  and 
to  produce  this  equality,  the  obligation  of  a  full 
disclosure  must  of  necessity  be  imposed.  Without 
such  a  disclosure  the  parties  have  not  the  same 
knowledge  of  the  subject  of  the  contract."     This 
might  be  expressed  even  more  strongly — ^that  in 
such  a  case  there  is  not  an  identity  in  the  subject 
matter  of  the  contract. 

An  over-valuation,  coupled  with  over-insur- 
ance is  most  material  to  the  risk  whioh  the 
underwriter  takes  on  himself.  It  will  be  con- 
tended for  the  plaintiff  that  an  over-valuation, 
however  excessive,  if  honest,  and  done  without 
any  fraudulent  intent,  does  not  affect  the  policy, 
and  is  not  material  to  the  risk,  even  though 
the  excessive  over- valuation  is  coupled  with 
a  corresponding  over-insurance.  But  it  is  most 
material  to  the  risk  which  the  underwriter 
takes  upon  himself  as  diminishing  the  induce- 
ment to  save  the  goods  in  case  of  danger,  and 
indeed  offering  •  a  temptation  to  the  insured  to 
neglect  using  their  best  endeavours  for  that  pur- 
pose. Again  it  is  material  on  this  ground :  it  is 
an  implied  condition  in  every  policy,  where  nothing 
is  expressed  to  the  contrary,  that  it  is  a  contract 
of  indemnity— of  indemnity  against  loss  of  a  real 
interest.  If  then  the  assured  knowingly  makes 
an  extraordinary  excessive  vduation  of  the  goods 
insured,  is  he  not  obtaining  what  is  in  reality  a 
wager  policy  P  [Blackbubn,  J. — ^He  is  making 
evidence  of  fraud  ac^inst  himself ;  but  the  jury 
here  have  negatived  the  instance  of  fraud.]  At 
any  rate,  the  underwriter  is  entitled  to  assume 
that  the  valuation  is  within  reasonable  limits. 
Bather  v.  Janson  (17  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.  473; 
L.  Bep.  3  C.  P.  303)  was  referred  ta  In 
that  case  the  over-valuation  was  in  all  respects 
made  bond  fide.  In  Murgatroyd  v.  Orcurford 
(3  Dall|  495),  Shippen,  J.|  s^id,  "  U  in  the  opioioa 
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of  the  jaiy  a  koowledge  of  the  oironmstanoes  that 
were  sappressed,  would  have  indaced  the  iosarer 
to  demand  a  higher  premium,  or  to  refuse  alto- 
gether to  under vrrite,  it  will  be  suffioient,  on 
oommercial  principles,  to  invalidate  the  polioy." 
[BiACKBUBN,  J. — ^That  proposition  must  be  quali- 
fied in  the  manner  in  wbioh  Mr.  Parsons  puts  it. 
The  objection  must  not  be  a  fanciful  one  on  the 
ptrt  of  the  underwriter;  but  the  facts  concealed 
mast  have  been  such  as  "a  rational  insurer, 
governing  himself  by  the  principles  and  calcula- 
tions commonly  applied  to  policies  and  risks, 
would  have  regarded  as  bearing  on  those  risks."] 
Tbe  jury  in  the  present  case  have  found  that  the 
facts  concealed  were  material  to  the  risk.  In 
New  York  Bowery  Fire  Ineurcmce  Company  v. 
New  York  Fire  tneurance  Company  (17  Wend. 
359),  the  judge  charged  the  jury  that  they  should 
give  a  verdict  for  the  defendants  if  they  were  of 
opinion  that  information  was  wilfully  withheld  of 
the  &ot  that  the  plaintiff  had  been  insured  and 
twice  burnt  out,  and  that  he  was  in  bad  repute  at 
the  offices.  The  jury  having  returned  a  verdict 
for  the  plaintiffs,  a  venire  de  novo  was  ordered,  the 
ooort saying,  ''This  question  was  not  properly 
Nihmitted  to  the  jury.  They  were  instructed  in 
effect,  that  although  they  should  thhik  the  in- 
formation material,  they  must  still  find  for 
the  plaintiffs  unless  they  should  think  it  was 
intentionally  witheld.  There  was  no  ground  for 
Bobmitting  such  a  question  to  the  jury.  It  was 
not  raised  by  the  evidence.  And,  besides,  if  the 
&ct8  communicated  by  Thome  were  material,  it  is 
enoQgh  that  they  were  withheld  by  Merchant  on 
appl^g  for  re«4nsurance.  Whether  the  omission 
wse  the  result  of  mistake  or  design  was  not  an  im- 
portant inquirv.  The  assured  acts  at  his  peril  in 
withholding  information."  In  Eickards  Y,Murdock 
flO  B.  &  G.  527),  one  of  the  circumstances  in  the 
Gftse,  the  suppression  of  which  was  deemed  by  the 
Court  of  King's  Bench  to  be  material,  was  that  the 
owner  of  the  goods  insured  had  directed  his  agents 
in  London  not  to  make  the  insurance  until  inirty 
days  after  the  arrival  in  London  of  the  letter  con- 
taining the  order  to  insure,  the  court  being  of 
opinion  that  the  concealment  was  fatal,  because 
the  foct  of  so  long  a  delay  after  the  arrival  of  the 
letter  before  the  insurance  was  effected  would 
rarely  "  have  influenced  the  mind  of  the  under- 
writer in  deciding  upon  what  terms  he  would 
accept  the  risks."  Lord  Tenterden,  O.J.  said: 
*At  the  trial  several  witnesses  were  examined, 
who  stated  that  they  thought  the  letter  material ; 
but  it  has  been  contended  that  no  such  evidence 
OQght  to  have  been  received.  I  know  not  how  the 
materiality  of  any  mat^ter  is  to  be  ascertained  but 
by  the  evidence  of  persons  conversant  with  the 
snbjeot-matter  of  the  inquiry.  If  such  evidence  is 
rejected  the  oourt  and  jury  must  decide  the  point 
•ocording  to  their  own  judgment  unassisted  by 
that  oi  others.  If  they  are  to  decide,  all  the  court 
agree  in  thinking  that  the  latter  was  material,  and 
oagbt  to  have  been  communicated,  and  that  a  jury 
would  Lave  been  bound  to  come  to  that  conclu- 
sion." They  have  come  to  that  conclusion  as  to 
the  concealment  of  the  over-valuation  in  the 
present  case,  though  they  have  stopped  short  of 
finding  the  existence  of  actual  fraud. 

The  next  question  will  be  whether  the  jury, 
under  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  ought  not 
to  have  found  that  fraud  actually  existed.  [Black- 
luxv,  J.— We  think  it  would  be  better,  before 


entering  on  this  question,  to  hear  the  arguments 
of  the  other  side  on  the  former  question,  and  to 
determine  that  first.] 

Butt,  Q.O.,  and  F.  M,  White  (with  them  Sir 
/.  B.  Karslake,  Q.O.)  in  support  of  the  rule,  com- 
mented at  length  upon  the  evidence  and  contended 
that  there  was  ample  evidence  to  show  that  the 
plaintiff  might  reasonablv  have  expected,  under 
the  circumstances,  to  make  profits  sufficient  to 
justify  his  insuring  the  goods  at  the  valuation 
Mtually  made,  so  that  there  was,  in  reality,  no 
excessive  valuation  at  all.  The  valuation  cannot 
be  said  to  be  excessive  unless  it  is  shown  that  the 
anticipated  profits  could  not  possibly  be  received. 
There  is  no  reason  why  a  man  should  not  insure 
to  the  amount  of  the  profits  which  he  might  rea- 
sonably expect  to  make.  Unless  the  matter  con- 
cealed goes  to  one  of  the  risks  covered  by  tho 
folicy,  the  concealment  does  not  vitiate  the  policy. 
t  has  been  frequently  held  that  mere  over- valu- 
ation of  the  goods  insured  does  not  invalidate  the 
policy ;  the  over-valuation  must  be  extravagantly 
great  which  could  have  such  an  effect.  In 
fact  it  would  be  impossible  to  draw  the  line 
between  over-valuation  which  would,  and  over- 
valuation which  wonld  not  avoid  a  policy.  It  may 
be  said  that  it  is  a  mere  question  of  materiality  and 
that  materiality  is  a  question  for  the  jury;  but 
there  are  some  things  which  it  is  not  for  the  jury 
to  determine,  and  this,  it  is  submitted,  is  one  of 
them. 

The  argument  on  the  law  of  the  matter  which 
we  would  urge  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff  is 
summed  up  in  2  Duer,  518,  et  seq,  (Note  iii) :  "  If 
the  definition  of  a  concealment  that  alone  has  the 
effect  of  avoiding  the  policy,  which  was  given  by 
Lord  Mansfield  in  Carter  v.  Boehm  (ubi  sup.)  is 
admitted  to  be  just,  it  is  a  necessary  consequence 
that  the  obligation  of  the  assured  is  limited  to  the 
communication  of  those  facts  which  are  connected 
with  the  real  nature  of  the  risks.  His  Lordship 
said  that  the  concealment  'must  be  fraudulent, 
if  designed,  or,  if  not  designed,  must  vary  mate- 
rially Sie  object  of  the  policy,  and  change  the  risk 
understood  to  be  run.'  It  is  the  risk  itself  that 
the  concealment  must  charge,  not  the  mere 
opinion  of  the  underwriter,  as  to  the  prudence  of 
assuming  it.  In  HaywoodY.  Bodgere  (4  East,  590) 
Lord  Eilenborough  adopted  this  construction 
of  the  language  of  Lord  Mansfield,  and  it  was 
partly  upon  this  construction  that  the  judg- 
ment of  the  court  in  that  case  was  founded. 
The  assured  had  received  a  letter  from  the 
captain,  stating  that  the  ship  insured,  on  account 
of  her  bad  character,  had  undergone  a  survey  in 
the  West  Indies ;  but  that  the  result  of  the  survey 
bad  proved  that  she  was  in  a  good  condition  to 
perform  the  voyage.  It  appeared,  on  the  trial, 
that  the  vessel  was  in  fact  seaworthy ;  but  it  was 
insisted  that  as  the  letter  from  the  oaptain  was 
not  disclosed  to  the  under wi  iter,  the  concealment 
was  fatal,  on  the  ground  that  a  knowledge  of  the 
contents  of  the  letter  would  certainly  have  en- 
hanced the  premium.  The  judge  on  the  trial 
adopted  and  expressed  this  opinion ;  but  the  jury, 
in  opposition  to  his  charge,  found  a  verdicc  for 
the  plaintiff,  and  this  verdict  the  Court  of  King's 
Bench  refused  to  set  aside."  That  it  is  not  the 
duty  of  the  assured  to  communicate  everything 
which  might  vary  the  opinion  of  the  under- 
writers, was  clearly  stated  by  Lord  Eilenborough 
in  this  case.    He  said :   *'  Is  it  then  to  be  laid 
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down  as  a  prinoiple  that  every  faot  known  to  the 
assnred,  with   respect  to  the  condition,  quality, 
and  circamstances  of  the  ship,  prior  to  the  period 
of  effectinpr   the   insarance,  which  may  possibly 
guide  the  judf^nent  of  the  underwriter  in  under- 
taking or  refusing  to  undertake  the  insurance,  is 
to  be  communicated  to  him  P    It  oertainly  would 
have  some  weight  in  guiding  the  judgment  of  the 
underwriter  on  such  a  subject  to  know  how  old 
the    ship    was,   where    she  was  builf-,  whether 
originally  British  or  foreign,  what  was  the  form  of 
her  construction,  &o.    But  the  (question  is,  is  it 
the  duty  of  the  assured  in  the  first  mstance,  and  as 
a  condition  precedent  on  his  part,  to  inform  the 
underwriter  of  all  these  circumstances  to  the  ex- 
tent of  his,  the  assured's  own  actual  knowledge 
on  the  subject  P    If  it  be,  and  it  never  yet  has 
been,  either  in  theory  or  in  practice  assumed  to  be 
the  case,  the  assured  must  before  he  effects  the 
insurance,  collect  from  all  his  documents  all  the 
materials  for  the  history  of  his  ship  from  the 
moment  of  her  being  launched  down  to  that  of 
subscribing  the  policy."    Dner  says  (p.  521)  that 
the  observations  of  Lord   EUenborough  were  in- 
tended "  to  lay  down  the  general  rule  that  facts 
not  varying  the  risks,  are  not  requisite  to  be 
disclosed,  however  they  might  vary  the  opinion  of 
the  underwriter;  and  I  conceive  that  the  very 
doctrine  of  Lord  Mansfield  implies,  or  more  pro- 
perly is  founded  on,  the  same  rule,  differently  ex- 
pressed, viz.,  that  only  those  circumstances  are 
necessary  to  be  disclosed  that  bear  a  relation  to 
the  risks  that  are,  in  fact,  assumed."    In  Bechwith 
V.  Sidehotham  (1  Camp.  116),  Lord  Ellenborough 
decided  that  the  owner  of  the  ship  insured  was  not 
bound  to  communicate  to  the  underwriter  a  letter 
which  he  had  received  from  the  captain,stating  that 
the  vessel  would  probably  be  detained  in  her  port  of 
departure  a  considerable  time  for  the  purpose  of 
necessary  repairs.    The  only  case  which  Duer  says 
(p.  522)  that  he  has  discovered  in  the  English  re- 
ports in  which  the  omission  to  disclose  facts  appa- 
rently not  bearing  on  the  actual  risks,  has  been 
held  to  be  a  material  concealment,  upon  the  ground 
that  the  disclosure  would  probably  have  varied 
the  decision  of  the  underwriter,  is  tliat  of  Bicka/rds 
V.  Murdoch  (tubi  sup.).    On  this  case  he  remarks  : 
**  It  is,  however,  to  be  observed  that  the  suppressed 
part  of  the  letter  was  not  merely  important  as 
showing  the  fears  of  the  writer.    Had  the  time  of 
the  arrival  of  the  letter  been  known  (as  it  would 
have  been   had   the   whole    letter    been    oom- 
munioated),  it  would  also  have  been  known  that  it 
had  arrived  by  a  ship  which,  having  sailed  about 
the  same  time  as  the  ship  insured,  had  been  nearly 
forty  days  in  port ;  circumstances  plainly  material 
to  the  risk,  and  which  I  am  persusMled  furnish  the 
true  explanation  of  the  decision.     Certainly  the 
Court  of  King's  Bench,  and  Lord  Tenterden  as 
their  organ,  never  meant  to  decide  that  where  the 
assured  communicates  all  the  facts  that  have  a 
bearing  on  the  risks,  he  is  bound  also  to  disclose 
his  own  speculations  and  fears   concerning  the 
event,  because  the  disclosure  may  infinence  the 
decision  of  the  underwriter." 

The  state  of  the  existing  law  is  thus  summed 
up  by  Duer:  "In  the  United  States,  as  in 
England,  the  judges   in  many  cases   have  ex- 

Sressed  themselves  in  general  terms  that,  taken 
^terally,  imply  that  the  only  test  of  the  mate- 
riality of  a  concealment  is  the  probable  influence 
of  the  facts,  if  disclosed,  upon  the  mind  of  the 


underwriter;  but  in  every  decided  case  that  I 
have  examined,  in  which  the  concealment  his 
been  held  to  discharge  the  underwriter,  the  facts 
concealed  were  material  to  the  risks,  in  the  strict 
and  proper  sense  of  the  terms.  The  question, 
therefore,  whether  faots  extrinsic  to  the  risks, 
which  it  is  yet  highly  probable  would  influence  the 
mind  of  the  underwriter,  are  for  that  reason  to  be 
deemed  material,  and  therefore  necessary  to  be  dis- 
closed, has  never  become  a  subject  of  distinct 
consideration.  ...  As  an  additional  proof  that  no 
such  rule  exists,  it  may  be  added  that  the  law  is 
well  settled  that,  where  the  assured  discloses  all 
the  facts  that  are  known  to  him  and  all  the  infor- 
mation that  he  has  received,  he  is  not  bound  to 
communicate  the  conclusions  of  his  own  mind  from 
the  faots  disclosed — the  fears  or  the  hopes  thej 
may  suggest.  Tet  were  it  known  to  the  und^ 
writer  that  the  opinion  entertained  of  the  risk  by 
the  assured  was  more  unfavourable  than  his  own, 
he  would  be  certain  to  demand  a  higher  premium ; 
he  would  demand  as  high  a  premium  as  the  fears 
of  the  interested  party  would,  probably,  induce 
him  to  pay."  [Lush,  J.— It  is  certainly  a  very 
startling  proposition  that  if  you  have  reason  to 
believe  that  a  ship  is  going  to  he  scuttled,  you  may 
put  j^our  goods  on  board  of  it  and  get  them  in- 
sured, keeping  back  from  the  underwriter  the 
reasons  for  your  belief.]  Clason  v.  Smith  (3  Wash. 
C.  C.  E.  156),  and  Eugglea  v.  Chn,  Int.  Ins.  Oo.  (4 
Mason,  74),  were  referred  to.  It  is  submitted,  in 
conclusion,  that  the  assured  was  not  bound  to 
communicate  to  the  under?rriter  the  fact  and  the 
extent  of  over- valuation.  Our.  adv.  vtdt. 

May  27. — ^The  judgment  of  the  court  (Black- 
burn, Lush,  and  Archibald,  J  J.)  was  now  delivered, 
as  follows  by 

Blagkbuen,  J. — ^This  was  an  action  on  three 
policies  of  insurance  by  the  ship  Da  Capo,  on 
a  voyage  to  Wladiwostock,  all  dated  on  Ist 
May  1871.  The  first  was  on  commissions  on 
goods  valued  at  14.7001.,  the  commissions  being 
valued  at  IbOOl.  The  second  was  on  profits  on 
charter,  valued  at  2301.  The  third  had  originally 
been  on  goods,  but  by  an  indorsement  on  the  policy 
it  had  become  on  222  casks  ot  spirits,  valued  at 
2800Z.  The  material  pleas  were  that  the  ship  was 
not  lost  by  the  perils  insured  against,  and  that 
there  had  been  a  concealment  m  a  material  &ot. 
Particulars  were  given  of  this  last  plea.  The  one 
on  which  the  question  before  us  turns  was  that 
the  insured  knew  and  oonoealed  from  the  defendant 
that  insurances  were  made  by  him,  and  others  in 
oonoert  with  him,  on  interests  alleged  to  be  at 
risk  in  the  vessel  on  values  greatly  exceeding  the 
actual  value  of  those  interests. 

The  case  came  on  to  be  tried  before  my  brother 
Hannen  .(a)  It  appeared  in  evidence  that  Wladiwo- 
stock is  a  harbour  south  of  what,  in  1870,  was  the 
customs'  line  of  Russia.  It  was  intended  by  the 
Russian  Government  to  bring  their  customs'  line 
lower  down,  so  as  to  include  Wladiwostock  within 
it;  and  this  was,  in  fact,  done  in  Feb.,  1871. 
Richard  Dieckman  was  the  person  interested  in 
these  policies.  He  gave,  in  suDStance,  this  aoooont 
of  the  transaction:  Having  learned  that  this 
change  was  in  contemplation,  and  believing 
it  would  make  shipments  to  Wladiwostock  very 
profitable,  he  entered  into  a  speculation  with 
one  Wencke,  by  which  Wencke  was  to  purchase 

(a)  A  report  of  the  faots  proyed,  and  the  snmmi^  vp 
of  Haxmen,  J.,  will  be  found  ante,  vd.  1.,  p.  482.^^. 
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»  ship  and  ohaiter  her  to  Dieokman,  who  was  to 
procnre  the  goods  he  considered  suitable  to  the 
millet,  pat  them  on  board,  and  travel  overland 
to  Wladiwoetock,  where  he  woald  meet  them  and 
Bell  them.    The  Da  Oapo  was  accordingly  bonght 
hj  Wenoke»  throagh  the  instramentality  of  Dieck- 
man.    Dieckman  loand  some  persons  willing  to 
send  oat  some  goods  on  this  adventnre.    Those 
penoDB  insared  their  goods  for  1080Z.  The  freight 
onthoBe  goods  was  nxed  by  bill  of  lading  at  a 
lugber  rate  than  the  charter  freight.    This  formed 
the  subject  of  the  policy  on  profits  on  charter.  No 
eridenoe  was  ffiven  as  to  the  value  of  the  goods 
thus  insared  for  1080L,  which,  therefore,  it  may 
be  taken,  were  fairly  valued.  Dieckman  not  being 
able  for  want  of  funds  to  fill  up  the  whole  vessel, 
Weocke  purchased  goods  similar  to  those  pur- 
ehaaed  by  Dieckman,  and  filled  up  the  yessel  with 
thwn.     These  were  to*  be  sold  by  Diedcman. 
Under  these  ciroumstancos  Dieckman  and  Wencke 
emplojed  brokers  at  Hamburgh  to  procure  insu* 
nDoSi  and  those  Hamburgh  brokers  employed  the 
pbintifiPs  on  the  record,  lonides  and  Ohapean* 
moffe,  brokers  in  London,  to  procure  insurance 
there.     A  slip  was   made  out  by  lonides  and 
Gheapeaurouge  on  the  29th  March  1871  for  insu- 
nnce  of  8000Z.  on  commission,  and  |;oods  per  Da 
Coipo  to  Wlaldiwostock.    After  making  inquiries 
amt   the    port,    which    was    quite    unknown, 
Tarioos  underwriters,  including  the  representative 
of  the  defendant,  initialed  this  slip  at  3^  per  cent. 
Nothing  appeared  on  the  face  of  this  slip  as  to  any 
fatore  dedaration  or  valuation  of  the    subject 
matter  of  the  insurance ;  but,  from  the  conduct  of 
ail  parties,  it  must  have  been  understood  that  the 
lotereat  was  to  be  subsequently    declared  and 
Taloed.    The  Hamburgh  broker,  towards  the  end 
of  April,  forwarded  to  lonides  and  Ohapeaurouge  a 
paper  in  German  declaring  the  interest  to  be  on 
■pints  with  anticipated  profit,  however  high  or 
low,  and  on  other  goods,  with  anticipated  profit, 
ijt  25  per  cent.    This  valuation  was  certainly  seen 
by  the  manager  of  the  North  China  Company, 
whose  name  was  on  the  slip  before  that  of  the 
^fendant's  representative,  for  he  had  initialed  it. 
He  stated,  however,  that  he  did  not  understand 
wman,  and  was  not  aware  what  was  in  it. 
Whether  it  was  ever  seen  by  the  defendant's 
representative  or  not  was  left  in  doubt;  but  in 
Bunnming  up  the  learned  judge  treated  the  case  as 
if  it  had  been  seen  by  him  also.    The  policies  were 
then  made'  out  and  signed.    The  yessel  sailed  on 
the  Ist  May,  and  on  the  18th  May  sunk  at  sea 
uider  circumstances  making  it  very  difficult  to 
luiderstand  how  she  came  to  sink  unless  she  was 
purposely  scuttled.      It  appeared  that  Wencke 
bad  insured  the  ship  and  freight  at  a  fair  value,  but 
that  he  and  Dieckman  had  here  and  abroad  insured 
we  goods  which  they  had  put  on  board  at  values 
▼^  considerably  above  their  cost  price.    Tlie 
price,  including  costs,  charges,  and  insnrance, 
amoonted  in  the  whole  to   something  less  than 
^^2. ;  the  various  insurances  on  the  goods,  in- 
clodiog  profits,  amounted  to  about  14,0002.,  and  in 
Addition  to  these  there  was  the  insurance  on  com- 
nisaions  of  1500^.,  and  a  further  insurance  of  ICOOZ. 
^  safe  arrival,  so  that  the  assured  stood  to  receive 
a  very  large  profit  if  their  venture  was  lost.    This 
was  used  as  an  argument  to  induce  the  jury  to 
vaw  the  inference  that  the  vessel  was  purposely 
iOQtUed  by  the  captain  in  complicity  with  the 
**nvod  i  baty  besidea  thisi  the  defendant  contended 


that  these  high  valuations  ought  to  have  been  dis* 
closed  by  the  assured.    The  highest  valuation  was 
that  of  the  spirits.    It  appearMl  in  the  evidence 
that  the  costs,  charges,  and  insurance  of  the  222 
casks  of  spirits  amounted  to  9732.,  and  for  insu* 
ranee  they  were  valued  at  28002.  Dieckman,  in  his 
evidence,  justified  this  high  valuation  by  saying 
that  spirits  were  a  very  profitable  article,  and  also 
that  he  hoped  and  expected  that  his  -spirits  would 
arrive  when  they  could  be  imported  duty  free,  and 
that  a  very  heavy  Russian  duty  was  about  to  be 
imposed  immediately  afberwards,    which   would 
have  the  effect  of  raising  the  value  of  his  spirits 
to  the  level  of  duty  paid  spirits.    The  defendant 
called  underwriters,  who  gave  evidence,  without 
any  objection  being  made,  that  it  was  material  ta 
underwriters  to  know  the  extent  of  the  over  valua- 
tion when  it  was  to  such  an  extent  as  appeared  in 
this  case.    They  also  stated  in  effect  that  where 
the  valuation  was  excessive,  the  risk  was  con- 
sidered a  speculative  risk,  which  one  class  of 
underwriters  would  not  take  at  all,  and  another 
class  would  take,  but  only  if  a  sufficient  premium 
was  offered;    that  25  per  cent,  added  was  not 
unusual,  and  that  in  one  case  30  per  cent,  had  been 
taken  by  the  first  class ;  that  beyond  this  it  would 
be  a  speculative  risk. 

On  this  evidence  my  brother  Hannen  proposed 
to  ask  the  jury  seven  questions:  First, whether 
the  goods  were  really  put  on  board  P  Secondly, 
were  the  valuations  for  insurance  excessive? 
Thirdly,  if  excessive  were  they  so  made  with  a 
fraudulent  intent  P  Fourthly,  whether  fraudulent 
or  not  was  it  material  to  the  underwriter  to  know 
that  the  valuation  was  excessive  P  Fifthly,  was  it 
concealed  from  the  underwriter  P  Sixthly,  was  the 
vessel  lost  by  perils  insured  against  P  Lastly,  did 
the  assured  know  or  intend  that  the  vessel  should 
be  cast  away  P  The  counsel  for  the  defendant  ad* 
mitted  that  the  first  question  must  be  answered  in 
favour  of  the  plaintiffs.  The  other  six  questions 
were  asked  of  the  jury  who  answered,  that  the 
valuations  were  exoessive;  that  there  was  not 
sufficient  evidence  to  show  whether  they  were 
made  with  fraudulent  intent;  but  that  whether 
fraudulent  or  not  it  was  material  to  the  under- 
writer to  know  that  they  were  excessive,  and  that 
that  was  concealed ;  that  the  vessel  was  not  lost 
by  the  perils  insured  against,  but  that  they  had 
not  sufficient  evidence  to  show  whether  the 
assured  knew  or  intended  that  the  vessel  should 
be  cast  away.  Some  attempts  were  made  to  get 
the  jury  to  express  a  further  opinion  on  the  mode 
in  which  the  vessel  was  lost,  without  success. 
The  verdict  was  then  entered  for  the  deHsndant  on 
these  findings. 

In  the  ensuing  term  Mr  Butt  obtained  a  rule 
nisi  for  a  new  trid,  on  the  grounds  of  misdirection, 
as  to  the  concealment,  and  against  eridenoe. 
Delays  and  difficulties  came  in  the  way  of  hearing 
the  argument,  but  in  the  three  days  next  after  last 
Term  it  came  on  before  my  brothers  Lush,  Archi- 
bald, and  myself.  We  desired  the  counsel  for  the 
present  to  confine  themselves  to  the  question 
whether  there  was  any  ground  for  disturbing  the 
verdict  on  the  plea  of  concealment,  supposing  the 
plea  had  stood  alone,  or  the  jury  had  been  dis- 
charged on  the  other  issue,  leaving  it  for  further 
discussion,  whether  that  would  finally  dispose  of 
the  rule. 

We  have  como  to  the  conclusion  that  there  iB 
no   ground  for  disturbing  the  verdict  on  thni 
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isfme.    My  brother  Hannen,    in  Bamming    np, 
pointed  oat    to  the    jary    that  a  yalaation  of 
goods    for    the    purpose    of    insaranoe    might 
foirly  and  properly  be  made,  takini<  into  aocoant 
not  only  the  original  oosts  of  the  goods,  bnt  adding 
an  estimate  of  the  anticipated  profits  of  the  j^^oods 
arrived  at  their  destination;  and  that  opmions 
might  vary  as  to  the  profit  to  be  made  on  a  parti- 
cnlar  Tentare.    He  advised  them  not  to  find  the 
Talnation  ezcessiTe  anless  they  thonght  the  goods 
were  valued  with  an  addition  of  profit  greater  than 
conld  be  expected  to  be  realised  ander  any  oircnm" 
stances  which  conld  be  reasonably  contemplated. 
This  may,perhapd,  be  too  favourable  to  the  assured, 
as  it  makes  the   question  whether  there  is  an 
excessive  valuation  or  not  depend  on  whether  the 
valuation  was  so  high  as  to  amount,  in  part  at 
least,  to  a  wager ;  but  no  objection  on  that  ground 
can  be  taken  by  the  plaintiffs.    And  we  think  that 
the  evidence  here  was  such  as  to  justify  the  jury 
in  finding  that  the  valuation  of  the  spirits,  at  least, 
was  excessive  according  to  this  definition;  and 
Uiis  finding  cannot  be  considered  as  against  the 
weight  of  evidence.    The  finding  that  the  exces- 
sive valuation  was  concealed  from  the  underwriters 
was  impugned  on  the  p^und  that  the  statement 
in  the  German  valuation,  that  the  spirits  were 
valued  with  anticipated  or  imaginary  profits,  be 
the  same  high  or  low,  amounted  to  a  disclosure 
that  the  valuation  was  excessive.    As  to  this,  my 
brother  Hannen  told  the  jury,  and  we  think  qaito 
rightly,    that,    in    the  absence   of  some  active 
deception,  the  assured  had  a  right  to  suppose  that 
an  underwriter  read  and  understood  the  aocuments 
laid  before  him,  and  that  if  he  did  not  understand 
the  language  in  which  they  were  written  he  would 
ask  for  a  translation;   and  he  assumed,  in  his 
summing  up,  that  the  defendant's  representative 
had  independent  notice  that  the  valuation  con- 
tained the  words,  "  profits  however  high."    This 
we  have  not  found  in  the  notes  of  the  evidence, 
but  it  probably  was  so.    But  then  he  asked  the 
jury  to  consider  whether  that  was  a  disclosure  that 
there  was  an  excessive  valuation  in  the  sense  which 
he  had  previously  explained  to  them,  of  an  esti- 
mate of  profits  formea  with  knowledge  that  it  had 
no  foundation.    The  jury  must  be  taken  to  have 
found  that  it  was  no  disclosure,  and  we  cannot  say 
that  they  were  wrong.  The  finding  of  the  jury  that 
the  concealment  was  material  was  impeached,  both 
on  the  ground  that  it  was  against  evidence,  and 
that  of  misdirection,  as  it  was  contended  that  the 
judge  ought  to  have  told  the  jury  that  the  fact  of 
an  excessive  valuation  was  not  one  which  the 
fissured  was  bound  to  disclose. 

It  is  perfectly  well  esteblisbed  that  the  law 
as  to  a  contract  ot  insurance  differs  from  that 
as  to  other  contracts,  and  that  a  concealment  of  a 
material  fact,  though  made  without  any  fraudulent 
intention,  vitiates  the  policy.  In  Duer  on  Insur- 
ance, vol.  2,  p.  388,  it  is  said:  *'The  terms  in 
which  the  general  rule  is  usually  stated  are,  that 
it  is  the  duty  of  the  assured  to  communicate  all 
facta  that  are  material  to  the  risks,  and  which  are 
not  known  or  presumed  to  be  known  to  the  under- 
writer ;  but  these  torm^  are  ambiguous,  and  the 
first  and  necessary  inquiry  is  by  what  criterion 
the  materiality  of  the  facta  alleged  to  have  been 
concealed  is  proper  to  be  determined.  Is  the 
obligation  of  a  disclosure  limited  to  the  facto 
that  are  material  to  the  risks,  considered  in  their 
own  nature  P  or  does  it  extend  to  all  that  may  be 


deemed  material  by  the  insurer,  and  would  pro- 
bably influence  his  ultimate  decision  P"  He  ad- 
mite  that  a  knowingly  false  representation  of  a 
matter  which,  though  extraneous  to  the  risks,  may 
affect  the  judgment  of  the  underwriter,  will  vitiate, 
and  that  the  case  of  Sibbald  v.  HiU  (2  Dow.  263), 
is  an  express  decision  of  the  House  of  Ikm^  to 
that  effect.  But  he  lays  it  down  as  being  the 
most  reasonable  opinion  that  those  facte  only  are 
necessary  to  be  disclosed  which  are  material  to  the 
risks  in  their  own  nature,  and  a  prudent  and 
experienced  underwriter  would  deem  it  proper 
to  consider.  The  case  and  proofs  in  suppnrt 
of  his  decision  are  collected  at  Duer,  p.  518,  et 
$eq, 

it    was    argued   before    us   that    the  nature 
of   the  risk — i.e.,  the  strength    and  seaworthy 
quiUities  of  the  Da  Oapo,  and  the  probability 
of  encountering    storms    on    the    voyage,   and 
so  forth,  were  not  in  the  least  affected  b^  the 
amount  at  which  the  goods  were  valued,  which  is 
no  doubt  true.  The  underwriter  is  not  answerable 
for  any  loss  occasioned  by  fraud  of  the  assured, 
and  it  was  argued  that,  therefore,  the  objection 
which  an  underwriter  mi^ht  have  to  take  a  risk  on 
account  of  the  temptation    which    the  assured 
might  have  to  make  away  with  the  venture,  ought 
not  to  be  taken  into  account.    Whether  Duer 
would  have  gone  so  far  as  this  is  not  clear ;  but  if 
he  would,  the  courts  in  America  have  reftised  to 
follow  him ;  (New  York  Bowery  Fire  InsuroMCB 
Oompany  v.  New  York  Fire  Ineuranee  Company, 
i7TiVend.  359).    In  that  case  the  plaintiffs  had 
insured  certain   property   against  fire,  and  the 
president  of  the  oompany  heard  that  the  person 
msuring  with  them,  or  at  least  some  one  of  the 
same  name,  had  been  so  unlucky  as  to  have  had 
several  fires,  in  each  of  which  he  was  heavily  in- 
sured.    The  plaintiffs  reinsured  with  the  defen- 
danto,  but  did  not  inform  them  of  this.      A 
fire  did  take    place;    the   insured    came   upon 
the  plaintiffs,  who  came  upon  the  defendants. 
The  judge  directed  the  jury  that  if  this  informa- 
tion given  to  the  president  of  the  plaintiffs  was 
intentionally  kept  back,  it  would  vitiate  the  policy 
of  reinsurance.    The  jury  found  for  the  plaintiffs, 
but  the  court  on  appeal  directod  a  new  trial,  on  the 
ground  that  the  concealment  was  of  a  material 
nict,  and,  whether  intentional  or  not,  it  vitiated  the 
insurance.    It  is  to  be  observed  that  the  excessive 
valuation  not  only  may  lead  to  suspicion  of  foul 
play,  bnt  that  it  has  a  airect  tendency  to  mi^e  the 
assured  less  careful  in  selecting  the  ship  and  captain, 
and  so  diminish  the  efforta  which  in  case  of  disaster 
he  ought  to  make  to  diminish  the  loss  as  far  as 
possible,  and  cannot,  therefore,  properly  be  called 
altogether  extraneous  to  the  risks ;  but  we  would 
scarcely  base  our  judgment  on  so  special  a  ground. 
We  agree  that  it  would  be  too  much  to  put  on  the 
assured  the  duty  of  disclosing  everything  which 
might  influence    the    mind  of  an  underwriter. 
Business  conld  hardly  be  carried  on  if  this  was 
required.    But  the  rule  laid  down  in  Parsons  on 
Insurance  (vol.  1,  p.  495),  that  all  should  be  dis- 
closed which  would  affect    the  judgment  of  a 
rational  underwriter  governing  himself  by  the 

Srinciples  and  considerations  on  which  underwriters 
o  in  practice  act,  seems  to  us  a  sound  one.  We 
do  not  think  any  of  the  cases  cited  by  Duer  are  in 
contravention  of  it ;  and,  applying  it  to  the  present 
case,  there  was  distinct  and  uncontradicted  evidence 
that  underwriters  do  in  practice  act  on  the  principle 
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that  it  18  material  to  take  into;coD8ideration  whether 
the  ovenraluation  is  bo  great  as  to  make  the  risk 
speonlatiFe.    It  appears  to  us  a  rational  praotioo. 

We  think,  therefore,  that  the  jadgeconid  not  do 
otherwise  than  leave  this  question  to  the  jury,  and 
that  their  verdict  was  not  against  the  weight  of 
eridenoe,  and  should  not  be  disturbed.  It  will  be 
for  the  counsel  on  both  sides  to  consider  what 
course  they  will  take  as  to  the  rest  of  the  rule. 

Rule  discharged. 

Attorneys  for  plaintiff,  SUhhard  and  Ororuhay, 
Attorneys  for  defendant*    HoUams,    Son,  and 
Coward, 


AfMrU  28  and  June  8, 1874. 

Db  Wolf  v.  Abchanoel  Maritime  Bank  and 
Insubance  Company. 

Marine  tnsuranc&'^Policy  on  a  ship  **at  and 
from"  a  port — Alteration  of  risk  by  delay  in  the 
commencement  of  the  voyage. 

Where  a  policy  of  marine  insurance  is  entered  into 
insuring  a  ship  or  goods  thereon  "  at  and  from  a 
port,**  there  f>,  in  the  absence  of  a  direct  represent 
tation,  an  implied  understanding  that  the  vessel 
shsU  be  at  that  port  within  such  a  time,  that  the 
risk  shall  not  be  maieriaUy  varied;  otherwise  the 
risk  does  not  attach. 

An  insurance  was  effected  on  the  l^th  July  on  a 
skip  for  a  voyage,  **at  and  from  Montreal  to 
Montevideo,**  No  information  was  given  by  the 
assured,  and  no  question  was  asked  by  the  under» 
writers,  as  to  where  the  ship  was  at  the  date  of 
the  policy.  She  did  not  actuaUy'.arrive  at  Mon- 
tretU  until  ilis  ^Olh  Aug.  The  jury  found  that 
the  delay  materially  increased  the  risk : 

Held,  that  it  was  immaterial  whether  or  not  that 
delay  was  caused  by  badness  of  weather  or 
other  causes  beyond  the  control  of  the  assured; 
that,  in  the  absence  of  a  representation  on  a 
peliey  at  and  from  a  port,  it  is  wn  implied  under • 
standing  that  the  vessel  shall  be  there  within 
such  a  time  thai  the  risk  shall  not  be  materially 
varied;  and  that  otherwise  the  risk  does  not 
attach. 

Tflu  was  an  action  upon  a  policy  of  insurance 
against  the  defendants,  an  insurance  company,  to 
reoorer  241. 13s.  2d.  for  general  average  and  loss 
of  freight.  The  insuranoe  was  an  insurance  (lost 
or  not  lost)  at  and  from  Montreal  to  Montevideo 
^  Buenos  Ayres,  and  was  upon  chartered  freight 
in  the  ship  called  the  Florence  Chipman.  The 
premium  was  at  the  rato  of  21.  per  cent.  The 
fourth  plea  stated  that  at  the  time  of  the  making 
oC  the  policy  the  said  ship  was  not,  nor  did  the 
nud  ship  within  a  reasonable  time  thereafter, 
arrive  at  Montreal,  and  great  and  unreasonable 
delay  occurred  before  the  said  ship  arrived  at 
Montreal,  being  a  delay  which  was  material  to  the 
risk  of  the  said  policy,  and  by  reason  thereof  the 
said  policy,  at  the  commencement  of  the  said  risk, 
had  not  attached.  The  caune  was  tried  in  the 
Lord  Mayor's  Court,  before  the  Common  Ser- 
jeant. It  appeared  that  nothing  had  been  said  at 
the  time  when  the  policy  was  made  as  to  where 
the  ship  then  was.  The  ship  did  not  actually 
arrive  at  Montreal  until  the  30th  Aug.,  seven 
weeks  after  the  date  of  the  policy.  Evidence  was 
given  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiffs  that  the  delay  had 
irisen  from  bad  weather  and  other  reasonable 

YoL.  n.,  N.  S. 


causes.  The  Common  Serjeant  directed  the  jury 
that  '*It  is  immaterial  whether  the  delay  was  ex- 
cused. I  hold  the  qnestion  is — Were  the  defen- 
dants ever  liable  on  this  policy  P  The  question  is 
whether  the  seven  weeks'  delay  affected  the  risk, 
and  the  evidence  of  the  underwriters  is  that  the 
premium  would  be  increased.  The  question  is 
not  affected  by  the  consideration  whether  the  delay 
was  avoidable.  It  does  not  matter  whether  the 
delay  was  anyone's  fault."  The  jury  found  that 
the  delay  did  vary  the  risk,  and  a  verdict  was 
entered  for  the  defendants.  Leave  was  obtained 
on  behalf  of  the  plaintiffs  to  move  for  a  new  trial 
if  the  court  should  disagree  with  the  direction  to 
the  jury,  that  "  if  from  any  cause,  avoidable  or 
unavoidable,  a  delay  occurred  in  the  arrival  of  the 
vessel  at  the  port  of  departure^  which  increased 
the  risk,  the  policy  never  attached."  A  rule  was 
obtained  in  pursuance  of  the  leave  reserved. 

G.  Bowen  for  the  defendants,  now  showed  cause. 
— ^This  case  is  governed  by  Hull  v.  Cooper  (14 
East  479),  where  Lord  EUenborough  said,  *'  When 
a  broker  proposes  a  policy  to  an  underwriter  on  a 
ship,  at  and  from  a  certain  place,  it  imports  either 
that  the  ship  is  there  at  the  time,  or  shortly  will  be 
there ;  for  if  she  is  only  to  be  there  at  a  distant 
period,  that  might  materiaUy  increase  the  risk." 
The  cases  that  may  be  cited  on  the  other  side  are 
to  be  distinguishea  upon  the  ground  that  in  all  of 
them  the  delay  took  place  after  the  policy  attached. 
Here  the  policy  never  attached  at  all  Hull  v. 
Cooperhta  been  doubted  as  to  the  question  whether 
the  jury  were  right  that  the  delay  varied  the  risk, 
bat  not  as  to  the  correctness  of  Lord  Ellen- 
borough's  dictum.  It  has  been  accepted  in  the 
case  0?  Mount  v.  Larkins  (8  Bing.  lOS),  though  it 
was  there  incorrectly  stated  that  Hull  v.  Cooper 
turned  upon  the  point  of  concealment ;  see  cmbo 
the  judgment  of  Parke,  B.  in  Small  v.  Gibson 
(16  Q*  B.  141),  and  see  Maude  and  Pollock,  3rd  edit., 
p.  355,  and  Doer.,  vol.  2,  489.  [Blackbubn,  J. 
also  referred  to  Phillips  on  Insurance,  sects.  618 
and  690.]  The  reason  of  the  thing  is  on  my  side. 
The  underwriter  takes  the  chance  of  what  happens 
within  the  scope  of  the  policy,  but  is  in  no  way 
liable  for  what  occurs  before  the  policy  attaches ; 
he  undertakes  a  risk  of  a  particular  kind :  if  the 
risk  is  of  a  different  kind  he  does  not  undertake  it 
at  all.  Here'  the  defendants  accepted  a  premium  as 
for  a  summer  voyage,  the  voyage  did  not  in  fact 
commence  until  the  summer  was  over,  and  the 
jury  found  that  the  risk  was  materially  increased, 
consequently  the  policy  never  attached. 

Benjamin,  Q.C.  and  Aspland  for  the  plaintiffs. — 
If  the  contention  of  the  defendants  is  right,  no 
shipowner  can  insure  a  vessel  on  a  homeward 
voyage  without  giving  a  warranty  that  the  vessel 
shall  complete  her  outward  voyage  within  a  certain 
time.  But  such  a  warranty  cannot  be  implied  in 
the  words  "at  and  from,"  which  is  merely  a 
description  of  the  voyage,  and  not  a  statement 
that  the  vessel  is  already  at  the  port.  Such  a 
warranty  mast  be  expressed,  and  cannot  be  implied. 
The  underwriters  may,  and  in  fact,  often  do,  exact 
such  a  warranty ;  it  is  their  duty  to  ask  for  any 
information  they  may  require :  (see  cases  cited  in 
Arnould,  554,  et  seq.^  and  also  Beekwith  v.  Syde^ 
botham  (I  Camp.  116).  The  defendants  were  aware 
that  the  vessel  was  under  charter  for  her  outifard 
voyage,  and  if  they  had  chosen  to  look  at  the 
charter-party  they  would  have  seen  when  she  was 
likely  to  arrive  at  Montreal.    HuU  v.  Cooper  is  not 
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an  antbority  in  this  case;  it  tamed  eotirely  npon  | 
the  aaestion  of  coDcealment,  the  vessel  being  ' 
actnally  at  the  date  of  the  policy  in  the  Thames, 
whereas  from  the  terms  the  underwriters  might 
have  presumed  that  she  was  already  at  Heligoland. 
The  langaage  of  the  court  io  Mount  v.  Larkins  is 
also  in  our  favour,  though  the  actual  point,  was 
not  decided  :  see  VaUance  v.  Dewar,  1  Camp.  503, 
and  Otigier  v.  Jennings,  reported  in  a  note  to  that 
case;  also  Grant  v.  King,  ^  Esp.  175;  Phillvpa  v. 
Irving,  7  M.  &  G.  325,  where  Tindal,  C.J.  said: 
"  It  may  be  collected  from  numerous  cases,  that 
delay  before  or  after  the  commencement  of  a 
voyage  insured  is  not  equivalent  to  a  deviation, 
unless  it  be  unreasonable."    Also 

Driseol  y.  Pasmwre,  1  B.  &  P.  200  ; 

Jones  V.  Neptune  Insurance  Company,  ante,  vol.  1, 

p.  416 ;  L.  Bep.  7  Q.  B.  702 ; 
Brine  v.  Featherstone,  4  Tannt,  869. 

In  Marshall  (p.  366)  Hull  v.  Cooper  is  regarded  as 
being  decided  wholly  on  the  ground  of  deception. 

Cur,  adv.  vuU, 

JwM  8. — ^The  judgment  of  the  court  (Cockburn, 
C.  J.,  Blackburn  and  Lash,  J.  J.)  was  delivered 
by  Blackburn,  J. :  This  was  an  action  tried  in  the 
Mayor's  Court,  before  the  Common  Serjeant.  The 
action  was  on  a  voyage  policy,  on  ship  "  at  and 
from  Montreal  to  Monte  Yideo."  The  fourth  plea, 
on  which  alone  the  question  before  us  arises,  was 
that  the  ship  was  not  at  Montreal  within  a  reason- 
able time,  being  a  delay  materially  varying  the 
risk. 

The  facts  as  to  this  case  were  that  the  policy 
was  effected  on  the  13th  July,  at  a  premium 
of  2  per  cent.  No  question  was  asked  by  the  un- 
derwriters as  to  where  the  ship  then  was,  and  no 
information  was  offered  by  the  assured ;  but,  in 
fact,  she  was  then  at  sea,  on  a  voyage  intended  to 
end  at  Montreal.  She  did  not  arrive  at  Montreal 
till  the  30th  August.  Evidence  was  given  that 
the  delay  in  the  arrival  at  Montreal  changed  the 
voyage  from  a  summer  one  to  a  winter  one,  which 
materially  affected  the  rink  and  the  rate  of  pre*- 
mium.  Evidence  was  offered  on  the  part  of  the 
plaintiffs  that  the  delay  in  arriving  at  Montreal 
was  not  voluntary  on  their  part,  but  was  occasioned 
by  perils  of  the  seas  on  the  voyage  out  to  Mon- 
treal. The  Common  Serjeant  rejected  this  evi- 
dence, giving  leave  to  the  plaintiff  to  move  in  this 
court  for  a  new  trial  on  this  ground.  The  case  was 
then  left  to  the  jury,  who  found  that  the  delay  was 
unreasonable,  and  that  the  risk  was  thereby  mate- 
rially changed.  A  rule  nisi  was  obtained  for  a  new 
trial,  which  was  argued  in  last  term  before  my 
Lord,  my  brother  Lush,  and  myself,  when  the 
court  took  time  to  consider. 

As  the  evidence  was  rejected,  we  must  con- 
sider the  case  as  if  it  had  been  received  and 
had  established  what  it  was  offered  to  prove, 
and  as  if  the  jury  had  found,  not  only  as  they 
have  done,  that  there  was  unreasonable  delay 
between  the  making  of  the  policy  and  the 
commencement  of  the  nsk  intended  to  bo  in- 
sured  against,  materially  altering  that  risk,  but 
also  that  the  delay  was  ocoasionod  by  matters 
beyond  the  control  of  the  assured.  And  then  we 
have  to  determine  whether  that  would  be  a  defence 
or  not.  Nothing  would  seem  easier  than  for  the 
parties  making  a  policy  to  insert  a  few  words  pre- 
venting all  possibility  of  dispute  on  such  a  point. 
If  the  insurance  had  been  in  this  case  at  5  per 
cent,  to  return  3  per  cent,  if  the  ship  was  at 


Montreal  on  or  before  some  named  day,  there 
would  have  been  no  question  but  that  the  under- 
writers would  in  this  case  have  been  liable  and  the 
assured  would  not  have  had  to  pay  the  winter 
premium  unless  the  underwriter  ran  the  winter 
risk.  If  the  underwriters  had  inserted  **  war- 
ranted to  be  at  Montreal  on  or  before"  some 
named  day,  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  the 
risk  would  not  have  attached,  and  in  either 
case  by  naming  a  fixed  day  the  contro- 
versy as  to  when  the  risk  became  varied  \  would 
be  avoided.  But  we  are  informed  that  in 
practice  there  are  great  if  not  insuperable  difficul- 
ties in  the  way  of  introducing  unusual  clauses  into 
policies,  and  that  brokers  prefer  the  risk  of  causing 
litigation  at  the  expense  of  their  customers  to  the 
risk  of  frightening  away  custom  by  proposing 
something  unusual.  We  must  anticipate  that 
policies  will  continue  to  be  made  as  this  has  been, 
and  the  question  before  us  is  therefore  one  of  con- 
siderable importance. 

It  is  quite  clear  that  the  words  "  at  and  from 
a  particular  place,"  do  not  import  either  a  war- 
ranty or  a  representation    that   the   vessel  at 
the  time  of  making  the   policy   is   already  at 
the  place.     In  Hull  v.   Cooper  (14  East,  479), 
decided    in   1811,  the  case   was  one  of  an   in- 
surance on  goods  *'  at  and  from  Heligoland  to  a 
port  in  the  Baltic."    At  the  time  when  the  policy 
was  effected,  the  13th  Aug.,  the  ship  was  in  the 
Thames,  which  fact  was  known  to  the  assured  and 
not  communicated.      She  did  not  sail  from  the 
Thames  till  27th  Aug.,  a  fortnight  later,  which 
latter    fact  could  not  have  been   known  to  the 
assured  at  the  time  of  making  the  policy,  as  it  had 
not  then  happened.    The  plaintiff  having  obtained 
a  verdict,  a  motion  for  a  new  trial  was  refused. 
It  appears  from  the  report  as  if  the  counsel  who 
moved  treated  the  case  entirely  as  one  of  conceal- 
ment, and  not  as  one  of  a  change  of  risk,  but  Lord 
Eilenboroughinhisj  udgment  separates  the  two  ques- 
tions.   He  says :  "  When  a  broker  proposes  a  policy 
to  an  underwriter  on  a  ship  at  and  from  a  certain 
place,  it  imports  either  that  the  ship  is  there  at 
the  time  or  shortly  will  be  there,  for  if  she  is  only 
to  be  there  at  a  distant  period,  that  might  mate- 
rially increase  the  risk.     But  it  had  never  been 
understood  that  the  terms  of  such  a  policy  neces- 
sarily imported  that  the  ship  was  at  the  place  at 
the  very  time,  so  as  to  make  the  assured  guilty  of 
deception  if  she  were  not."     So  far  he  is  dealing 
with  the  non-disclobure  of  the  fact  that  the  ship 
was  in  the  Thames  on  the  13th  Aug.      He  then 
proceeds :  "  It  was  a  question  for  the  jury  whether 
the  intervening  period  materially  varied  the  risk 
in  this  instance,  the  interval  being  from  the  13th 
to  the  27 ch  Aug.,  with  the  additional  days  which 
elapsed  from  the  sailing  till  she  reached  Heligo- 
land ;  and  the  jury  were  not  persuaded  that  the 
risk  was  thereby  varied  and  found  for  the  plain- 
tiff."    And  Bayloy,  J.,  says,  "It  is  a  question 
for  the  jury  whether  the  delay  in  reachiup^  Heligo- 
land for  so  many  days  after  the  policy  was  effected 
materially  varied  the  risk."    The  affirmative  deci- 
sion here  is  that  a  delay  not  varying  the  risk  does 
not  discharge  the  underwriter,  but  the  opinion  is 
expressed  that  a  delay  materially  varying  the  risk 
does  discharge  the  underwriter,  though  that  was 
not   the    very   point    decided.       In    VriscoU   v. 
Passmore  (1  B.  &    P.  200)  in  1798,   where  an 
analogous    question   arose  and  the  plaintiff  re- 
•  covered,   it   was    stated   in   the    report   "that 
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ii  was  in  evidsnoe  that  the  differe&oe  of  season 
arising  from  this  delay  did  not  vary  the  risk," 
Brine  y.  Feaihentone  (4  Tannt.  869)  came  before 
the  conrt  on  a  rale  to  enter  the  yerdiot  on  a  poict 
reserved  at  the  trial,  and  the  court  in  banc  had 
not  to  consider  whether  the  delay  was  sach  as  to 
discharge  the  underwriters.  The  facts,  as  stated 
in  the  report  appear  to  be  snch  as  wonld  have 
afforded  evidence  that  the  delay  was  sach  as  to 
v»ry  the  risk,  bat  if  that  defence  was  raised  at 
Nisi  Prius,  which  does  not  appear  to  have  been  the 
case,  there  may  have  been  some  other  evidence 
not  stated  in  the  report  which  jastifies  the  finding 
of  the  jury.  Neither  of  those  cases  can,  as  we 
think,  be  considered  in  conflict  with  Hull  v.  Cooper, 

The  case,  however,  that  comes  nearest  to  the 
present  is  that  of  Mount  v.  Larkina  (8  Bins:.  108). 
In  that  case  the  facts  were  found  in  a  special 
Terdict,  a  part  of  which  only  is  set  forth  in  the 
report.    The  policy  was  on  the  ship  Aquila,  at  and 
from  Singapore  and  Batavio,  both  or  either,  to 
the  ship's  port  of  discharge  in  Europe.    In  the 
report  it  is  said  that  it  was  found  that  the  policy 
was  entered  into  on  the  28th  Feb.  1824,  that  the 
ship  sailed  from   England  in  the  beginning  of 
September  1^3,  on  a  voyage  to  the  Gape  of  Good 
Hope,  Van  Diemans  Land,  and  Sidney,  and  thenoe 
to  Singapore.   It  is  not  stated  in  the  report  that  it 
was  known  to  the  underwriters  that  she  was  bonnd 
on  this  preliminury  voyage,  but  it  is  scarcely  possi- 
ble that  it  should  be  otherwise,  and  in  the  ]udg-. 
ment  of  the  court  it  is  assumed  throughout  that  it 
was  known  to  them.  The  j  ury  found  that  there  was 
"unreasonable  and  unjustifiable  delay  between  the 
making  of  the  said  policy  of  assurance  and  the 
oommenoemont  of  the  risk  intended  to  be  insured 
•gainst."    On  this  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas 
decided  in  favour  of  the  defendants,  saying,  *'  We 
must  intend  that  the  risk  was  in  fact  varied,  and 
consequently  the  underwriters  discharged."    This 
would  be  precisely  in  point  were  it  not  that  it  was 
there  expressly  found  that  the  delay  was  unjusti- 
fiable, and  that  in  the  present  case  the  plaintiffs 
ha?e  not  been  allowed  to  give  evidence  to  show 
that  the  delay  was  not  from  any  fault  of  theirs. 
The  ground  on  which  the  judgment  delivered  by 
Tindal,  C.J.,  in  Mount  v.  Larktns,  is  based,  is  that 
"  the  underwriter  has  as  much  right  to  calculate 
the  outward  voyage  on  which  the  ship  is  then 
eof^aged  being  performed  in  a  reasonable  time  and 
without  unnecessary  delay,  in  order  that  the  risk 
nay  attach,  as  he  has  that  the  vovage  insured 
shall  be  commenced  within  a  reasonable  time  after 
the  risk  has  attached.    In  either  case  the  effect  is 
the  same  as  to  the  underwriter,  who  has  another 
rick  substituted   instead  of  that  which  ho  has 
insured   against,  and  in  both    oases  the  altera- 
tion is  occasioned  by  the  wrongful  act  of   the 
insured  himself."    This  may  be  relied  on  as  an 
expression  of  opinion  that  the   delay,   if  neces- 
sary,   wonld  not    discharge  the    underwriters. 
It  may  be  so  where  the  fact  that  the  vessel  is  on 
a  preliminary  voyage  is  known,  and  communi- 
cited  to  the  underwriter,  so  as  to  make  that  the 
bisisof  the  contract,  and  it  seems  to  have  been 
onderstood  by  Tindal,  C.J.,  that  the  principle  on 
which  the  cases  of  VaUance  v.  Dewar,  and  Ongier 
T.  Jenning$,  was  decided,  was  on  the  ground  of 
Dotioe.     He  says»  in  both    those  cases,    "it  is 
admitted  that  a  delay  in  the  commencement  of 
the  risk  by  the  interposition  of  an  intermediate 
Toyage  not  communicated  to   the    underwriters 


would  discharge  the  policy,  unless  such  inter- 
mediate voyage  was  one  which  was  made  usually 
and  accoiding  to  the  course  of  the  trade  in  which 
the  ship  was  then  engaged,  which  would  be  equi- 
valent to  notice  to  the  underwriters." 

We  need  not,  in  the  present  case,  decide  how  that 
is,  for  there  was  no  communication  made  to  the  un> 
derwriters  as  to  where  the  ship  was  at  the  time 
when  the  policy  was  made.  And  we  think  it,  under 
such  circumstances,  not    material   whether    the 
delay  which  varies  the  risk  was  occasioned  by  the 
fault  or  the  misfortune  of  the  assured.    In  either 
case  the  risk  is  equally  varied.    Where  the  altera- 
tion in  the  course  of  the  voyage  after  the  risk  has 
attachedis  justified  by  necessity,  it  does  not  vary 
the  risk.     The  underwriter  has  undertaken  to 
insure  the  vessel  during  the  usual  and  proper  course 
of  the  adventure.    Now,  though  under  ordinary- 
circumstances  the  usual  and  proper  course  of  a  voy- 
age is  to  proceed  direct ;  or  if  chased  by  a  hostile 
cruiser,  or  forced  to  run  before  a  storm  to  go  out 
of  the  direct  course,  the  underwriter  takes  his 
chance  of  the  vessel  being  forced  to  do  so.    But 
the  underwriter  does  not  take  upon  himself  any 
part  of  the  risk  of  the  vessel  being  delayed  so 
long  as  to  vary  the  risk  by  perils  of  the  sea  or 
otherwise  on  its  passage  to  the  port   whcure  the 
risk  is  to  attach.    This  seems  involved  in  the 
decision  of  JJuZlv.  Cooper,  that  the  assured  is  not 
bound  to  communicate  to  the  underwriter   the 
place  where  the  vessel  is  at  the  time  of  insurance. 
For  if  the  time  when  the  risk  is  to  attach  might 
be  indefinitely   delayed  by  perils  affecting   the 
passage  from  the  place  where  the  vessel  was,  it 
must  be  material  to  the  underwriter  to  know  what 
that  place  is.     If,  on  the  other  hand,  at  whatever 
place  the  ship  then  is,  the  risk  is  not  to  attach 
unless  the  vessel  in  fact  arrives  at  the  port  within 
a  proper  time,  it  is  not  material  to  the  under- 
writer at  what  place  the  ship  then  is.     The  posi- 
tion is  laid  down  in    1   Phillips    on    Insurance, 
p.  379,  s.  890, "  That  it  is  an  implied  understanding 
that  the  risk  is  to  commence  within  a  reasonable 
time  unless  the   policj   contains   some   express 
provision  on  the  subject."   He  elsewhere,  vol.  1, 
3*32,    s.    602,     expresses   a    hesitating    opinion 
that    a    representation,    though   not  embodied 
in  the  policy,  may   have   the   effect   of  quali- 
fying or   rebutting   an    understanding    that   is 
only  implied.    As  already  said,  we  are  not  now 
called  upon  to  decide  bow  this  may  be,  as  in  the 
present  case  there  was  neither  representation  nor 
express  provision  in  the  policy.    We  think,  at  all 
events,  in  the  absence  of  a  representation,  that  in 
a  polioy  "  at  and  from  a  port,"  it  is  an  implied 
understanding    that   the  vessel   shall  be  there 
within  such  a  time  that  the  risk  shall  not  be 
materially  varied,  otherwise  the  risk    does   not 
attach.    The  rule,  therefore,  must  be  discharged. 

Rule  discharged. 

Attorneys  for  plaintiffs.  Flux  and  Co. 

Attorneys  for  defendants,  0.  Ashley  and  Tee,  for 
Freahfield  and  WiUiams, 


Friday,  June  6, 1874. 

Taylor  and  others  v.  The  Liverpool  amd  Great 
Western  Steam  Company. 

BUI  of  lading — Exception  against  loss  by  **  thieves  " 
— Goods  stolen — Barratry— **  Damage  capable  of 
being  covered  by  insurance," 
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Plaintiffs  shipped   on  hoard  defendant's   ship  at 
Liverpool  for  New  YorJc,  certain  boxes  of  diamonds, 
under  hills  of  lading  excepting,  amongst  other 
things,  "  rohhers,  thieves,   oarratry    of  masters 
and  mariners,"  and  containing  a  clause  that  **  the 
shipowner  is  not  to  he  liahle  for  any  damage  to 
any  goods  which  is  capaahle  of  heirhg  covered  hy 
inswrance'*  One  of  the  boxes  of  diamonds  was 
stolen  when  onhoard  the  ship,  either  on  the  voyage 
or  after  her  arrived  in  port,  hefore  the  time  for 
delivery  arrived,htU  there  was  no  evidence  to  show 
whether  they  were  stolen  hy  one  of  the  crew,  or  hy 
a  passenger,  or,  after  her  arrival,  hy  some  person 
from  the  shore. 
Held  (1)  that  "  da^nage  to  any  goods  "  in  the  insur- 
ance clause  did  not  apply  to  the  case  of  a  total 
ahstraction   of  the   goods;    (2)  that  the   word 
'    **  thieves**  applied,  as  in  policies  of  insurance, 
only  to  thieves  external  to  the  ship,  and  not  to 
a  passenger  or  one  of  the  crew ;  (3)  that  the  onus 
of  showing  that  the  loss  came  within  one  of  the 
ixceptions  lay  upon  the  shipowners,  amd  not  the 
shipper;  and  that,  as  the  defendants  had  failed 
in  showing  that,  the  plaintiffs  were  entitled  to 
recover. 
This  was  an  action  brought  to  recover  damages  for 
the  non-delivery  and   loss  of  a  certain    box   of 
diamonds  nnder    the   oironmstanoes   hereinafter 
stated,  and  by  consent  of  the  parties  and  by  the 
order  of  Mellor,  J.  according  to  the  Common  Law 
Procedure  Act  1852,  the  following  case  was  stated 
for  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

1.  The  plaintiffs  are  merchants  carrying  on  busi- 
ness in  New  York.  The  defendants  are  the  owners 
of  the  ship  Nevada,  one  of  a  line  of  passengers 
ships  running  between  Liverpool  and  New  York. 

2.  On  or  alK)ut  the  25th  July  1871  the  plaintiffs 
caused  to  be  shipped  at  Liverpool  on  board  the 
defendants'  said  steamship  Nevada  for  New  York, 
five  boxes  of  diamonds,  and  the  defendants  accepted 
and  received  the  same  from  the  plaintiffs  to  be 
carried  on  board  the  said  ship  from  Liverpool  to 
New  York,  on  the  terms  of  five  bills  of  lading 
respectively,  which  were  all  in  the  same  form,  and  a 
fac  simile  copy  of  one  of  which  is  hereto  annexed 
and  is  to  form  part  of  the  special  case.  The  mem- 
orandum in  the  margin  "  Insurance  in  London  by 
A.  S.  P.  &  Go."  was  upon  the  bills  of  lading  when 
they  were  delivered  to  the  shippers. 

3.  Four  of  the  said  boxes  of  diamonds  were  duly 
delivered  by  the  defendants  to  the  plaintiffs  at 
New  York,  but  the  remaining  box  was  stolen 
during  the  said  voyage,  and  has  never  been 
delivered  to  the  plaintiffs.  The  diamonds  were 
stolen  when  on  board  the  ship  either  on  the  voyage 
or  after  her  arrival  in  port  before  the  time  for 
delivery  arrived,  but  there  is  no  evidence  to  show 
whether  they  were  stolen  by  one  of  the  crew  of  by 
a  passenger,  or  after  her  arrival,  by  some  person 
from  the  shore. 

4.  At  the  time  of  the  shipment  the  diamonds 
were  insured  for  the  voyage  by  two  policies  effected 
at  Lloyd's,  copies  of  which  are  annexed  to  and  are 
to  betaken  as  part  of  this  case.  A  claim  for  the 
loss  in  question  was  made  upon  the  underwriters 
upon  the  policies  and  was  paid. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  court  is 
whether  the  plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  recover  from 
the  defendants  the  value  of  the  third  box  of  dia- 
monds. If  the  court  should  be  of  opinion  in  the 
affirmative,  then  judgment  sh/ill  be  entered  up  for 
the  plaintiffs  for  950^.  with  costs.    If  the  court 


shall  be  of  opinion  in  the  negative,  then  jndf;- 
ment  shall  be  entered  up  for  the  defendants  with 
costs. 

The  exceptions  contained  in  the  bill  of  lading 
were: "  The  Act  of  God,  the  Queen's  enemies,  pirates, 
robbers,  thieves,  vermin,  barratry  of  masters,  aod 
mariners,  restraints  of  princes  and  rulers  or  people, 
sweating,  insufficiency  of  package  in  size,  strength 
or  otherwise,  leakage,  breakage,  pilferacite,  wastage, 
rain,  &c.,  and  all  damage,  loss,  or  injniy  arising 
from  the  perils  or  things  above  mentioned,  and 
whether  such  perils  or  things  arise  from  the 
negligence,  default,  or  error  in  judgment  of  the 
pilot,  master,  the  mariners,  engineers,  stevedores, or 
other  persons  in  the  services  of  the  shipowners, 
always  excepted." 

The  bill  of  lading  contained  also  the  follow- 
ing clause: — "The shipowner  is  not  to  be  liable 
for  any  damage  to  any  soods  which  is  capable 
of  being  covered  by  insurance,  nor  for  any 
claim,  notice  of  which  is  not  given  before  the  re- 
moval of  the  goods;  nor  for  claims  for  damage 
or  detention  to  goods  under  through  bills  of 
lading,  where  the  damage  is  done  or  detention 
occurs  whilst  the  goods  are  not  in  the  posses- 
sion of  the  shipowner;  nor  in  any  case  for 
more  than  the  invoice  or  declared  value  of  the 
goods,  whichever  shall  be  the  least." 

Cohen,  Q.O.  (with  him  Hollams)  for  the  plaintiff 
contended  that  the  loss  of  the  diamonds  under  the 
circumstances  mentioned  in  the  case  did  not  come 
within  any  of  the  exceptions  mentioned  in  the  bill 
of  lading  and  that  the  defendant,  was,  therefore, 
liable  for  the  loss.  The  exception  as  to  loss  by 
"  thieves "  does  not  embrace  this  case  for, 
borrowed  as  it  clearly  is  from  the  similar  clauses 
found  in  policies  of  insurance,  the  word  **  thieves  " 
must  be  understood  in  the  same  sense  as  it  has  in 
those  instruments,  and  be  held  applicable  only  to 
persons  outside  the  ship,  not  to  members  of  the 
crew  or  to  passengers.  The  theft  intended  must 
be  held  to  be  as  in  policies  of  insurance,  not  simple 
theftr—furtum — but  latrocinium,  Arnonid  (Marine 
Insurance,  vol.  2,  p.  704. 4th  edit.)  says :  "  The  theft 
that  is  insured  against  by  name  in  the  policy 
means  that  which  is  accompanied  by  violence 
(lairociniam)  and  not  simple  theft  (furtum) ;  it 
being  an  old  and  elementary  rule  thht  furtum  non 
est  casus  fortuitus,  is  not  one  of  the  fortuitous 
events  against  which  the  owner  may  seek  indemnity 
by  insurance,  but  one  which  the  law  presumes 
might  have  been  prevented  by  the  exercise  of 
due  diligence."  To  entitle  the  shipowner  to 
exemption  from  liability  under  this  clause,  he  must 
show  that  the  diamonds  were  lost  not  by  furtum, 
but  by  latrocinium;  the  onus  lies  upon  him  to 
show  this.  Now  the  case  distinctly  finds  that 
there  was  "no  evidence  to  show  whether  they  were 
stolen  by  one  of  the  crew  or  by  a  passenger,  or  after 
her  arrival,  by  some  person  from  the  shore."  The 
defendants  therefore  have  failed  to  bring  the  case 
within  this  exception.  And  the  case  clearly  does 
not  come  within  the  insurance  clause  a^nst 
damage  which  is  capableof  being  covered  by  insur- 
ance ;  for  "  damage  "  cannot  mean  a  total  loss  of 
the  goods  by  a  bodily  abstraction  of  them,  as  here. 
It  means  an  injury  to  the  goods,  not  a  total 
abstraction  of  them. 

Herschell,  Q.O.  (with  him  R.  V.  WiUiams)  for  the 
defendants. — As  a  matter  of  fact,  as  stated  in  the 
fourth  paragraph  of  the  special  case,  the  plaintiff 
1  has  recovered  upon  his  policies  of  insurance  in 
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respect  of  the  loss  of  these  diamonds.  The  word 
"damage"  must  inolade  loss  of  ,the  goods,  other- 
wise a  total  loss  coald  not  be  insured  against ;  and 
a  theft  by  a  passenger  or  by  one  of  the  crew  is  a 
loss  which  could  be  insured  against.  However, 
whether  the  defendants  come  within  the  exemption 
of  the  insurance  clause  or  not,  it  is  submitted 
Ui6  case  comes  clearly  within  the  exemption  against 
loss  by  "thieves,"  a  word  of  unrestricted  meaning, 
ftDd  applicable  to  all  cases  of  theft,  no  matter  by 
whom  committed.  There  is  no  reason  for  limiting 
the  general  word  thieves  to  the  narrower  meaning 
given  to  it  in  policies  of  insurance ;  the  words  of 
this  dause  are  different  from  those  found  in  policies 
of  iosuranoQ,  and  the  word  "pilferage*'  points 
unmistakably  to  acts  done  by  passengers  or  mem- 
hen  of  the  crew.  If  "  thieves ' '  mean  persons  who 
act  with  violence,  there  would  be  no  need  of  the 
word  "robbers  "  which,  as  decided  by  De  Eothschild 
V.  The  Royal  Mail  Steam  Packet  Company  (7  Ex. 
734)  means,  not  thieves,  but  robbers  by  violence. 
Again,  the  loss  of  the  diamonds  under  the  cir- 
comstanoes  of  the  present  case  may  well  come 
within  the  exemption  as  to"  barratry  of  the  masters 
and  mariners  "  as  barratry  is  described  in  Phillips 
on  Insurance,  sect.  1071,  where  it  is  said :  "  Theft, 
embezzlement  and  wilful  destruction  of  the  property 
insured  are  in  their  nature  barratrous  acts."  Nor 
is  the  definition  of  barratry  f^ven  in  Arnould  on 
Marine  Insurance  (vol.  2  p.  706)  inconsistent  with 
this.  Finally  it  is  submitted  that  the  onus  is  upon 
the  plaintiff  to  show  that  the  loss  was  caused  by  a 
species  of  theft  which  takes  the  case  out  of  the 
exemption :  (See  Phillips  v.  Clark,  2  C.  B.,  N.  S., 
156;  Czech  v.  The  Oeneral  Steam  Navigation  Com* 
pony,  17  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.  246.) 

Lush,  J. — ^This  case  is  one  which  presents  con- 
siderable difficulty,  and  during  the  argument  I 
have  felt  great  doubt  as  to  the  construction  of  this 
btU  of  lading,  but  I  have  arrived  at  a  conclusion 
satisfactory  to  my  mind,  that  the  loss  of  these 
diamonds  does  not  come  within  sny  of  the  excep- 
tions in  the  bill  of  lading,  and  that  the  plaintiff  is 
therefore  entitled  to  our  judgment.  The  facts  as 
stated  in  the  case  are  that  the  diamonds  were  stolen 
when  on  board  the  ship  either  on  the  voyage  or  after 
her  arrival  in  port,  but  there  was  no  evidence  to 
show  whether  th^  were  stolen  by  one  of  the  crew 
or  by  a  passenger,  or,  after  her  arrival,  by  some  person 
from  the  shore. '  We  must  take  that  finding  in  the 
case  as  equivalent  to  an  averment  that  there  were 
passengers  on  board,  and  the  matter  is  left  in  doubt 
whether  the  diamonds  were  stolen  by  one  of  them, 
or  by  one  of  the  crew,  or  by  some  one  from  the 
abore  alter  the  ship's  arrival. 

The  question  then  is  does  snob  a  loss  como 
within  any  of  the  exceptions  in  the  bill  of 
lading  ?  The  exceptions  are  "  the  act  of  God, 
tbe  Queen's  enemies,  pirates,  robbers,  thieves, 
vermin,  barratry  of  masters,  or  mariners,  &c." 
The  important  question  as  to  this  is  whether 
the  word  "thieves"  comprehends  all  thieves, 
including  any  amongst  the  persons  on  board,  or, 
as  hitherto  understood  in  policies  of  insurance, 
whether  it  is  not  applicable  only  to  persons  outside 
the  ship  and  not  belonging  to  it.  It  is  a  word  of 
unbiguous  meaning,  and  in  the  case  of  such  a  word 
1  think  we  ought  to  put  such  a  construction  upon  it 
as  will  be  most  in  favour  of  the  skipper,  and  not 
that  which  is  most  in  favour  of  the  shipowner.  The 
exception  is  one  framed  for  the  benefit  of  the  ship- 
owner and  if  it  were  intended  to  give  him  tho 


protection  contended  for  he  ought  to  have  made 
that  clear.  I  think  therefore  that  the  word 
"  thieves"  should  receive  the  ordinary  construction 
which  has  hitherto  been  put  upon  the  word  in  policies 
of  insurance.  It  is  not  reasonable  to  suppose  that 
where  nothing  is  added  to  qualify  this  meaning 
the  shipowner  was  not  meant  to  be  liable  for  theft 
by  one  of  the  crew  or  one  of  the  passengers.  I 
think  we  should  understand  the  word  "  thieves  " 
used  in  this  exception  in  the  ordinary  sense  which 
it  has  hitherto  borne,  and  as  not  including  any  of 
the  persons  on  board.  I  say  nothing  as  to  whether 
the  word  "barratry"  might  not  include  such  a  loss 
Its  this.  For  supposing  that  a  theft  by  one  of  the 
crew  would  be  barratry,  this  theft  was  not  neces- 
sarily committed  by  one  of  the  crew ;  as  there  were 
passengers  on  board  it  is  enough  to  say  that  the 
theft  might  have  been  committed  by  one  of  them, 
and  not  by  one  of  the  crew. 

The  next  question  is,  whether  the  loss  comes 
within  the  insurance  clause  in  the  bill  of  lading. 
That  clause  says :  "  The  shipowner  is  not  to 
be  liable  for  any  damage  to  any  goods  which 
is  capable  of  being  covered  by  insurance."  I 
do  not  agree  with  Mr.  Cohen  that  tho  word 
"  damage "  is  to  be  limited  to  damage  or  injury 
as  opposed  to  the  destruction  or  total  loss  of 
the  thing.  If  goods  were  damaged  to  the  extent 
of  their  utter  destruction,  that  would  still  be  damage 
within  the  meaning  of  this  clause.  But  I  do  not 
think  that  the  clause  includes  the  present  case, 
which  i  8  not  one  of  damage,  but  of  entire  abstraction 
of  the  thing  itself. .  I  think  it  must  be  confined  to 
cases  where  the  goods  receive  damage  from  one  or 
other  of  the  perils  insured  against,  and  that  it  does 
not  apply  to  cases  where  no  damage  has  been  done  to 
the  goods  but  there  has  been  an  entire  bodily 
abstraction  of  them. 

The  next  question  is,  Does  the  onus  of  proof 
in  the  matter  lie  on  the  plaintiff  or  on  the 
defendant?  I  am  of  opinion  that  it  is  for  the 
defendant  to  bring  himself  within  the  exception 
in  the  bill  of  lading.  It  lies  upon  him  to  show 
that  the  theft  was  committed  by  some  person 
outside  the  ship;  ih^onus  does  not  lie  on  the 
plaintiff  of  showing  the  contrary.  The  case  of 
Czech  V.  The  Oeneral  Steam  Navigation  Company 
{uhi  sup.)  which  has  been  cited,  does  nob  seem  to 
me  to  have  any  bearing  on  the  present  case.  There 
the  shipowner  stipulated  that  he  would  not  be 
liable  for  "  breakage,  leakage,  or  damage  "  which, 
according  to  the  decisions,  means  bredcagc,  leak- 
age, or  damage  not  caused  by  or  owing  to  his  own 
negligence;  and  the  court  held  that  it  was  not 
sufficient  to  show  that  the  damage  was  such  as 
primd  facie  was  caused  by  one  of  the  perils  insured 
against,  but  that  the  plaintiff  must  go  further  and 
show  that  it  was  caused  by  the  negligence  of  the 
shipowner  or  one  of  his  servants.  I  do  not  think 
that  case  at  all  touches  the  present.  The  ship- 
owner here  is  responsible  for  the  non-delivery  of 
the  box  of  diamonds,  unless  ho  can  bringhimself 
within  one  of  the  protecting  clauses.  He  says, 
according  to  the  construction  we  have  put  on  the 
word  thieves,  that  he  will  not  be  responsible  if  the 
thing  is  stolen  by  some  person  not  belonging  to  the 
ship ;  he  fails  to  show  that  the  box  was  stolen  by 
some  person  not  belong^ing  to  the  ship,  and  there- 
fore he  does  not  bring  himself  within  the  exception. 
The  plaintiff  therefore  is  entitled  to  our  judgment. 

Archibald,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The 
first  c|ue0tion  is  what  is  the  proper  construction  of 
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the  bill  of  lading.  The  goods  were  shipped  on 
board  the  defendant's  ship  under  a  bill  of  lading, 
and  the  defendants  are  responsible  for  their  safe 
delivery,  unless  they  can  bring  themselves  within 
any  of  the  exceptions  in  that  bill  of  lading.  I  own 
that  during  the  argument  I  felt  considerable  doubt 
as  to  the  meaning  of  the  document,  but  I  have 
arrived  at  the  same  conclusion  as  my  brother  Lush, 
that  the  defendants  have  not  brought  themselves 
within  any  of  the  exceptions  exempting  them  from 
liability. 

The  clause  as  to  insurance  says  that  the  ship- 
owner is  not  to  be  liable  for  any  damage  to  any 
goods  which  is  capable  of  being  covered  by  insur- 
ance. It  has  been  contended  that  this  clause  is  so 
extensive  as  to  exempt  from  liability  for  every 
possible  risk  that  could  be  insured  against,  and 
that  the  word  damage  extends  not  only  to  a  loss  by 
destruction,  but  also  to  a  loss  by  theft.  If  the  wonl 
damage  could  be  so  extended,  the  clause  would 
exempt  the  shipowner  from  liability  as  to  these 
goods  under  all  circumstances  whatever,  as  the 
theft  might  bo  insured  against.  But  when  we  come 
to  look  at  the  clause  itself  we  must  see,  I  think, 
that  the  word  damage  is  not  used  in  that  sense. 
The  present  case  was  one  of  abstraction  of  the 
goods,  and  I  do  not  think  the  words  of  the  clause 
apply  to  such  a  case  as  that.  The  whole  of  the 
insurance  clause  seems  to  me  to  point  to  some 
injury  done  to  the  goods,  the  goods  themselves 
remaining  in  specie.  The  defendants  cannot  there- 
fore rely  on  this  exception. 

The  next  question  is,  have  the  defendants 
brought  themselves  within  the  exception  against 
loss  by  thieves  P  This  depends  on  the  con- 
struction to  be  put  on  the  word  thieves.  No 
doubt  the  words  of  this  clause  were  copied 
originally  from  policies  of  insurance,  and  in 
policies  of  insurance  the  word  thieves  refers  to 
theft  by  violence,  to  lairoeinium  as  opposed  to 
fuHum,  As  the  word  is  ambiguous  I  think  it  is 
for  the  shipowner  to  make  out  clearly  that  it  was 
the  intention  that  the  word  should  liave  the  other 
meaning,  and  should  not  bear  the  ordinary  mean- 
ing which  it  had  acquired  in  policies  of  insurance. 
As  the  defendants  bavo  failed  to  do  that,  I  tbink 
they  have  not  brought  themselves  within  this 
exception  either ;  for  it  is  found  in  the  case  that  the 
diamonds  may  have  been  stolen  by  one  of  the  crew, 
or  by  a  passenger,  or  by  some  person  from  the 
shore  after  the  sbip*s  arrival.  The  question  of 
barratry,  therefore,  does  not  arise. 

For  these  reasons  I  agree  with  my  brother 
Lush  that  there  should  be  judgment  for  the 
plaintiff.  Judgment  for%he  'plaintiff. 

Attorneys  for  the  plaintiff,  Hollams,  Son,  and 
Coward. 

Attorneys  for  the  defendants,  Oregory,  BowcVffe, 
and  Co. 
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Hudson  and  ANOTUBtt  v.  Hill  and  axotuee. 

Charter-party —  Outward  cargo  takenforshipowner*8 
benefit — Ship  to  proceed  **  forthwith  "  to  Barhadoea 
for  sugar — Delay  of  outward  voyage  by  excepted 
periU^ArrivaX  of  ship  too  late  for  sugar  season 
at  Barbadoes'^Befusal  of  GharUfrer*8  agent  to 


load — Refusal  of  captain  to  take  ca/rgo  from  oiher 
island. 
On  the  2Sth  Bee.  1870,  theplainiiffs  and  the  defen- 
dants agreed,  by  charter-party,  thai  the  plaintiffs^ 
ship  should  forthwith  proceed  to  Barbadoes,  and 
there  load  a  sugar  cargo  of  the  defendants,  taking 
an  outward  coal  cargo  for  the  benefit  of  the 
plaintiffs,  **  lay-days  not  to  commence  before  the 
1st  April  1871.^' 
The  ship  sailed  on  tJie  Sth  Feb.,  and  having  been 
delayed  more  tha/n  a  month  by  the  excepted  periU, 
did  not  reach  Barbadoes  till  the  2Sth  July,  when 
the  defendants*  agents,  who  had  expected  the  ship 
to  arrive  at  the  beginning  of  the  sugar  season  in 
April,  refused  to  load,  on  account  of  the  sugar 
season  Jiaving  passed,  alleging  that  tims  was  the 
essence  of  the  contract,  out  offered  to  provide 
another  cargo  of  sugar  and  molasses  from  Bar- 
badoes and  8t.  Vincent.  The  captain  refused  to 
take  such  other  cargo,  and  the  ship  having  sailed 
away  on  another  enterprise,  the  plaintiffs  sued  the 
defendants  for  not  loaiding  according  to  charter- 
party. 
Lord  Coleridge,  G.J.,  told  the  jury  that  ihs  excep- 
tion of  perils  of  the  seas  applied  to  the  ouiward 
voyage,  and  that  the  captain  was  not  bound  to 
take  the  substituted  cargo  so  offered,  and  the  jury 
having  foivnd  that  the  ship  had,  in  fact,  sailed  forth' 
with  to  Barbadoes,  and  that  the  date  of  the  ship* 9 
arrival  at  Barbadoes  was  not  such  as  to  put  an 
end  to  the  commercial  speculation  of  the  parties, 
directed  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiffs  : 
Held,  no  misdirection,  and  a  rule  for  a  new  trial, 

on  the  ground  of  misdirection,  discharged. 
Barker  v.  McAndirew  (2  Mar.  Law  Cas.  O.S.  205 ; 
12  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.  459 ;  34  L.  J.  191,  C.  P.), 
approved  and  followed. 
Declaration. — ^That  the  plaintiffs  and  the  defen- 
dants agreed  by  oharter-party,  dated  the  28th 
Dec.  1870,  that  the  plaintiff's  ship  Winslow  should 
forthwith  prooeed  to  Carlisle  Bay,  Barbadoes,  the 
said  yessel  being  allowed  to  take  a  cargo  of  coals 
to  a  port  outwards  for  the  owner's  benefit,  or  to 
the  Brazils,  and  as  ordered  load  afloat  a  full  and 
complete  cargo  of  sugar  or  other  lawful  mer- 
chandise, to  be  shipped  according  to  the  custom  oi 
the  ports  of  loading,  which  the  said  charterers 
bound  themselves  to  ship ;  and  that  the  said  ship, 
being  so  loaded,  should  therewith  proceed  to  Lon- 
don and  deliver  the  same,  on  payment  of  freight, 
408.  per  ton,  and  that  the  defendants  should  be 
allowed  thirty  running  days,  Snpdays  excepted, 
for  loading  the  §aid  ship,  and  ten  days  on  demur- 
rage at  SI.  per  day,  and  the  said  lay  days  not  to 
commence  before  the  1st  April  1871,  and  the 
penalty  for  non-performance  of  the  agreement,  was 
to  be  the  estimated  amount  of  freight.  Aver- 
ment of  performance  of  conditions  precedent. 
Breach,  that  defendants  made  default  in  loading 
the  said  ship,  and  refused  and  wholly  neglected  to 
do  so,  whereby,  &c. 

Pleas:  First,  that  the  ship  did  not  forthwith 
proceed  to  Carlisle  Bay,  within  the  meaning  of  the 
charter,  and  by  reason  thereof  the  object  oi  the 
said  charter,  and  of  the  voyage  therein  mentioned, 
was  wholly  frustrated,  and  the  defendants  were 
prevented  from  deriving  any  benefit  therefrom; 
secondly,  that  the  master  was  not  ready  and  wil- 
ling to  accept  and  load  the  agreed  cargo ;  thirdly, 
that  the  defendant  had  not  reasonable  notico  of  the 
ship  having  arrived  at  Carlisle  Bay,  within  the 
meaning  of  the  charter,  or  of  her  being  ready  to 
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receive  cargo  there,  wherefore  the  defendants 
ooald  Dot  load ;  fourthly,  that  the  defendants  did 
not  make  defanli  in  loading;  fifthly,  ezone- 
nUion  and  discharge  before  breach;  sixthly,  to 
mooey  count,  never  indebted;  seventhly,  after 
setting  out  the  charter-party  (a),  that  time  was 
an  essential  and  material  part  of  the  said  con- 
tract, as  the  plaintiffs  and  the  defendants  well 
knew;  eighthly,  that  the  said  ship  was  not  at 
the  time  of  making  the  charter  tight,  staunch, 
or  strong,  or  every  way  fitted  for  the  said  voyage, 
within  the  meaning  of  the  said  charter,  but,  on  the 
contrary,  was  in  a  bad  state  of  repair,  of  which  the 
defendants  had  no  knowledge ;  and  b^  reason  of 
her  said  condition,  it  would  have  been  impossible 
for  her,  and  the  plaintiffs  could  not  have  reason- 
tbly  expected  her  to  be  able  to  proceed  to  Carlisle 

(a)  The  charter-party  was  as  follows  : 

London,  28th  Deo.  1870. 
Jamaica.  Oharter.party. 

Ship  or  vessel Winslow. 

Class Al. 

Where  lying  In  Siuiderland. 

It  ii  this  day  mntnally  agreed  between  G.  W.  Hudson, 
Eiqiiire,  owner  of  the  above- named  ehip,  and  Messrs. 
Thomas  Daniel  and  Co..  of  London,  charterers,  That 
the  said  ship,  of  which  tne  above  genecal  description  is 
warranted  to  be  oorrect,  being  tight,  stannch  and  strong, 
and  every  way  fitted  for  the  voyage  classed  as  above,  and 
rsaranteed  to  be  maintained  so  during  present  service, 
shall  forthwith  proceed  to  Carlisle  Bay,  Barbadoes,  vessel 
being  allowed  to  take  in  cargo  of  coals  to  a  port  outwards, 
for  owners*  benefit,  or  to  the  Brazils;  and  as  ordered, 
load  afloat  a  full  and  complete  cargo  of  sugar  or  other  law- 
ful merchandise,  to  be  shipped  according  to  the  custom 
of  the  ports  of  loadini^  (charterers  to  pay  any  lighterage 
for  any  produce  shipped  from  outside  the  harbour 
where  the  ship  lays),  which  the  said  charterers 
bind  themselves  to  ship,  not  exceeding  what  she  can 
reasonably  stow  and  carry  over  and  above  her  tackle 
(apparel,  provisions,  and  f urnitare)  ;  and  being  so  loaded 
■oiul  therewith  proceed  to  London  to  discharge,  or  so 
nsar  thereto  as  she  may  safely  get.  and  deliver  the 
nme  in  the  usual  manner,  in  such  aock  as  charterers 
may  direct,  on  being  paid  freight  as  follows : 

F«ty  shillings  for  sugar,  150")  p  ^^  ^^  20  cwt., 
barrels,  or  equal  thereto,  f  ^  delivered  at  the 
llto!SS?^^''^  **^^.  *^^  Queen's  beam. 
Other  goods  in  jfair  and  customary  proportions  to  sugar. 
All  in  full  of  all  port  charges  and  pilotages,  as  cus- 
tomary (Uie  act  of  G^od,  the  Queen's  enemies,  restraints 
ofpriaoes  and  rulers,  fire,  and  all  and  every  other  dangers 
tod  aooidente  of  tne  seas,  rivers,  and  navigation  of 
whatever  nature  and  kind  soever,  hands  striking,  frost, 
floods,  or  other  unavoidable  acddent  which  may  prevent 
the  loading  or  delivery  of  the  cargoes  during  the  said 
vqjrsge  always  mutually  excepted).  Vessel  to  be  cou- 
nted to  charterer's  agent  in  Barbadoes,  paying  2^  per 
oent  at  one  port  only  for  doing  ship's  business.  Thirty 
ninning  days  (Sundays  excepted)  are  to  be  allowed  the 
aaid  charterers  for  loading  the  said  ship  at  Barbadoes, 
to  begin  when  the  vessel  is  clear  and  ready  to  reoeive 
cargo,  the  master  giving  charterer's  agents  written 
notice  to  that  effect,  and  to  discharge  with  all  customary 
dispatch*  llie  said  cbc^terer  to  have  the  option  of 
keeping  the  said  ship  ten  days  in  demurrage,  over  and 
sbove  Uie  said  laying  days,  at  81.  per  day ;  the  master  to 
lign  bills  of  lading  at  any  rate  of  freight  required  by 
charterer's  agents,  without  prejudice  to  this  agreement. 
Charterer's  agents  at  ports  of  loading  abroad  to  advance 
cash  for  vessel's  ordinary  disbursements,  for  the  appro- 
priatbn  of  w^ich  by  the  captain  the  chfurterers  are  not 
to  be  held  responsible,  free  of  interest  and  commission, 
tobjeot  to  cost  of  insurance,  the  same  to  be  also  on 
aoooont,  and  the  balance  on  unloading  and  right  delivery 
of  the  homeward  oargo  in  cash,  at  two  months,  or,  under 
discount  at  5  per  cent,  per  annum,  at  charterer's  option. 
Lay-days  not  to  commence  before  the  Ist  April  1871. 
Penalty  for  non-performance  of  the  agreement,  estimated 
aswwtol  freight. 


Bay  forthwith,  within  the  meaning  of  the  said 
chnrter-party. 

Issue  thereon. 

The  cause  was  tried  before  Lord  Coleridge,  C.  J., 
and  a  special  jury  at  the  London  sittings  after 
Hilary  term  1873,  when  the  following  material 
facts  were  proved : 

The  plaintiffs  were  shipowners  at  Sunderland, , 
and  the  defendants  were  West  India  merchants 
in  the  city  of  London,  carrying  on  bnsiness  as 
Daniels  and  Co.,  and  the  action  was  for  not  loading 
the  ship  Winslow  according  to  charter-party. 

The  practice  of  the  West  India  sugar  trade  is, 
that  merchants  in  London  make  advances  to 
planters,  who  consign  the  crop  to  them.  The  crop 
is  then  sold  in  London,  and  the  proceeds,  after 
deducting  the  expenses  are  paid  over  to  the  planters. 
The  sugar  season  extends  from  April  to  July  in- 
clusive, sfter  which  period  double  insurance  is 
paid  on  vessels  leaving  Barbadoes,  by  reason  of 
the  hurricane  season  commencing  in  August. 
This  being  so,  and  known  to  be  so  by  the  parties, 
the  charter-party  already  set  out  in  the  note  was 
signed  when  the  Winslow  was  in  dock,  on  the 
28th  Deo.  1870.  (a)  DetAined  by  bad  weather,  she 
did  not  sail  till  the  8th  Feb.  1871.  Being  further 
delayed  by  accident,  she  did  not  reach  Barbadoes 
till  the  28th  July,  when  the  consignees  haying 
taken  the  advice  of  the  Attorney-Ghsneral  of  that 
island  as  to  the  construction  of  the  charter-party, 
refused  to  load  the  agreed  cargo  at  Barbadoes,  but  ■ 
offered  to  load  a  similar  cargo  from  the  neigh- 
bouring island  of  St.  Vincent. 

The  following  correspondence  contains  such 
offer,  and  the  refusal  thereof. 

Letter  from  the  charterer's  agents  to  the  cap* 
tain,  dated  Bridgetown,  Barbadoes,  31st  July : 

We  have  perused  the  charter-party  of  the  Wvustow^ 
dated  28th  Dec.  1870,  by  which  she  was  forthwith  to  pro- 
ceed to  Carlisle  Bay,  Barbadoes,  being  allowed,  however, 
to  take  a  cargo  of  coal  to  a  port  outwards  for  owner's 
benefit,  or  to  the  Brazils,  thirty  running  days  to  be  al- 
lowed the  charterers  for  loading  the  vessel,  which  were 
not  to  commence  before  the  1st  April  1871.  The  charter- 
party  stipulates  that  the  vessel  shall  proceed  on  her 
voyage  fortiiwith,  and  had  she  done  so  it  is  probable  that 
she  would  have  been  here  by  the  1st  April  or  soon  after, 
as  was  evidently  contemplated  by  the  parties  to  the  oon- 
traot.  On  that  day,  and  fox  some  time  afterwards,  we  were 

Erovided  with  a  full  cargo  of  sugar  for  her.  It  appears, 
owever,  by  your  own  account,  that  instead  of  leaving 
forthwith,  the  vessel  did  not  quit  the  port  of  Sunderland 
until  tiie  9th  March  1871,  being  ten  weeks  after  the 
charter-party  was  executed.    The  crop  of  the  island,  in 


material  dates : 

The  charter-party  sued  on  was  signed. 

The  coal  charter  for  the  outward  voyage 
was  completed. 

The  ship  finished  loading  the  coals. 

The  ship  sailed,  having  been  detained  by 
bad  weather. 

Bun  into,  and  obh'ged  to  put  back  for 
repairs  to  Portsmouth. 

Bepairs  completed. 

Arrived  at  Bio. 

Finished  discharging  at  Bio. 

Arrival  at  Barbadoes  reported  to  con- 
signees. 

Notice  to  consignees  to  receive  cargo. 
Letter  to  captain  from  consignees,  re- 
fusing to  load  from  Barbadoes,  but 
offering  to  load  from  St.  Vincent. 

Notice  by  captain  that  lay-days  would 
commence. 

Notice  that  lay-days  ended. 

Demurrage  days  ended. 

iShip  sailed  from  Barbadoes. 


(a)  Table  of 

1870.  Dec.  28. 

1871.  Jan.  6. 

Jan.  27. 
Feb.  8. 

March  8. 
May  26. 
June  23. 
July  28. 

July  31. 


Aug.  1. 

Sept.  4. 
Sept.  15. 
Oct.  L4. 
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the  mean  tiine,  has  been  brought  to  a  olose  and  ebipped 
before  the  arrival  of  the  veBsel,  and  we  are,  therefore, 
unable  to  load  her ;  however,  to  prevent  loss  acoming 
to  the  owners,  from  the  non-performanoe  of  their  con- 
tract, we  are  willing  to  provide  yon  with  a  cargo  of  engar 
and  molaeses  from  this  and  the  Island  of  Si.  Vincent. 

Answer  of  the  captain  thereto,  dated  Barbadoes, 
Ist  Aug.  1871 : 

I  am  in  receipt  of  yonr  favonr  of  yesterday's  date,  the 
Slst  nit. ,  the  contents  doly  noted ;  and  in  reply  I  beg  leave 
to  state  that  there  is  a  statement  as  follows  :  *'  It  appears 
however,  by  yonr  own  accoont,  thafc  instead  of  leaving 
forthwitn  the  vessel  did  not  qnit  the  port  of  Snnderland 
until  the  9th  March  1871,  being  ten  weeks  after  the 
charter-party  was  executed."  That  statement  I  most 
respectfully  beg  leave  to  deny  as  having  emanated  from 
me.  My  words  were  in  answer  to  a  question  put  by  you 
that  Mr.  Daniels  evidently  contemplated  that  the  ship 
would  arrive  here  by  the  1st  April.  My  reply  was,  that 
that  was  impossible,  as  I  did  not  leave  England  until 
March.  In  reply  to  the  other  portion  of  your  letter,  you 
seem  to  ignore  the  fact  that  my  charter-party  binds  me 
to  load  a  full  and  complete  cargo  here  in  &irbadoes,  and 
not  at  two  or  more  ports.  I  therefore  beg  leave  to  confirm 
my  written  notice,  banded  to  ^ou  yesterday,  to  the 
effect  that  the  barque  Winslow  is  at  yonr  service,  and 
all  ready  to  take  in  cargo,  and  that  I  count  my  lay- 
days (specified  in  charter)  from  to-day,  the  1st  Aug.  1871. 

Farther  negotiations  to  the  eame  purpose  re- 
salted  in  nothing,  and  in  the  end  the  vessel  sailed 
away  to  take  troops  from  Demerara  to  Sierra 
Leone,  and  this  action  was  bronght  for  not  loading 
according  to  the  teims  of  the  charter-party. 

The  learned  jadge  told  the  jary  that  the  excep- 
tion as  to  perils  of  the  sea  applied  to  the  oatward 
as  well  as  the  homeward  voyage,  and  that  the 
term  "forthwith"  in  the  charter-party  did  not 
mean  at  once,  bat  mast  bear  a  reasonable  con- 
struction, and  was  equivalent  to  as  soon  as  pos- 
sible under  the  circumstances. 

With  regard  to  the  condoct  of  the  captain,  the 
jury  were  charged  as  follows  : 

The  captain  is  merely  the  shipowner's  agent,  he  is  not 
a  principal;  he  is  there  under  the  charter-party  which 
you  have  heard  read.  His  contention  was,  that  under 
the  charter-party,  Uie  shipowner  had  a  right  to  have 
this  ship  loNEided,  and  he  so  stated  to  the  charterer's 
agents.  They  paid,  on  the  other  hand,  they  would  not 
load  it,  and  begged  him  to  go  elsewhere  and  seek  a 
cargo.  If  he  had  gone  elsewhere  to  seek  a  cargo  before 
there  was  a  distinct  bfeach,  or  that  which  he  chose  to 
accept  as  a  distinct  breach  on  the  part  of  the  charterers, 
he  would  have  discharged  the  charterers  from  their 
engagement,  and  he  would  have  placed  his  own  em- 
ployers, the  shipowners,  I  will  not  say  at  a  greater 
disadvantage,  because  it  might  have  tamed  out.  possibly, 
that  he  might  have  got  as  good  a  charter  as  the  one  he 
gave  up,  but  be  would  have  relinquished  the  shipowner's 
rights  upon  the  charterers  and  left  his  masters  to  the 
chance  of  fortune,  whether  or  not  he  could  have  got  as 
good  an  engagement  aa  the  one  he  gave  up.  It  is  not  for 
me  to  say  whether  he  behaved  well  or  ill,  but  1  do  not 
think  there  is  much  ground  of  complaint  against  him,  so 
far  as  I  may  express  an  opinion.  He  thought  his  duty 
was  to  hold  on  to  the  contract.  He  knew  what  would 
happen  if  that  were  broken.  He  determined,  at  any 
rate,  to  hold  to  the  contract  that  he  had  got,  and  unless 
the  agents  would  come  under  an  engagement  with  him 
which  would  save  his  masters  at  all  events,  he  would 
hold  on  to  the  charter  as  long  aa  ho  reasonably  could. 
.  .  .  But  on  the  other  band  the  captain  might  fairly  say, 
"  Unless  you  put  me  in  as  good  a  position,  with  regard  to 
yourself  as  my  owners  now  stand  in  with  regard  to  yonr 
principals,  I  cannot  give  up  the  hold  which  my  prin- 
cipals have  against  your  principals."  They  never  would 
give  him  any  encouragement  of  that  kind  at  all.  Their 
case,  from  the  beginning,  was—'*  You  have  no  claim 
against  us.  We  will,  as  a  matter  of  courtesy  and  good 
nature,  help  you  to  ^t  a  freight,  either  at  St.  Vincent 
or  St.  Thomas ;  we  wiU  do  anything^  we  can  to  help  you. 
Ton  being  here,  and  having  no  clum  upon  us,  we  will 
do  our  beat  for  ^on ;  but  you  will  distinoUy  undezBtand 


we  decline  in  any^  extent  to  be  bound."  They  may 
not  have  said  this  in  terms,  but  the  captain  may  have 
understood  them  to  say,  **  If  yo\i  treat  ns  as  agents 
of  the  charterers,  and  accept  our  offer  in  aubstilutioa 
of  the  contract,  you  will  have  discharged  the  parties  to 
the  original  contract,  and  your  remedy  against  our 
nrincipals  will  be  gone."  The  captain  might  no  doubt 
nave  said,  **  I  will  consider  this  as  a  breach,  and  the 
matter  aa  at  an  end,  so  far  as  this  contract  is  oonoemed. 
Treating  you  as  the  principals,  I  consider  Uie  princiosls 
have  broken  their  contract,  and  now  I  will  set  to  work  at 
once  to  do  the  best  I  can  for  all  pcurties  concerned."  He 
might  have  done  that,  and  if  he  had  it  is  not  likely  that 
the  principals  in  London  would  have  repudiated  the 
agent's  conduct.    It  ia  in  the  highest  degree  unlikely. 

The  jory  found,  in  answer  to  seven  specific 
Questions, — First,  that  the  Winslow  was  so  tight, 
<KC.,  as  to  be  able  to  proceed  to  Barbadoes  and 
Brazil;  secondly,  that  she  did  in  fact  forthwith 
proceed  thither ;  thirdly,  that  there  was  no  delay 
on  the  voyage  but  what  was  occasioned  by  the  ex- 
cepted accidents;  fourthly,  that  there  was  no 
want  of  reasonable  notice  to  the  shipowners  to 
the  charterers  of  the  circumstances  of  the  delay ; 
fifthly,  that  such  want  of  notice,  if  any,  did  not 
prevent  loading  at  Barbadoes ;  sixthly,  that  the 
date  of  the  arrival  at  Barbadoes  was  not  such  as  to 
put  an  end,  in  a  commercial  sense,  to  the  com- 
mercial speculations  entered  upon  by  the  ship- 
owners and  the  charterers ;  and,  seventhly,  that 
such  date  was  not  a  date  which  could  have  been  at 
the  time  of  making  the  contract,  in  the  reasonable 
contemplation  of  either  the  charterer  or  the  ship- 
owner. 

Upon  these  findings  the  learned  judge  directed 
a  verdicb  for  the  plaintiffs,  reserving  leave  to 
move, 

A  rule  was  afterwards  granted  by  Lord  Cole- 
ridge, C.J.,  and  Keating  and  Denman,  JJ.,  to  set 
aside  the  verdict,  and  for  a  new  trial,  on  the 
ground  that  the  judge  misdirected  the  jury  as  to 
the  effect  of  the  exception  of  perils  of  the  seas,  as 
to  what  effect  on  the  charterer's  liability,  the  ac- 
ceptance under  protest  by  the  captain  of  other 
employment  would  have  had,  and  that  the  sixth 
and  seventh  answers  were  against  evidenoe. 

Benjamin,  Q.C.,  Grantham  with  him,  for  the 
plaintiffs,  now  showed  cause. — Barker  v.  McAndrew 
(12  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.  459;  18  C.  B.,  N.  S,  759; 
84  L.  J.  191,  O.  P. ;  2  Mar.  Law  Can.  O.  S.  205)  is 
absolutely  conclusive  upon  the  first  point.  In 
that  case  it  was  held  that  the  ordinary  excep- 
tion as  to  peiils  of  the  seas,  applied  to  the 
preliminary  transit  from  the  place  where  a  ship 
was,  when  the  charter-party  was  made,  to  the 
loading-place,  and  there  is  nothing  to  distinguish 
that  case  from  this.  [Brett,  J. — In  Potter  y, 
Banhin  (18  L.  T.  Rep.  N.  S.  712  ;  L.  Rep.  3  0.  P. 
562 ;  37  L.  J.  257,  C.  P.)  the  oourt  was  of  opinion 
that  the  chartered  voyage  included  the  voyage 
out.]  As  to  the  second  point.  Sicken  v.  Irving  (7 
C.  B..  N.  S.,  165)  will  be  found  to  bear  a  curious 
similarity  to  the  present  case.  "  There  can  be  do 
doubt,"  said  Williams,  J.,  "that  an  agent  ap- 
pointed to  load  a  cargo  at  a  foreign  port  has 
authority  to  do  all  that  is  necessary  for  the  per- 
formance of  the  contract,  and  also  to  vary  the 
mode  of  performance  if  any  exigency  arises,  pro- 
vided the  contract  be  substantially  maintained. 
But  there  is  no  ground  for  contending  that  he  has 
by  law  any  implied  authority  to  substitute  a  new 
contract — to  substitute  one  sort  of  commodity  for 
another,  sugar  for  salt,  for  instance — or  to  appoint 
a  different  place  of  loading  from  tbftt  coutemplated 
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by  the  charter-party.  It  is  qaite  nevr  to  me  to 
hear  it  sugi^ted  that  there  is  saoh  an  authority  ; 
ftod  I  caonot  but  think  that  it  woald  be  very  mis- 
chieTons  if  the  agent's  aathority  ooald  be  so  ex- 
tended as  thas  to  vary  the  contract  of  his  prin- 
cipal." [Lord  Coleridge,  G.J.,  referred  to  that 
portion  of. the  summing  np  which  will  be  found  set 
out  abovej     They  also  referred  to 

Crow  V.  FaUc,  8  Q.  B.  467 ;  15  L.  J.  183,  Q.  B. ; 

TalerUine  v.  Gi66«,  6  C.  B.,  N.  S.,  270 ;  28  L.  J.  229, 
C.  P. ;  »  »        >  t 

Bniee  V!  Nicolopulo,  11  Ex.  129 ;  24  L.  J.  321,  Ex. 
Matthews,  Q.C.  {Murphy,  Q.C.,  with  him),  for  the 
defendants,  supported  the  rule. — By  the  terms  of 
this  charter-party  the  rule  in  Barker  v.  MeAndrew 
{uhi  $up.)  is  excluded.  The  plaintiff  had  the  option 
of  taking  the  coals  on  the  outward  journey,  and  so 
be  takes  upon  himself,  as  it  is  only  just  that  he 
•hoold,  the  risk  of  that  journey.  At  any  rate  he 
is  not  excused  the  performance  of  the  condition 
precedent  that  he  should  proceed  *'  forthwith :" 
{GroockewU  v.  Fletcher,  1  H.  &  N.  893 ;  26  L.  J.  153, 
Ex.)  And  forthwith  has  the  same  meaning  as 
directly,  which  latter  term  has  been  held  to  mean 
speedily  :  {Duncan  v.  Topham,  7  0.  B.  225.)  TLord 
Coleridgs,  C.J. — I  explained  "  forthwith  "  to  the 
jury  to  mean  as  soon  as  practicable,  and  they  found 
that  the  ship  sailed  in  fact  "  forthwith."  Grove, 
J.—**  Forthwith  "  is  a  oomparative  term ;  it  means 
that  the  shipowner,  at  any  rate,  will  cac&se  no 
delay.]  The  damages  ought  to  be  merely  nominal, 
as  the  captain  was  bound  to  set  about  taking  other 
employment : 

Bmd/ord  v.  WiUianu,  ante,  vol.  1,  p.  313 ;  26  L.  T. 
Bep.  N.  8. 641 :  L  Eep.  7  Ex.  259 ;  41 L.  J.  164,  Ex. : 

Beekham  v.  Drake,  2  H.  of  L.  Cas.  579 ;  8  M.  &  W. 
845;  7Jnr.  704; 

Emmens r.Elderton,  13  C.  B.  495 ;  4  H.  of  L.  Cas. 
624 ;  18  Jnr.  21. 
The  damages  ought  to  have  been  diminished  on 
the  ground  of  the  captain  having  acted  norea- 
sonably :  {WUeon  v.  Hicke  16  L.  J. 243,  Ex.)  They 
also  referred  to 

Btamton  v.  Richardson,  ante,  vol.  1,  p.  449 ;  27  L.  T. 
Bep.  N.  S.  513;  L.  Bep.  7  C.  P.  421 ;  41  L.  J.  180, 

JacksonY,  Union  Marine Ineurance  Company,  L.  Eep. 
o  O.  * .  o72; 

MeAwhewe  v.  Chappie,  L.  Bep.  1  C.  P.  643 ;  2  Mar. 
Cas.  O.S.  339 ; 
in  the  last  of  which  cases  Brett,  J.,  had  asked 
the  jury  a  question  similar  to  the  sixth  question 
in  this,  but  the  jury  had  answered  it  in  the 
affirmative. 

Brett,  J. — I  am  clearly  of  opinion  that  the 
sixth  and  seventh  answers  were  not  against  evi- 
deuce ;  on  the  contrary,  I  think  that  they  would 
have  been  against  evidence  if  they  had  been  given 
otherwise.  It  has  been  contended  that  the  object 
of  the  voyage  was  h^ustrated,  within  the  rule  laid 
down  by  the  majority  of  this  court  in  Jackson  v. 
Union  Marine  IneuraneeCompany  {uhi  evp.).  But 
such  a  contention  can  be  grounded  only  upon  a 
misapprehension  of  that  decision,  which  means 
merely  this — ^that  where  a  delay  has  been  so  long 
u  to  frustrate,  from  a  commercial  point  of  view, 
the  object  of  both  parties,  the  contract  is  inap- 

C*  able,  and  cannot  be  enforced.  Such  a  delay 
not  arisen  here.  In  this  case  the  charterers 
thought  to  ship  a  cargo  of  sugar  daring  the  sugar 
season,  but  the  shipowners  thought  to  employ 
their  ship  during  the  whole  year.  It  was  nothing 
to  the  sbipownera  whether  the  cargo  could  be 
shipped  at  a  profit  to  the  charterers  or  not.  The 
Uilun  to  amve  at  the  particular  time  wished  for 


by  the  charterers,  therefore,  did  not  terminate 
the  contract.  But  it  is  said  it  was  impossible  to 
load.  Even  if  it  had  been,  it  would  not  have  been 
within  the  rule,  but  I  doubt  whether  it  was  im- 
possible. At  a  profit,  perhaps,  it  was  impossible 
to  load,  but  that  is  no  concern  of  the  sbipownera. 
As  to  the  first  ground  of  misdirection,  that  the 
excepted  perils  included  perils  on  the  outward 
voyage,  I  am  of  opinion  the  clause  as  to  excepted 
perils  began  to  operate  as  soon  as  the  outward 
voyage  began.  Mr.  Matthews  argues  otherwise, 
on  the  ground  that  the  charterera  derived  no 
profit  from  that  voyage.  But  that  voyage  was,  I 
think,  the  chartered  voyage.  At  any  rate.  Barker 
V.  MeAndrew  {uhi  sup.),  is  a  clear  authority  to  that 
effect,  and  there  is  no  authority  to  the  contrary. 
The  distinction  between  that  case,  and  cases  appa- 
rently conflicting,  is  shown  in  the  judgments. 

As  to  the  second  ground  of  misdirection,  that  the 
learned  judge  ought  to  have  told  the  jury  that  the 
charterera  were  absolved  because  the  vessel  had 
not  sailed  "  forthwith,"  I  think  such  a  construction 
of  that  term  would  be  equivalent  to  striking  out 
the  clause  as  to  excepted  perils  altogether. 
"Forthwith"  merely  means  as  quickly  as  pes* 
sible,  unless  prevented  by  excepted  perils. 

As  to  the  third  ground  of  misdirectiout  what 
really  occurred  was  this — it  was  left  to  the  juiy  to 
say  whether  the  captain,  by  unreasonable  conduct, 
hskd  prevented  the  lessening  of  the  damage  to  the 
charterers,  which  was,  perhaps,  a  direction  too 
strong  in  iavour  of  the  charterers.  It  was  thus 
left  open  to  the  juiy  to  consider  the  captain's  con- 
duct, both  in  and  after  the  lay-days.  I  cannot  say 
whether  the  captain  might  not  wait  till  after  the 
l^-days,  but  even  that  consideration  was  not  shut 
on,  and  the  joiy  had  left  to  them  whether  the 
captain's  conduct  was  reasonable  on  the  whole. 
They  were  to  consider  how  the  offer  of  a  snbsti* 
tuteid  cargo  could  prevent  itself  to  the  mind  of  the 
captain,  and  whether  he  took  a  reasonable  view  of 
the  situation. 

I  think  that  there  was  no  misdirection  at  all, 
and  that  the  rule  must  be  discharged  on  all  points. 

Grovs,  J. — ^I  am  of  the  same  opinion  on  both 
points. 

As  to  the  first  ground  of  misdirection,  I 
think  the  case  is  not  only  governed  by  Barker  v. 
MeAndrew  {uhi  sup,)  but  is  d  fortiori  to  it.  In 
Barker  v.  MeAndrew  the  distance  held  to  be  within 
the  clause  as  to  excepted  perils  was  short — here  it 
is  long,  so  as  to  be  more  within  the  reason  of  the 
exception.  In  this  charter-party,  too,  we  have  the 
plural  "  cargoes,"  the  use  of  which  would  seem  to 
contemplate  both  the  outward  and  the  homeward 
voyage.  I  agree,  too,  that  if  Mr.  Matthews  be 
right  as  to  his  construction  of  "  forthwith,"  the 
clause  as  to  exoepted  perils  wiU  have  to  be  struck 
out  of  this  charter-party.  In  the  ordinary  legal 
acceptation  of  the  term,  "  forthwith  *'  means  quami 
primum,  as  soon  as  possible  under  the  ciroum- 
Btanoes. 

As  to  the  third  ground  of  misdirection,  that 
the  captain  was  not  bound  to  treat  the  con- 
tract as  broken,  I  think  that  if  this  had  been  a 
case  like  Avory  v.  Bowden  {uhi  sup,),  it  would  have 
been  a  case  of  res  acta,  and  the  captain  should  have 
minimised  the  Iosf.  But  the  captain  did  not  treat 
the  contract  as  broken;  he  might  have  put  his 
owners  into  danger  by  so  doing.  It  is  said,  how- 
ever, that  he  should  have  accepted  the  subsequent 
offer,  and  so  reduced  the  loss.     Bat  the  reason* 
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ableness  of  the  captain's  oonduot  was  left  to  the 
jory,  and  the  only  possible  straw,  if  I  may  use  the 
expression,  whioh  can  now  be  canght  at  in  support 
of  the  rale  upon  this  last  point,  is  the  possible 
meaning  of  a  collateral  contingent  observation  in 
the  oourse  of  the  learned  judge's  direction  to  the 
jury. 

Lord  CoLEBiDGE,  C.J. — T  have  very  little  to  add.  I 
agree  that  the  sixth  and  seventh  answers  would  have 
been  against  evidence,  if  given  otherwise.  I  agree 
also  in  the  view  which  my  brother  Brett  has  taken 
of  the  meaning  of  the  decision  in  Jackson  v.  Union 
Marine  Insurance  Company  (uhi  aup.)  It  is  a  most 
authoritative  expression  of  opinion,  for  my  brother 
Brett  took  part  in  that  judgment  himself.  As  to 
the  misdirection,  I  charged  the  jury  without  being 
aware  of  Barker  y.  McAndrew  (uhi  sup.)  The  con- 
tention as  to  "  forthwith  "  I  do  not  quite  see  the 
importance  of.  I  had,  it  was  admitted,  correctly 
explained  the  term  to  mean  with  all  necessary 
and  reasonable  dispatch,  and  the  jury  found  that 
the  vessel  did  in  fact  sail  ''forthwith."  Upon 
the  last  point,  I  can  only  say  that  before  giving 
the  direction  complained  of,  I  had  referred  to 
Avery  y.  Bowden  and  Reed  y.  Hoskins  (6  E.  <&  B. 
963 ;  3  Jur.  N.  S.,  238 ;  26  L.  J.  3,  Q.  B.) ;  and  also 
to  Xenos  v.  Danube  Railway  Comfpany  (11  0.  B., 
N.  8.,  152;  13  ib.  825) ;  and  in  my  direction  was 
attempting  to  follow  the  law  .as  well  as  I  eould 
estimate  it  from  those  cases. 

BAJile  discharged. 
Attorney  for  tlie  plaintiffs,  W,  A,  Crump, 
Attorneys  for  the  defendants,  Druce,  Sons,  and 
Jackson. 


COU&T  or  EZCEEQUBB. 

Beported  by  T.  W.  Saunders  and  H.  Lbiqh,  Esqra., 
Barristenhftt-Law. 


Wednesday,  April  22, 1874. 

GrOBBIS  AND  ANOTHEB  V,  ScOTT. 

Statutory  duty — Penalties  for  breach  of -^Breach  of 
duty — Special  damage  to  plaintiff — Action  for — 
Object  and  intention  of  statute  —  Contagious 
Diseases  (Animals)  Act  1869  (2>2  ^33  Vict.  c.70), 
M.  75,  103,  106 — Order  in  council — Transit  of 
animals  by  sea — Regulations  as  to  violation  of 
by  shipowner — Action  by  owner  of  animals. 

The  Contagious  Diseases  (AnvmalsJ  Act  1869  (^32 
^  33  Vict.  0.  70^,  s.  75,  etnpowere  the  Privy 
Council,  from  time  to  time,  to  make  such  orders 
as  they  think  expedient  for,  inter  alia,  **  prO' 
tecting  animals  brought  by  sea  to  ports  in  Ureal 
Britain,  from  unnecessary  suffering  during  the 
passage,  and  on  landing.  In  pursuance  of  such 
power,  the  Privy  Council,  on  the  20th  Dec.  1871, 
made  an  order  (The  Animals  Order  of  IS71),  tliat 
"  with  respect  to  places  used  for  animals  on  board 
vessels,  the  following  regulations  shall  liave  effect : 
First.  Every  such  place  shall  be  divided  into  pens 
by  substantial  divisions.  Secondly.  Each  pen 
shall  not  exceed  9ft.  in  breadth,  or  V)ft.  in  length. 
Thirdly.  The  floor  of  each  pen  shall  luwe  proper 
battens  or  other  footholds  thereon.**  By  sect.  103  a , 
penalty  is  imposed  on  any  person  acting  in  con- 
travention of,  or  guilty  of  any  offtnce  against,  the 
Act,  or  any  order  or  regulation  made  by  the 
Privy  Cour^cil,  not  exceeding  201.  for  every  such 
offence. 

The  plaintiffs  shipped  a  quantity  of  sheep  on  board 
a  vessel  of  the  defendant,  for  transit  from  Ham^ 


burgh  to  Newcastle,  and  in  consequence  of  the 
defendant  failing  to  provide  proper  pens  and  foot- 
holds on  boa^d  the  vessel,  as  directed  by  the  above 
order,  a  large  number  of  the  sheep  were  washed 
overboard  in  a  gale,  during  the  passage,  and  were 
drowned;  and  in  an  auction  by  tne  plainiiffg 
against  the  defendant  to  recover  damages  by 
reason  of  his  noncompliance  with  the  statutory 
duty,  it  was 

Held  on  demurrer,  by  the  Court  of  Exchequer 
{Kelly,  C.B.,  and  Pigott,  Pollock,  and  Amphlett, 
BB.J,  that,  as  the  object  of  the  statute  and  the 
Order  in  Council  was,  not  to  benefit  tits  owners  of 
animals  by  preventing  the  animdls  from  being 
drowned,  out  to  prevent  the  introduction  and 
spreading  of  contagious  diseases  amongst  catUe 
in  this  country,  the  plaintiffs,  although  they  had 
sustained  damage  which  would  not  have  occurred 
if  the  defendants  had  performed  their  statvUory 
duty,  could  not  sue  the  defendant  for  the  recovery 
of  su>ch  damage,  and  that  the  action  was  not 
maintainable. 

Couch  V.  Steel  (3  E.  fy  B.  402 ;  23  L.  J.  125. 
Q.  B.) ;  Stevens  v.  Jeaconke  and  others  (11  Q.  B. 
731 ;  17  L.  J.  163.  Q.B);  and  Atkinson  v.  The 
Newcastle  and  Gateshead  Waterworks  Com- 
pany (L.  Eep,  6  Ex.  404) ;  discussed  and  distM- 
guished. 

Thb  plaintiffs  in  this  action  were  cattle  dealers  at 
Hamburgh  and  the  defendant  was  the  owner  of  the 
screw  steam  ship  Hastings,  which,  on  the  6th 
March  1873,  was  lying  at  Hamburgh.  On  that 
day  the  plaintiffs  shipped  on  board  the  Hastings  a 
number  of  sheep  for  delivery  at  Newcastle,  under 
the  following  bill  of  lading. 

Shipped  in  good  order  and  well  conditioned  by  Gorris 
in  and  npon  the  good  eteamship  Hastings,  Oapt.  Donglae, 
now  lying  in  the  port  of  Hamburgh,  and  bound  for 
Newcastle,  100  sheep,  being  marked  and  nnmbered 
as  in  the  margin,  and  to  be  delivered  in  the  like  good 
order  and  condition  at  the  said  port  of  Newoaatle,  all  and 
every  dangers  and  accidents  of  the  sea.  fire,  machinery, 
boilers,  steam,  and  steam  navigation  01  what  nature  or 
kind  soever  excepted,  nnto  Thomas  Mangham,  of  New- 
castle, or  assigns,  he  or  the^  paying  freight  for  the  same 
Is.  sterling  per  head.    In  witness,  &o. 

On  deck  at  shipper's  risk.  Not  answerable  for  washing 
or  throwing  overboard.  Free  of  mortality.  To  be  for- 
warded at  shipper's  risk  and  expense,  &o. 

Hamburgh,  6th  March  1873. 

The  Contagious  Diseases  (Animals)  Act  1869 
(32  &  33  Vict.  c.  70),  which  is  an  Act  to  consoli- 
date, amend,  and  make  perpetual  the  Acts  for 
preventing  the  introductiou  or  spreading  of  conta- 
gions or  infectious  diseases  among  cattle  in  Great 
Britain,  enacts  (sect.  75)  that  **  The  Privy  Council 
may  from  time  to  time  make  such  orders  as  they 
think  expedient  for  all  or  any  of  (inter  cdia)  the 
following  purposes  (1 )  For  insuring  for  animals 
brought  by  sea  to  ports  in  Great  Britain  a  proper 
supply  of  food  and  water  during  the  passage  and 
on  landing.  (2.)  For  protecting  such  animals  from 
unnecessary  suffering  daring  the  passage  and  on 
landing." 

In  pursuance  of  the  powers  conferred  on  them 
by  that  section,  the  Privy  Council,  on  the  20th 
Dec.  1871,  made  an  order,  cited  as  **  The  Aaimals 
Order  of  1871,"  which  contained  the  following, 
amongst  other,  regulations : 

Tbaksit  of  Animals  by  Sea. — ^With  respect  to 
places  need  for  animals  on  board  vessels,  the  following 
regulations  shall  have  effect : 

(1)  Every  such  place  shcdl  be  divided  into  pens  by  sub- 
stantial divisions. 
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C2)  Eaoh  pen  shall  not  exceed  9ft.  in  breadth  or  15ft. 
in  leofftli. 

(3)  The  floor  of  each  pen  shall  have  proper  battens  or 
other  footholds  thereon. 

By  sect.  103  a  penalty  not  exceeding  £20  is 
impoaed  upon  any  person  acting  in  contravention 
of  or  gnilty  of  any  offence  against  the  Act  or  any 
order  or  regulation  made  by  the  Privy  Council  or 
a  local  authority »  in  pursuance  thereof,  for  every 
Bach  offence ;  and  where  suoU  offence  is  committed 
with  respect  to  more  than  four  animals,  a  penalty 
not  exceeding  £b  for  each  animal  may  be  imposed 
instead  of  202.,  and  by  sect.  106  one  half  of  the 
penalty  is  to  be  paid  to  the  person  who  sues  or 
proceeds  for  the  same. 

The  defendant's  vessel  was  not  fitted  with  proper 
pens  nor  provided  with  proper  battens  or  footholds, 
as  prescribed  by  the  above-mentioned  order  of 
council,  and  in  consequence  thereof  a  large  number 
of  the  plaintiffs'  sheep  were  washed  overboard  by 
the  sea  in  a  gale  which  the  vessel  encountered  on 
the  passage  from  EEamburgh  to  Newcastle,  and 
were  drowned.  Thereupon  the  plaintiffs  commenced 
an  action  against  the  defendant,  as  owner  of  the 
said  vessel,  to  recover  damages  from  him  for  the 
loss  of  their  sheep  through  his  breach  of  the 
statutory  duty  in  that  respect  imposed  upon  him 
by  the  Act. 

By  the  first  count  of  their  declaration  they  com- 
plained that  heretofore,  and  after  the  making  and 
passing  of  the  Contagious  Diseases  ^Animals)  Act, 
1869,  *'Tbe  Lords  and  others  of  Her  Majesty's 
Hon.  Privy  Coancil,  under  and  in  exercise  of  the 
powers  and  authority  in  them  by  the  said  Act  in 
that  behalf  vested,  dul^  and  within  the  trne  intent 
and  meaning  of  tho  said  Act,  made  a  certain  order 
therein,  called  '  The  Animals  Order  of  1871,'  with 
reference  to  animals  brought  by  sea  to  ports  in 
Great  Britain,  and  to  the  places  used  and  occupied 
by  such  animals  on  board  any  vessel  in  which  the 
same  should  be  so  brought  to  such  ports,  and 
thereby,  amongst  other  items,  ordered  and  made 
the  following  regulations,  that  is  to  say : — *  1. 
That  every  such  place  should  be  divided  into  pens 
by  substantial  divisions ;  and  secondly  that  each 
Boch  pen  should  not  exceed  nine  feet  in  breadth 
and  fifteen  feet  in  length.'    And  the  plaintiffs 
farther  say  that  afterwards,  and  after  the  making 
and  taking  effect  of  the  said  order,  and  whilst  the 
same  continued  and  was  in  full  force  and  effect, 
the  plaintiffs  delivered  in  and  on  board  of  a  certain 
vessel  called  the  Haitinga,  to  the  defendant,  as  and 
then  being  the  owner  of  the  said  vessel,  certain 
sheep  of  the  plaintiffs,  to  be  carried  and  con- 
veyed by  the  defendant,  for  reward  to  him,  in  that 
behalf,  in  and  on  board  the  said  vessel  by  sea  from 
the  port  of  Hamburgh  to  a  certain  port  in  Great 
Britain,  called  (to  wit),  to  the  port  of  Newcastle, 
and  there  delivered  for  the  plaintiffs,  and  the  de- 
fendant then,  and  as  being  such  owner  as  aforo- 
aaid,  took  and  received,  and  started  on  the  said 
voyage,  with  the  said  sheep  in  and  on  board  the 
said  vessel,  for  the  purposes  and  on  the  terms 
aforesaid."    Averments.   That  tho  said  order  and 
reguhitions  respectively  remained  and  continued 
io  full  force  and  effect  before  and  at  and  from  the 
time  of  the  said  delivery  to  and  receipt  by  the 
defendant  of  the  said  sheep  as  aforesaid,  up  to  and 
Qotil  and  at  the  time  of  the  termination  of  the  said 
voyage ;  and  that  all  conditions  were  performed 
and  fulfilled,  and  all  things  happened  and  were 
done,  and  all  times  elapsed  necessary  to  entitle  the 


plaintiffs  to  maintain  this  action  in  respect  of  the 
claim  in  this  count  made,  yet  the  place  in  and 
on  board  the  said  vessel,  which  was  used  and 
occupied  by  the  said  sheep  during  the  said  voyage 
was  not  during  the  said  voyage,  or  any  part 
thereof,  divided  into  pens  by  substantial  or  any 
other  divisions,  and  the  defendant  wholly  neglected 
and  omitted  to  divide  the  said  place,  or  to  cause 
the  said  place  to  be  divided  during  the  said  voyage 
or  any  part  therof ;  and  by  reason  thereof  divers 
of  the  said  sheep  were  during  the  said  voyage, 
washed  and  swept  away  by  the  sea  from  and  off 
the  said  ship,  and  were  drowned  and  wtiolly  lost  to 
the  pUintiffd. 

The  seoond  count  of  the  declaration  was  pre- 
cisely the  same  as  the  first,  except  that  in  setting 
out  the  "  Animals  Order  of  1871,"  it  added  besides 
tho  two  regulations  set  forth  in  the  said  count,  the 
third  regulation  contained  in  such  order  as  follows : 
"  Thirdly,  that  the  floor  of  each  such  pen  should 
have  proper  battens  or  footholds  thereon,"  and 
they  assigned  as  a  breach  or  neglect  of  duty  on  the 
defendant's  part,  that  **  the  floor  of  the  place  in 
and  on  board  the  said  vessel,  which  was  used  and 
occupied  by  the  said  sheep  during  the  said  voyage, 
had  not  during  the  said  voyage  or  any  part  thereof, 
proper  or  any  battens  or  any  other  footholds 
thereon,  as  required  in  and  by  the  said  ordsr,  so 
made  under  and  in  pursuance  of  the  said  statute, 
and  by  reason  thereof  divers  of  the  said  sheep  were 
during  the  said  voyage  washed  and  swept  away 
by  the  sea  from  off  the  said  ship,  and  were  drowned 
and  wholly  lost  to  the  plaintiffs. 

The  third  count  charged  that  the  plaintiffs 
caused  to  be  delivered  to  the  defendant,  and  the 
defendant  received  from  the  plaintiffs,  certain 
goods,  that  is  to  say,  certain,  sheep,  to  be  by  him 
shipped  on  board  of  the  ship  Hastings,  and  safely 
and  securely  carried  therein  from  Hamburgh  to 
Newcastle,  and  there,  for  freight  payable  by  the 
plaintiffs  to  the  defendant  in  that  behalf,  delivered 
for  the  plaintiffs,  all  and  every  dangers  and  acci- 
dents of  the  seas,  of  fire,  machinery,  boilers,  steam, 
and  of  steam  navigation  of  what  nature  or  kind 
soever  excepted ;  and  the  defendant  was  not  pre- 
vented from  so  shipping,  carrying,  or  delivering 
the  caid  goods  by  any  ot  the  perils  or  casualties 
aforesaid.  And  all  conditions,  things,  and  times, 
were  fulfilled,  &o.,  necessary  to  entitle  the  plain- 
tiff j  to  have  the  said  goods  safely  and  securely 
carried  and  delivered  by  the  defendant  as  afore- 
said ;  yet  the  defendant  did  not,  nor  would  safely 
and  securely  carry  and  deliver  the  said  goods  as 
aforesaid,  and  the  same  were  during  the  said 
voyage  lost  to  the  plaintiffs. 

The  defendant,  amongst  other  things,  pleaded 
thirdly  for  a  third  plea  to  the  first  and  second  counts, 
that  the  said  sheep  were  delivered  in  and  on  board 
the  said  vessel  to  the  defendant,  and  were  received 
by  the  defendant  to  be  carried,  as  in  the  counts 
mentioned,  on  the  said  voyage,  upon  and  subject  to 
the  terms  following,  that  is  to  say,  that  the  said 
sheep  should  be  delivered  in  like  good  order  and 
condition  to  the  order  and  condition  m  which  they 
were  shipped,  all  and  every  the  dangers  and 
accidents  of  the  seas,  of  fire,  machinery,  boilerF, 
steam  and  of  steam  navigation,  of  what  nature  or 
kind  soever,  excepted,  and  that  the  said  sheep 
should  be  carried  on  deck  of  the  said  ship  at  the 
plaintiffa'  risk,  and  that  the  defenaant  should  non 
be  answerable  for  washing,  or  throwing  overboard, 
or  for  the  death  of  any  of  the  said  sheep  on  board 
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the  said  TesBel;  f  onrtbly.by  his  f  oarth  plea  to  the  said 
first  and  secood  oouDts  the  defendant  repeated  the 
several  allegations  in  the  third  plea  contained,  and 
in  addition  thereto  said  that  the  said  sheep  were 
washed  and  swept  away,  as  in  these  oonnts  men- 
tioned, by  dangers  and  accidents  of  the  seas,  and 
steam  nayi^tion,  within  the  trae  intent  and  mean- 
ing of  the  said  terms,  and  not  otherwise ;  fifthly, 
by  his  fifth  plea  to  the  same  coants,  the  defendant 
repeated  the  third  plea,  and  in  addition  thereto  said 
that  the  said  sheep  were  respectively  necessarily, 
and  properly  thrown  overboard,  or  died  on  board 
the  said  vessel,  within  the  trae  intent  and 
meaning  of  the  said  terms,  and  that  the  loss  com- 
plained of  arose  and  was  caused  wholly  by  such 
throwing  overboard  and  death.  Twelfthly.  By  his 
twelfth  plea,  for  defence  on  equitable  grounds,  the 
defendant  said  that  the  said  sheep  were  delivered 
on  board  the  said  ship  at  a  port  beyond  the  seas, 
that  is  to  say  Hamburgh,  and  that  the  defendant, 
when  he  acpnaed  to  accept  and  receive  on  board 
the  said  vessel  the  cargo  hereinafter  mentioned, 
was  in  this  country,  and  that  the  defendant  was 
induced  to  receive  the  said  cargo  on  board  the  said 
vessel  by  a  statement  and  allegation  then  made  by 
the  plaintiffs  to  the  defendant  in  this  country,  that 
the  plain tifis  were  about  to  deliver  a  general  cargo 
only,  and  not  sheep  or  animals,  on  board  the  said 
ship ;  and  the  defendant  accordingly,  at  the  plain- 
tifiTs  request,  by  telegram,  ordered  the  said  master 
to  receive  the  said  cargo,  and  the  defendant,  by 
the  said  master,  as  his  agent  in  that  behalf,  re- 
ceived the  same  accordingly,  on  the  faith  and  on 
the  terms  that  the  said  cargo  consisted  of  a 
general  cargo  only,  and  not  of  sheep  or  animals ; 
and  that  the  plaintiffs,  in  violation  of  the  said 
terms,  and  contrary  to  the  said  statement,  and 
without  the  pemooal  knowledge  of  the  defendant, 
delivered  the  said  sheep  and  not  a  general  cargo, 
to  the  said  master,  and  that  the  loss  and  matters 
complained  of  arose  wholly  from  the  said  violating 
the  said  terms  by  the  plaintiffs,  and  by  their 
delivering  the  said  sheep  to  the  said  master  with- 
out the  knowledge  or  consent  of  the  defendant. 

Demurrer  and  joinder  in  demurrer  to  the  first 
and  second  counts  of  the  declaration,  one  ground 
of  demurrer  being  that  the  breach  of  the  said 
regulations  only  render  the  defendant  liable  to 
the  penalty  imposed  by  the  Act. 

Replication  secondly  to  the  twelfth  plea,  that  the 
said  sheep  so  delivered  to  the  said  master  as  in 
the  said  twelfth  plea  mentioned,  were  accepted  and 
received  by  him  in  and  on  board  the  said  vessel, 
with  his  full  assent  and  concurrence,  as  part 
of  the  said  cargo,  and  with  full  knowledge  of  all 
and  singular  the  premises  in  the  said  twdfth  plea 
mentioned. 

Demurrers  and  joinder  in  demurrers  to  the 
third,  fourth,  fifth,  and  twelfth  pleas  respectively, 
the  grounds  of  demurrer  respectively  bemg— as  to 
the  third  plea,  that  the  matter  therein  alleged 
affords  no  answer  to  the  breaches  of  duty  on  the 
defendant's  part  in  the  first  and  second  counts  re- 
spectively mentioned,  which  are  respectively  by 
the  said  plea  admitted  to  have  been  the  cause  of 
the  sheep  being  washed  overboard.  As  to  the 
fourth  plea  that  the  matter  therein  alleged  affords 
no  answer  to  the  said  breaches,  there  being  no 
allegation  in  the  plea  of  a  waiver  by  the  plaintiffs 
of  the  defendant's  performance  of  the  duties  in 
such  counts  mentioned.  As  to  the  fifth  plea,  that 
the  matter  therein  alleged  affords  no  answer  to 


the  said  breaches,  it  being  consistent  with  the 
allegations  in  the  plea  that  the  sheep  were  so 
necessarily  and  properly  thrown  overboard  and 
died,  as  therein  alleged,  by  reason  and  in  conse- 
quence of  such  breach  of  duty  respectively.  And 
as  to  the  twelfth  plea,  that  is  perfectly  consistent 
with  its  allegations  that  the  master  of  the  vessel 
was,  at  the  time  when  he  received  the  sheep  on 
board,  fully  aware  of  the  arrangement  between 
the  plaintiffs  and  the  defendant,  and  consented 
(which  he  had  a  general  power  to  do)  to  vary  and 
alter  the  terms  of  such  arrangement. 

Eejoinder :  Demurrer  and  joinder  in  demurrer 
to  the  plaintiff's  second  replication  to  the  twelfth 
plea,  a  ground  of  demurrer  being  that  the  con- 
currence of  the  master  stated  in  the  replication  is 
wholly  immaterial. 

The  points  of  argument  on  the  part  of  the 
plaintiff's :  As  to  the  first  and  second  coants — First, 
that  the  said  counts  respectively  are  good,  and  show 
on  the  face  of  them  respectively  that  the  defendant^ 
has,  to  the  damage  of  the  plaintiffs,  failed  to  perform^ 
a  statutory  duty  arising  under  and  by  virtue  of  an 
order  in  council,  made  under  and  in  pursuance  of 
sect.  75  of  the  Contagious  Diseases  (Animals) 
Act  1869,  which  was  thereby  imposed  on  the  de- 
fendant for  the  benefit  of  the  plaintiffs,  as  and 
being  the  owner  of  the  sheep  in  the  said  first  and 
second  cotmts  respectively  mentioned,  and  alleged 
therein  respectively  to  have  brought  by  sea  in  the 
defendant's  ship  to  a  port  in  Great  Britam;  secondly 
that  the  provisions  of  the  said  section  do  not 
actually  impose  the  penalty  therein  referred  to 
for  offences  against  any  order  in  council,  made 
under  its  provisions,  but  merely  authorise  the 
Privy  Council  to  impose  penalties  for  such 
offences,  and  that  it  does  not  appear  upon  the  said 
pleadings  that  any  penalty  was  ever  actually  im- 
posed by  the  order  referred  to  in  the  first  and  second 
coants  respectively ;  thirdly,  that,  assuming  that 
any  such  penalty  had  been  in  fact  imposed  by  the 
said  order  in  council,  it  would  nevertheless  be 
deemed  and  considered  to  have  been  so  imposed  for 
the  purpose  of  prevention  aocordingly,  and  could  not 
take  away  the  plaintiffs'  right  to  compensation  for 
the  damage  which  they  have  actually  sustained  in 
consequence  of  the  neglect  on  the  defendant's 
part  to  comply  with  the  order  in  council  men- 
tioned and  referred  to  in  the  said  first  and  second 
counts  respectively ;  fourthly,  that  independently  of 
the  said  statutory  declaration  in  the  said  first  and 
second  counts  respectively  mentioned,  these  counts 
respectively  show  that  the  defendant  omitted  to 
take  such  necessarv  and  reasonable^precaution  for 
the  protection  of  the  sheep  as  he  was  bound  so  to 
do  as  a  carrier  for  hire  of  the  said  sheep. 

With  regerd  to  the  third,  fourth,  and  fifth  pleas 
— (fifthly)  that  the  terms  of  the  said  alleged  con- 
tract, mentioned  in  the  said  third,  fourth,  and 
fifth  pleas  respectively,  did  not  (in  the  absence  of 
any  express  agreement  to  that  effect),  exempt  or 
excuse  the  defendant  from  performing  the  statu- 
tory duty  imposed  upon  him,  as  in  the  said  first 
and  second  counts  respectively  mentioned,  and 
would,  in  the  absence  of  such  express  agreement, 
be  deemed  to  have  bean  made  and  entered 
into,  subject  to  such  statutory  duty;  and  that 
it  is  consistent  with  the  allegations  contained 
in  the  said  third,  fourth,  and  fifth  pleas  respec- 
tively, that  the  said  damage  sustained  by  the 
plaintiffs,  as  in  these  counts  respectively  men- 
tioned, was  primarily  occasionedi  by  reason  and  in 
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coQseqaence  of  the  neglect  of  the  defendant  to 
mrform  the  said  Btatntory  duties  whioh  were  re* 
ferred  to  shove. 

With  regard  to  the  twelfth  plea— (flizbhly)  that 
the  matter  contained  in  the  Bai'i  twelfth  plea  affords 
no  answer  to  the  claim  made  in  the  aedaration, 
and  that  it  is  perfectly  consistent  with  the  allega- 
tions contained  in  that  plea,  that  the  master  of 
the  said  yessel  was,  when  he  received  the  said 
sheep  on  hoard,  folly  aware  of  the  arrangement 
alleged  in  the  said  twelfth  plea  to  have  heen  made 
between  the  plaintiffs  and  the  defendant,  and  that 
be,  at  the  same  time  when  he  received  the  said 
sheep,  consented,  as  he  had  power  to  do  wibhoat  any 
express  or  direct  anthority  from  the  defendant  in 
that  behalf,  to  vary  and  alter  the  terms  of  soch 
arrangnnent  by  accepting  the  said  sheep  in  lien 
of  the  said  general  cargo. 

With  regard  to  the  second  replication,  to  the 
twelfth  plea. — That  the  master  knowing,  as  he  is 
sdmitted  to  have  done,  of  the  origin^  arrange- 
ments with  the  plaintiffs  and  the  defendant,  had 
full  power,  without  any  express  or  direct  aothority 
from  the  defendant  in  that  behalf,  to  alter  the  terms 
of  snob  arrangement  by  accepting  the  sheep  in  lieu 
of  the  said  general  cargo. 

The  defendants'  points  of  argnment. — First, 
that  the  order  of  oonucil  mentioned  in  the  first  and 
second  coonts  of  the  declaration,  and  the  75th 
section  of  the  Contagions  Diseases  (Animals)  Act 
1869,  nnder  which  they  were  made,  were  intended 
solelj  for  the  protection  of  the  **  animals,"  and  for 
the  prevention  of  contagioas  di8easeB,and  not  for  the 
benefit  of  the  owners  of  animals,  and  that  no  action 
lies  for  the  breach  of  order;  secondly,  that 
the  only  remedy  for  the  breach  of  the  said  order  is 
by  proceeding  for  the  penalties  inposed  by  the 
said  Act  in  manner  therein  pointed  out ;  thirdly, 
that  assnming  that  an  action  would  lie  in  respect  of 
the  matters  aeclared  on  in  the  first  and  second 
ooants,  the  defendant  is  protected  by  the  terms  of 
the  bill  of  lading  as  pleaded  in  the  third,  fourth, 
•ad  fifth  pleas ;  fourthly,  in  respect  to  the  fifbh 
plea,  that  that  plea  is  sufficient  without  any  allega- 
tion negativing  the  supposition  that  the  sheep 
were  thrown  overboard  m  consequence  of  the  sup- 
posed breach  of  duty,  whioh  shonld  have  been 
replied  or  new  assigned  if  the  plaintiffs  rely 
thereon;  fifthly,  that  the  twelfth  plea  is  good  in 
tabstanoe ;  sixthly,  that  the  knowledge  and  con- 
sent of  the  master  as  stated  in  the  second  replica- 
tion to  the  twelfth  plea  is  immaterial,  and  a^ords 
no  answer  to  the  matters  alleged  in  the  said 
twelfth  plea. 

Engh  Shield  (with  him  was  0.  Bussell,  Q.O.), 
argued  on  behalf  of  the  defendant  in  support  of 
the  demurrer  to  the  declaration. — ^The  declaration 
ibows  no  cause  of  action.  This  statute  was  passed 
expressly  for  a  public  purpose,  namely,  the  pre- 
veption  of  contagions  diseases  amongst  cattle 
being  introdoced  into  this  country  by  means  of 
soinflls  imported  hither  from  over  the  sea,  and  it 
in  no  wp^y  contemplated  or. intended  to  confer  any 
benefit  on  individuals.  The  proposition  contended 
for  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  is  that  a  statutory 
regulation,  made  merely  in  the  performance  or 
fortherance  of  a  public  purpose,  and  not  for  the 
benefit  of  an  individual,  and  more  especially  where 
a  penalty  is  inflicted  on  anyone  breaking  or  con- 
travening such  regulation,  will  not  support  an 
action  at  the  suit  of  an  individual  who  finds  himself 
aggrieved  by  such  breach  or  contravention.    In 


Couch  V.  Steel  (3  B.  &  B.  402 ;  23  L.  J.  125,  Q.  B.), 
an  action  by  a   seaman  against  a  shipowner  for 
neglecting  to  supply  and  keep  on  board  a  supply 
of  medicine,  as  required  by  the  7  <&  8  Vict.  c.  112, 
s.  18,  whereby  the  plaintiff's  health  was  injured, 
was  held  to  be  maintainable  on  the  ground  that,not- 
withstanding  the  Act  imposed  a  penalty  for  the 
shipowner's  breach  of  duty  in  that  respect,  as  to 
the  public,  yet  sailors  sustaining  a  private  injury 
from    the   breach  of    the    statutable   duty  were 
entitled  to  maintain  an  action  for  damages.    In 
the  judgment  of  the  court  in  that  case,  delivered 
by  Lord  Oampbell,  G.J.,  his  Lordship  explains  the 
groond  of  the  decision  in  an  old  case  in  Boile,  fvs 
K>llows:      "In  a  case  cited  1  Bolle  Abr.  106, 
Action  8ur  Oase,  (M),  pi.  16,  it  appears  to  have 
been  held  that  a  person  having  without  the  king's 
licence  imported  cards  into  England,  contrary  to 
statute  3  Edw.  4,  he  was  not  liable  to  an  action  at 
the  suit  of  one  to  whom  the  king  had  granted  a 
licence  to  import  cards,  paying  rent  to  the  king, 
and  who  alleged  that  he  was  thereby  disabled 
from    paying   his   rent;  as  the  statute  provides 
that  the  cards  unlawfully  imported  were  forfeited, 
and  the  remedy  given  by  the  statute  ought  to  be 
pursued.    There,  however,"  (says  Lord  Oampbell) 
'*the  prohibition   does    not    seem   to  have  been 
intended  for  the  benefit  of  the  person  to  whom 
the  licence  was  granted,  and  the  damage  whioh 
he   sustained    may   have   been    considered    too 
remote."     That  observation   of  Lord   Oampbell 
is  strictly  applicable  here.    Again,  the   case    of 
Stevens  v.  Jeacocke  and  others  (11  Q.  B.  731 ;  17 
L.  J.  163,  Q.  B.)  is  on  all  fours  with  the  present 
case.    If  by  the  statutory  regulations  the  plaintiff 
has  any  property  right,  or  anything  for  tho  benefit 
of  his  property,  then,  for  the  breach  of  that  right 
he    might    have   an    action.     But  in  Stevens  v. 
Jeacocke   no   kind    of    property   right  was  con- 
ferred on  anybody    by    the  Act  of  Parliament 
(4  &  5  Yict.  c.  Ivii).    Its  effect  was  simply  to 
restrict  the  common  law  right  which  everybody 
has  to  fish.      So  here  there  is  nothing  done  to 
confer  a  property  right  on  anybody,  but  only  to 
restrict  a  right  to  brini;  cattle  by  ship   to  this 
country  without  the  observance  of  certain  regula- 
tions.    So,  amin,  in  Atkinson  v.  The  Newcastle 
and  Oateshead  Waierworks  Company  (L.  Rep.  6 
Ex.  404),  the  provisions  with  regard  to  the  defen- 
dant's duty  with  respect  to  the  water  pressure 
were  clearly  for  the  benefit  of  individual  house- 
holders in  case  of  fire,  and  so,  though  a  penalty 
was  imposed  by  their  Act  of  Parliament  on  the 
defendants  for  any  breach  of  such  duty,  yet  this 
conrt  held  that  the  plaintiff,  who  had  suffered 
damage  from  a  fire  by  reason  of  such  breach,  was 
entitled    to    recover    in  an  action  against  them. 
[Pollock,  B.  refers  to  Blamires  v.  Tm  Lancashire 
and  Torkahire  Railway    Company    in   the    Ex- 
chequer Ohamber   (L.  Rep.  8  Ex.  283;  42  L.  J. 
182,  Q.  B.).    He  referred  also  to  Oullen  v.  Trimble 
and  others  (26  L.  T.  Rep.  N.S,  691 ;  L.  Rep.  7  Q  B. 
316;  41  L.  J.   132,  Mag.  Oas.;  and  226  Q.B.)  as 
to  the  implied  jurisdiction  of  jnsticies  to  convict 
summarily  for  offences  against  the  Act. 

HerseheU,  Q.O.  (with  whom  was  James  Mellor), 
for  the  plaintiffs,  contra,  supported  the  declaration. 
Two  obieotions  had  been  taken  against  the  plain- 
tiff*s  right  CO  maintain  this  action.  First,  that  the 
statute  created  no  duty  in  respect  of  the*breach 
of  which  an  action  would  lie ;  and,  secondly,  that 
there   can    be   n>   action   for    the    breach   of  a 
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duty,  in  respect  of  which   breach    the    statute 
has  provided   a    specific   remedy   by  the  inflic- 
tion  of  a   penalty.      The    defendant    has    ad- 
mittedly   committed    a    breach    of    the    order, 
and  the  result  of  that  breach  may  have  been  to 
inflict  loss    and    damage    upon    the    plaintiffs. 
Speaking  generally,  an  action  may  be  maintained 
for  the  breach  of  a  statutory  duty  where  injury 
accrues  therefrom,  as  here,  to  an  individual ;  and 
BO  the  plaintiffs  here  can  recover.    But  it  is  said 
on   the  defendant's  part  that  this  statute  confers 
no  benefit  on  individuals.    Now  it  is  clear  that  a 
damage  has  arisen  to  the  plaintiffs  from  this  breach 
of  duty,  whether  it  be  a  damage  contemplated  by 
the  statnte  or  not,  and  a  damage  which  would  not 
have  happened  if  the  statute  had  been  complied 
with.    [Pollock,  B. — If  the  Privy  Council  had 
made  an  order   that  pens  should  be  placed  on 
board  in  order  to  prevent  animals  from    being 
washed  overboard,  would  not  that  have  been  vltra 
vires  ?']    Whatever  may  have  been  the  object  and 
intention    of   the  Legislature  in  the  matter,  the 
obvious  and  inevitable  result  of  the  prescribed 
pens    being    placed   on   board  is  to  prevent  the 
occurrence  of  such  an  accident  as  that  which  has 
happened  in  this  case.    No  doubt  the  intention 
was  to  prevent  "unnecessary  suffering'*  to  the 
animals,  and  to  that  end  pens  of  a  particular  kind 
are  directed  to  be  used,  and  it  is  a  necessary  result 
of  the  legislative  enactment  that  such  pens  are  a 
protection  to  the  animals  from  being  washed  over- 
board.     Granted  that  it  is  done  to  benefit  the 
animals,  but  they  cannot  be  benefited  without 
a  benefit  accruing  therefrom  to  the  owner,  and  it  is 
a  fallacy  to  say  that  this  is  not  an  enactment  for  the 
owner's  benefit.    It  is  such,  whatever  the  intention 
was,  and  having  lost  that  benefit  by  reason  of  the 
breach  of  duty  the  plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  their 
action.     Had    the    sheep  been  thrown  down  on 
board  and  had  their  legs  broken  through  the  want 
of  these  footholds,  an  action  would  then  have  been 
maintainable,  and  is  it  to  be  said  that  there  is  to 
be  no  action  when  they  are  drowned,  and  utterly 
lost  through  the  same  default  P    [Pioott,  B. — ^The 
damage  you  allege  in  the  declaration  is  not  that 
the  animals  were  exposed  to  "  unnecessary  suffer- 
ing."    Amphlett,  B. — ^They  are  more  likely  to 
take  disease  if  they  are  crowded  and  huddled  toge- 
ther on  the  passage.]  But  again,  the  statutory  law 
is  the  basis  of  the  contract  between  the  owner  of 
the  animals  and  the  shipowner  here,  and  it  must 
be  assumed  that  the  latter  will  perform  and  observe 
all  the  obligations  cast  by  the  law  upon  him.    If 
that  be  so,  then  the  declaration  is  good,  because  it 
is  not  the  case  of  a  stranger  suing  for  the  breach 
of  a  statute,  but  an  owner  of  animals  who  had 
made  a  oontraet  with  the  shipowner  on  the  faith  of 
the  statute  being  obeyed.    That  distinguishes  this 
case  from  Stevens  v.  JeacocJce  and  the  other  cases 
cited  on  the  other  side,  in  which  there  was  no  such 
contract.    But  that  case  is  also  distiuffuishable  on 
another  ground,  namely,  that  the  statute  in  that 
case  conferred  a  right  and  annexed  certain  specific 
penalties  for  its  infringment,  and  the  common' law 
right  was  taken  away.    The  grounds  of  the  deci- 
sion in  that  case  do  not  apply  to  the  present  case. 
Kelly,  O.B. — It  seems  to  me  that  the  declara- 
tion in  this  case  cannot  be  sustained,  and  that  the 
action  is  not  maintainable,  and  that  therefore  our 
judgment    should  be    for    the  defendant.     The 
plaintiff's  are  cattle  dealers  at  Hamburgh,  and  the 
defendant  is  the  owner  of  a  steam  vessel,  which,  in 


March  1873,  was  lying  at  Hamburgh,  and  on 
board  which  vessel  the  plaintiffs  shipped  a  quan- 
tity of  sheep  for  tiansport  to  England.  The 
action  is  brought  by  the  plaintiffs  to  recover 
damages  from  the  defendant  by  reason  of  a  large 
number  of  the  sheep  having  been  washed  over- 
t>oarcl  in  a  heavy  gale  during  the  voyage,  and 
drowned,  in  consequence  of  the  defendant  haying 
failed  to  provide  on  board  his  vessel  fit  and  proper 
pens  with  proper  and  sufiicient  battens  or  other 
footholds  for  the  sheep  as  he  was  bound  and 
required  to  do  under  the  provisions  of  the  Con- 
tagious Diseases  (Animals)  Act  1864  (30  &  33 
Yict.  c.  70),  and  the  order  in  council  made  and 
passed  in  pursuance  and  under  the  authority  of 
that  Act.  That  act  was  passed  for  purely  sani- 
tary purposes,  its  object  being  the  prevention  of 
disease  amongst  cattle  imported  into  this  country, 
and  the  conseG|uent  spreading  of  such  disease 
amongst  cattle  m  England;  and  as  a  means  to 
that  end,  certain  orders  and  regulations  were  made 
and  issued  by  the  Privy  Council,  and  are  now  in 
force,  *'  for  protecting  such  animals  from  unneces- 
sary suffering  during  the  passage,  and  on  landing," 
and  the  particular  order,  which  the  defendant  in  this 
action  is  charged  with  violating,  provides  that  "the 
places  used  for  animals  on  boara  vessels,  on  their 
transit  by  sea  from  any  foreign  port  to  this 
country"  shall  be  *'  divided  into  pens  by  substantial 
divisions,  each  pen  not  to  exceed  9fb.  in  breadth  or 
15Ri.  in  length,"and  that "  the  floor  of  each  pen  shall 
have  proper  battens  or  other  footholds  thereon." 
The  objects  of  these  regulations  was  really  to  pre- 
vent unnecessary  suffering  to  the  animals  by  weir 
being  overcrowded,  and  tumbling  and  jostling  over 
and  against  one  another  on  the  passage,  and  so 
being  brought  hither  in  a  condition  which  should 
render  them  more  liable  to  become  infected  with 
disease.  Now,  the  defendant  has  violated  these 
regulations,  and  as  the  consequence  thereof,  the 
plaintiff's  sheep  have  been  washed  overboard  and 
drowned,  and  the  answer  which  is  made  by  the 
defendant  to  the  claims  contained  in  the  declaia- 
tion  is,  that  the  Act  which  provides  all  these 
regulations  has  imposed  a  specific  pecuniary 
penalty  upon  the  shipowner  for  the  breach  of  them, 
which  penalty  can  be  sued  for,  and  that  conse- 
quently no  action  for  damages,  by  reason  of  sudi 
breach  of  duty  on  the  shipowner's  part,  will  lia 

No  doubt  the  general  rule  in  such  cases  is  that 
where  an  Act  of  Parliament  prescribes  a  certain 
duty,  and  imposes  a  penalty  upon  the  breach  or 
non-performance  of  that  duty,  the  remedy  pointed 
out  by  the  Act  must  be  pursued,  and  no  other. 
But  then  it  is  said  that,uuaer  certain  circumstances, 
if  special  damage  results  to  anyone  from  the 
breach  or  violation  of  the  statutory  duty,  there  is 
then  also  a  remedy  for  such  damage  by  way  of  ac- 
tion for  such  breach  of  duty,and  that  is  true ;  but  in 
cases  only  where,  by  the  Act  of  Parliament  whose 
provisions  are  thus  violated,  a  benefit  is  conferred 
upon  the  individual  who  suffers  from  the  bveaoh 
of  duty.  And  if  the  protection  or  the  benefit 
of  the  individual  owner  of  the  ATifTnalg 
were  the  object  and  intention  of  the  Act 
of  Parliament,  then  undoubtedly  this  action 
mi^ht  be  maintained ;  but  nothing  can  be  more 
plain,  on  looking  at  the  Act,  than  that  such 
was  not  the  object  or  intention  of  the  Legislature 
in  passing  it,  but  that  the  providing  these  pens 
and  footholds  was  entirely  for  the  protection  of  the 
animals  themselves    from   unnecessary  suffering 


MARITIME  LAW  CASES. 


287 


Ex.] 


GOREIS   AND  AKOTDBK  V,   ScOTT. 


[Ex. 


darioff  the  voyage,  and  that  any  private  indt- 
Tidoal  benefit  was  not  within  the  intention  of  the 
Act  at  all.  Although  an  indictment  may  lie  for 
the  breach  of  a  public  daty,  yet  it  by  no  means 
follows  that  a  person  aggrieved  may  be  able  to 
bring  an  action.  The  case  of  a  railway  company 
with  a  statutory  obligation  upon  them  to  erect 
gates  at  a  level  crossing  on  their  line,  and  to  keep 
them  closed  at  certain  times  when  trains  are  about 
to  pass,  has  been  referred  to.  If  in  consequence 
of  the  company's  breach  of  this  duty  in  either  not 
erecting  the  gates,  or  not  keeping  them  closed, 
any  person  in  crodsing  the  line  is  run  down  by  a 
paBsing  train  and  injured,  no  doubt  he  may  main- 
tain an  action  against  the  company  for  such  injury; 
and  for  this  reason  that,  although  there  has  been 
a  breach  of  a  public  statutory  duty,  for  which  a 
penalty  is  imposed  by  Act  of  Parliament,  still  it 
was  the  obvious  intention  of  the  Legislature  that 
individuals  should  be  protected,  and  special 
damage  had  resulted  to  the  individual  by  reason 
of  the  breach  of  duty.  And  if,  in  the  present 
case,  the  intention  of  the  Act  of  Parliament 
had  been  that  the  owners  of  animals  trans- 
mitted by  sea  from  a  foreign  port  to  this 
ooontry  should  be  benefited  and  protected 
from  damage,  by  loss  of  their  animals  from 
perils  of  the  sea,  then  an  action  might  have  been 
maintainable. 

Bat  on  looking  at  the  Act,  it  is  perfectly 
clear  that  it  was  passed,  and  these  orders  were 
made,  with  a  totally  different  object  in  view 
than  that  of  protecting  the  cattle  owner  from  such 
damage.  Take  the  preamble  of  the  Act  to  begin 
with.  It  shows  that  the  whole  and  sole  object  of 
the  Act  was  "  to  prevent  the  introduction  into 
Great  Britain  of  contagious  or  infections  diseases 
among  cattle,  sheep,  and  other  animals,  by  pro- 
hibiting or  regulating  the  importation  of  foreign 
animals."  All  the  provisions  of  the  Act  relate  to 
cases  where  there  may  be  danger  of  infection  from 
animals  arriving  in  this  country  by  sea  in  a  state 
of  disease,  and  are  pointed  at  the  prevention  of 
BQch  an  occurrence,  and  the  orders  in  council, 
with  the  breach  of  which  the  defendant  is  here 
charged,  are  expressly  issued  with  a  view  to  pro- 
moting the  health  and  comfort  of  the  animals  on 
the  voyage,  and  so  to  prevent,  as  far  as  possible, 
the  introduction  and  spread  of  cattle  disease  in 
this  country.  Had  the  Privy  Council  made  an 
order  for  any  other  purpose,  it  would  have  been 
ultra  vires.  It  is  quite  true  that  the  sheep,  being 
washed  overboard  and  drowned,  may  have  endared 
some  "unnecessary  suffering,'*  but  that  is  not 
the  suffering  intended  by  the  Act  of  Parliament. 
No  doubt  if  those  sheep,  from  the  want  of 
the  proper  and  necessary  pens  and  battens,  had 
endured  unnecessary  suffering  on  the  voyage, 
and  so  had  in  consequence  thereof  arrived  in 
this  country  in  a  diseased  or  deteriorated  con- 
dition, there  would  then  have  been  a  special 
damage  to  the  owner  of  them,  for  which  I  ao  not 
say  he  might  not  have  had  his  action.  Bat  the 
special  damage  here  alleged  is,  not  that  the  sheep 
endared  nunecessary  suffering,  bat  that  they 
were  washed  overboard  and  drowned,  which  is 
really  a  matter  totally  apart  and  distinct  from  the 
pnrpose  and  object  of  the  Act,  or  from  anything 
that  it  was  intended  to  prevent.  There  might  be 
other  objections  suggested  to  the  maintenance  of 
the  present  action,  but  it  is  nufficient  to  say  that, 
for  the  reasons  which  I  have  mentioned,  the  de- 


claration is  bad,  and  the  action  cannot  be  sup- 
ported. 

PiGOTT,  B. — I  agree  with  the  Lord  Chief  Baron 
entirely,  and  am  of  opinion  that  this  declaration 
discloses  no  cause  of  action.  I  will  state  shortly 
my  view  of  the  matter.  This  is  a  declaration 
under  the  Contagious  Diseases  (Animals)  Act 
1869,  and  it  alleges  that  the  Privy  council  made 
certain  orders  and  regalatioas  under  that  Act  for 
the  transit  of  cattle  by  sea  from  foreign  ports  to 
this  country,  and  that  by  reason  of  a  breach  or 
violation  of  three  of  these  regulations  by  the 
defendant,  the  plaintiffs  sheep  were  washed 
overboard  by  the  sea  from  the  defendants'  vessel 
and  drowned.  That  is  made  the  groand  of  action, 
and  I  do  not  think  it  is  a  good  one.  Now, 
what  was  the  object  of  the  Legislature  in  pass- 
ing this  Act  of  Parliament?  The  preamble 
shows  dearly  what  that  was;  it  recites  thali 
"  whereas  it  is  expedient  to  confer  on  Her 
Majesty's  most  honourable  Privy  Council  power  to 
take  such  measures  as  may  appear  from  time  to 
time  necessary  to  prevent  the  introduction  into 
Great  Britain  of  contagious  or  infections  diseases 
among  cattle,  sheep,  and  other  animals,  by  prohi- 
biting or  regulating  the  importation  of  foreign 
animals ;"  and  then,  in  furtherance  of  that  object, 
by  sect.  75  power  is  given  to  the  Privy  Council 
"  from  time  to  time  to  make  such  orders  as  they 
think  expedient  for  all  or  any  of  the  following 
purposes"  (amongst  others),  *'l,  for  insuring  a 
proper  supply  of  food  and  water  during  the  passage 
and  on  lauding  to  animals  brought  by  sea  to  this 
country;  2,  for  protecting  such  animals  from  un- 
necessary suffering  during  the  passage  and  on 
landing;"  and  then  the  following  orders  or  provi- 
sions are  made  by  the  Privy  Council  in  furtherance 
of  that  object,  with  respect  to  the  "  transit  of 
i^mals  by  sea :  1.  Every  place  used  for  animals 
on  board  vessels  shall  be  divided  into  pens  by 
substantial  divisions.  2.  Each  pen  shall  not  exceed 
9ft.  in  breadth  or  15ft.  in  length.  3.  The  floor  of 
each  pen  shall  have  proper  battens  or  footholds." 

Now,  without  doubt,  the  defendant  has  been 
guilty  of  a  breach  of  these  regulations;  but 
the  object  of  them  was  not  to  prevent  the  cattle 
from  being  washed  overboard,  but  to  keep  the 
cattle  in  good  health  and  condition  during  the 
yoyage,  and  so  to  protect  this  country  from  the 
introduction  into  it  of  animals  diseased  or  rendered 
by  suffering  on  the  passage  more  liable  to  become 
diseased.  It  was  never  for  a  moment  contemplated 
to  effect  any  alteration  in  the  relation  between 
the  cattle  owner  and  the  carrier,  except  in  so  far 
as  the  special  and  particular  purpose  of  the  Act  is 
concerned.  No  power  is  given  to  the  Privy 
Council  to  provide  something  for  the  purpose  of 
preventing  animals  from  being  washed  overboard. 
It  would  have  been  altogether  different  if  the 
result  of  the  defendant's  breach  of  the  statutory 
duty  had  been  that,  instead  of  their  being  washed 
overboard,  the  cattle  had  contracted  a  contagioas 
disease.  That  would  have  brought  the  case  within 
Couch  V.  Steel  (ubi  aup.),  and  would  have  been  a 
special  damage  giving  the  plaintiffs  a  right  of 
action.  But  the  Legislature  were  here  not*  legis- 
lating for  the  special  jury  which  the  plaintiff  com- 
plains of,  but  for  an  entirely  other  and  different 
purpose ;  and  the  effect  of  the  Act  is  only  to  regu- 
late the  duty  between  the  carrier  and  the  owner  of 
cattle,  not  generally,  but  for  the  particular  purpose 
of  the  Act. 
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Ex.  Gh.]    Stanton  v.  Eichaedson  and  othbbs;  Bichabdson  and  oihebs  v.  Stanton.    [Ex.  Ch. 


Pollock,  B. — I  also  tbink  tbat  this  declaration 
is  bad  on  demarrer.    I  am  inclined  to  agree  with 
Mr.  Herscbell  with  respect  to  the  fact  of  the  pre- 
sent action  being  founded  on  contract,  or  brought 
by  a  person  with  whom  there  was  a  contract,  and 
that  that  distinction  remoTcs  it  from  the  cases  of 
Stevens  y.  Jeaeoeke  and  Atkinson  v.  The  Newcastle 
and  Oateahead  Waterworks  Company  {uhi  sup,). 
In  Blamires  v.   The  Lancashire  and  Yorkshire 
Railway  Company  {ubi  sup,)  it  was  held   that 
a  non-compliance  with   certain  statutory  re^« 
lations,  as  to  providing  a  means  of  communication 
between  the  passengers  and  the  goard  of  certain 
trains,  was  evidence  of  negligence  in  an  action 
by  a  passenger  against  the  railway  company  to 
recover  compensation  for   special    injaries,    the 
question  there  being,  whether  the  defendants  were 
guilty  of  the  negligence  pointed  at  by  the  Act  of 
Parliament  in  that  case,  in  which  the  regulations 
were  intended   for  the  express  benefit  of  the 
passengers,    and    as    a   precautionary    measnre 
against  accidents.    Now  it  must  be  taken,  in  the 
present  case,  that  the  plaintiffs  sheep  were  washed 
away  by  reason  of  the  want  of  certain  statntory 
requirements,  but  that  gives  the  plaintiffs  no 
canse  of  action,  because  the  Act  was  passed  alio 
intuitu.  What  the  Privy  Co  jucil  have  power  to  do 
under  sect.  75  is  to  make  regulations  for  preserv- 
ing the  health  of,  and   preventing  unnecessary 
suffering  during  their  voyage  to  "  animals  brought 
by  sea  to  ports  in  Great  Britain,"  but  the  whole 
thing  is  governed  by  this,   that   they   shall  be 
animals  brought  into  Great  Britain, — it  is  to  pre- 
vent unnecessary  suffering  to  "  such  animals,"  that 
is  animals  bronght  by  sea  from  foreign  ports  into 
this  coon  try,  that  the  order  and  regalations  are 
made.  The  Act  was  designed  not  I  to  prevent  sach 
an  accident  as  happened  to  the  plaintiff^s  sheep, 
but    to    prevent     the     spread     of     contairious 
diseases  amongst  cattle  in  this  country.    These 
battens  or  footholds  would  no  doubt  be  an  advan- 
tage to  the  cattle  owner  in  case  of  rough  weather, 
but  it  is  most  desirable  that  the  Act  should  not  be 
construed  so  as  to  import  into  it  that  which  was 
not  the  intention   of  the  Legislature,  and  so  to 
create  a  ground  of  action  which  they  never  con- 
templated. 

Amphlett,  B. — ^I  am  quite  of  the  same  opinion, 
and  it  is  not  necessary  for  me  to  add  anything  to 
that  which  has  been  idready  said. 

Judgment  for  the  defendant. 
Attorneys  for  the  plaintiffs,  Pyke,  Irving,  and 
Pyke,  agents  for  J,,  G.,  and  J.  E,  Noel,  Newcastle- 
on-Tyne. 

Attorneys  for  the  defendant,  IngUdew,  Inee,  and 
Greening. 


Beported  by  J.  M.  Lilt,  Esq.,  Barrister-at-Law. 


Monday,  Ma/y  11, 1874. 

ON   APPEAL  FBOM  THE   COURT  OF   COMMON  PLEAS. 

(Before  Cockbxjrn.  O.J.,  Melloe,  J.,  and  Bram- 
wsLL,  Gleasby,  Pollock,  and  Amphlett,  BB.) 

Stanton  v.  BicnABDSON ;  Eichaedson  v.  Stanton. 

Charier-patty — Ship  unfit  for  cargo — Refusal  to 
provide  cargo — Warranty  of  seaworthiness — 
Reasonableness  of  cargo. 

The  shipowner  contrcicted  with  the  charterer  to  load 
a  full  and  complete  cargo  of  sugar  in  bags,  hemp 


in  compressed  hales,  and  (or)  msaawrement  goods, 
always  sufficient  dead  weight  to  baUast  the  vessel^ 
at  Yloilo,  and  to  sail  to  Cork  for  orders,  to  dis- 
charge at  somepoint  in  the  United  Kingdom. 
The  rat£s  of  freight  for  wet  sugar  were  specified  in 
the  charter-party  as  higher  than  those  for  dry 
sugar. 
Before  taking  cargo  on  board  the  ship  was  surveyed, 
and  reported  to  be  a  first-class  risk,  and  fit  to  carry 
a  dry  and  perishable  cargo  to  any  part  of  the 
world. 
A  cargo  of  wet  su^ar  in  bags  was  then  shipped  by 
the  charterer,  but  when  tlte  bulk  had  been  put  on 
boc^rd,  it  was  discovered  that  there  was  s¥ch  an 
acowmuLation  of  molasses  in  the  hold,  the  reeuU 
of  drainings  from  the  sugar,  that  the  ship  would 
not  be  seaworthy  in  her  then  state ;  nor  could  ^ 
pumos,  in  consequence  of  being  clogged,  get  rid  of 
the  drainage,  although  they  were  in  every  respect 
sufficient  for  ordinary  purposes  ;  nor  could  any 
pumps  be  obtained  sufficient   to  deal  with  the 
drainage  in  a  less  time  than  six  or  seven  monihs. 
The  ship  was  uUimaiely  unloaded,'  and  the  cargo 
sent  to  Europe  in  anothervessel,  when  the  charterer 
refused  to  load  another  carao. 
Cross  actions  were  brought ;  ike  one  by  the  shipowner 
against  the  charterer  for  refusing  to  load  a  cargo, 
and  also  for  loading  a  oargoinsuch  an  unfit  cfm- 
diiion  that  the  ship  cowd   fU)t  prosecute  hw 
voyage ;  and  the  other  by  the  charterer  againsi 
the  shipoumer.  for  not  taking  proper  precautions 
to  keep  his  ship  fit  for  the  voyage,  and  to  recover 
damages  for  injury  to  the  cargo. 
The  jury  fcrnid  at  the  trial,  in  answer  to  the  judge, 
that  the  cargo  was  a  reasonable  cargo  to  be  offered ; 
that  the  ship  was  unfit  to  carry  the  cargo  offered 
to  her,  or  any  cargo  of  wet  sugar ;  that  the  damage 
to  the  sugar  was  caused  by  the  ship  not  being 
reasonably  fit  to  carry  a  reasonable  cargo  of  wet 
sugar,  and  that  the  ship  would  not  have  been 
seaworthy  withoui  new  pumps,  having  siLch  a  cargo 
of  wet  sugar  on  board. 
Held  {affirming  the  decision  of  the  Court  of  Com- 
mon Pleas),  that  the  shipoumer  was  bound  to 
provide  a  reasonable  ship  to  carry  a  reasonable 
cargo  of  the  kind  specified  in  the  charter-party, 
that  the  charterer  was  bound  to  offer  such  a  cargo, 
and  that  by  reason  of  the  unfitness  of  the  ship, 
the  charterer  was  entitled  to  recover;  <dso  that 
the  charterer  must  be  taken  to  be  absolved  altO' 
gether.{a) 

Thbse  were  cross-actions  between  the  owner  and 
charterer  of  a  ship  called  the  Isle  of  Wight  upon  a 
charter-party.  The  facts  at  the  trial,  the  fourteen 
questions  put  to  the  jury,  and  the  arguments  and 
judgments  below  are  fully  reported :  {ante,  vol. 
1,  p.  449 ;  L.  Eep.  7  0.  P.  421 ;  27  L.  T.  Rep. 
N.  S.  613.)  The  court  below  (Bo vill,  C.  J.,  and 
Byles  and  Brett,  JJ.)  gave  judgment  for  Mr. 
Eichardson,  the  charterer.  From  this  decision 
Mr.  Stanton,  the  shipowner,  now  appealed. 

The  points  set  down  for  argument  on  the  part 
of  the  appellant  were :  Tbat  the  judgment  of  the 
Court  of  Common  Pleas  is  erroneous ;  that  upon 
the  leave  reserved  the  verdicts  should  be  entered 
respectively  tor  Qeorge  Stanton ;  that  Eichardson 
had  no  right  to  throw  up  the  charter-party  and 
refuse  to  load  a  cargo  as  he  did;  that  upon  the 

(a)  See  notes  to  this  case  noticing  the  effect  of  the 
deoiaioD,  and  colUting  American  caaee,  arUe,  voL  li 
p.  449.— Ed. 
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true  oonfltraction  of  the  obarter,  and  upon  the 
bete  fonDd  relating  thereto,  Stanton  had  per- 
formed all  things  on  his  part  to  be  performed,  and 
that  therefore  Bicbardson  could  not  throw  ap  the 
charter  and  refose  to  load  as  he  did ;  that  there  was 
DO  each  total  frnstation  of  the  voyage  or  adventure 
as  to  entitle  Bicbardson  to  throw  up  the  charter 
and  refuse  to  load  as  he  did ;  that  the  learned 
jadge  misdirected  the  jury  in  telling  them  that 
under  the  present  charter  there  was  a  warranty 
oo  the  part  of  Stanton  that  the  ship  was  fit  to 
carry  a  reasonable  cargo  of  Yloilo  wet  sagar ;  that 
the  learned  judge  misdirected  the  jary  in  telling 
them  that  there  was  an  obligation  on  the 
part  of  the  shipowner  and  master  of  the  ship 
to  have  the  ship  in  a  fit  state  for  a  reasonable 
cargo  of  Yloilo  wet  sugar ;  that  the  learned  judge 
miadireoted  the  jury  in  directing  the  jary  as  to 
what  did  or  did  not  constitute  a  total  frustration 
of  the  objects  of  an  adventure  so  as  to  entitle  a 
charterer  to  throw  up  a  charter  and  to  refnse 
to  load ;  that  the  learned  judge  misdirected  the 
jory  in  directing  the  jury  that  the  master  in  this 
case  should  have  possessed  the  necessary  Know- 
ledge enabling  him  to  deal  with  a  cargo  of  Yloilo 
wet  sugar. 

The  respondent's  points  were :  That  upon  the 
answers  of  the  jary  to  the  questions  raised  at  the 
trial,  the  verdict  was  properly  entered  for   the 
Richardson s  in  both  actions;  that  Stanton  was 
hound  to  make  his  ship  reasonably  fit  to  carry  a 
reasonable  cargo  of  any  of  the  goods  described  in 
the  charter-party  as  a  condition  to  Eichardsons' 
liability  to  load ;  that  Stanton  was  bound  to  have 
his  ship  in  all  respects  fit  to  carry  a  reasonable 
cargo  of  wet  sugar  within  such  a  time  as  would 
not  have  frustrated  the  object  of  the  adventure ; 
that  even  if    the  Bicbardsons  woald  have  been 
honnd  to  wait  under  the  charter  party  until  the 
ship  had  been  made  in  all  respects  fit  to  carry  the 
cargo,  they  were  exonerated  in  this  case  from  so 
doing  by  reason  of  the  substitution  of  the  Milton 
for  the  I$le  of  Wight,  with  the  consent  of  Stanton ; 
that  l^  the  terms  of  the  charter-party  ^it  was  an 
express  condition  precedent  to  the  Bicbardsons' 
liability  to  load,  that  the  vessel  when  receiving 
oai){o  should  be  a  good  risk  for  insuraDce,  and 
that  at  no  time  prior  to  the  shipment  of  the  cargo 
on  board  the  Milton  was  the  Isle  of  Wight  a  good 
risk   for   insurance  within  the    meaning   of  the 
charter-party  ;  that  Stanton  is  responsible  to  the 
Bicbardsons  for  the  loss  occasioned  by  the  unfit- 
ness of  the  ship  to  carry  the  cargo,  and  by  the 
want  of  reasonable  skill  and  care  on  the  part  of 
the  captain ;  that  Stanton  was  never  ready  and 
willing  to  carry  in  the  Ide  of  Wight  the  cargo 
which  had  been  provided  by  the  Bichardsons,  and 
was  never  in  a  position  to  maintain  an  action 
against  the  Bicbardsons  for  not  loading. 

A.  L  Smith  {E,  Bidley  with  him)  for  the  appel- 
lant— ^Where  there  is  a  particular  express  war- 
ranty, the  court  will  not  extend  it  by  implication 
(Dickson  V.  Zizinia,  10  C.  B.  602;,  and  the  stipula- 
tion in  the  charter-party  that  the  ship  should  be 
mrveyed  excludes  any  implied  warranty  as  to 
■eaworthine<ts.  It  was,  in  fact,  a  stipulation  for 
limited  liability.  The  ship  was  surveyed  and  re- 
ported a  good  ship,  "  and  fit  to  carry  a  dry  and 
perishable  cargo  to  any  part  of  the  world." 
[CocKBURN,  C.  J. — Every  carrier  must  be  taken  to 
unpliedly  warrant  road  worthiness.]  The  ordinary 
express  warranty  that  the  ship  should  be  tight, 

Vou  II.,  N.S. 


staunch,  and  strong,  not  appearing  is  an  argument 
that  the  charterer  accepted  the  report  of  the 
surveyor  in  lieu  of  it.  [Cockbubn,  G.J. — If  those 
words  had  been  struck  out  of  a  printed  form,  I 
might  be  disposed  to  agree  with  you ;  but  such  is 
not  the  case.  There  was  no  need  to  insert  such 
words ;  they  are  mere  surplusage.] 

Sir  J.  Karalahe,  Q.O.   (Butt,  Q.O.  and  /.   0. 
Mathew,  with  him),  for  respondent,  was  not  heard. 

The  judgment  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 
OocKBuaN,  G.J..  as  follows : — ^We  are  of  opinion 
that  the  judgment  of  the  court  below  ought  to 
be  affirmed.  If  words  of  warranty  of  seaworthiness 
had  been  purposely  struck  out  of  a  printed  form, 
there  might  have  been  some  force  in  the  argument 
that  the  report  of  the  surveyor  was  intended  to  be 
conclusive,  but  that  is  not  the  case  here.  Taking 
the  whole  charter  party  together,  we  think  that 
there  is  an  engagement  to  carry  sugar,  wet  or 
dry  (and  it  is  to  be  noticed,  that  the  rate  was  to 
vary  according  as  wet  or  dry  sugar  was  shipped) ; 
the  shipowner,  therefore,  vras  bound  to  carry  sugar 
wet  or  dry.  Wet  sugar  was  tendered  to  him  for 
carriage,  and  upon  shipping  it,  he  discovered  that 
the  pumps  of  his  ship  were  inadequate  to  carry 
oflF  the  VISCOUS  matter  which  was  formed.  That  is 
his  affair.  He  is  unable  to  meet  the  exigencies  of 
his  contract ;  he  promised  to  carry  wet  sugar,  and 
he  fails  to  do  so. 

Judgment  affirmed. 

Attorneys  for  the  appellant,  8hum,  Oroesman, 
and  Cro88man. 

Attorneys  for  the  respondent,   Waltons,  Bubh, 
and  WdUon, 


COTJBT  OF  EZCEEQTJE&. 

Beportad  by  T.  W.  Batodbbb  and  H.  Lbigb,  Esqrs., 
BaRiateri4bt-lAw. 


Wednesday,  May  27, 1874. 
Wood  v.  Woad  and  otuebs. 

Mutual  marine  insurance  association  —  Bules 
giving  committee  absolute  poiger  to  expel  members 
— Exercise  of  such  power  by  committee. 

The  declaration  alleged  that  the  plaintiff  was  a 
member,  and  the  defendants  were  the  committee,  of 
a  mutual  marine  insurance  association,  by  the 
rules  of  which  the  committee,  if  they  should  at  any 
time  deem  the  conduct  of  any  member  suspicious, 
or  thit  he  was  for  any  other  reason  unworthy  of  re* 
maininginthe  society, shouldhave  power  to  exclude 
a  member  by  directing  the  secretary  to  give  him 
notice  in  writing  that  the  committee  had  excluded 
him,  and  after  tfte  giving  of  such  notice  such  mem" 
ber  should  be  excluded,  and  have  no  claim  nor  be 
responsible  for  or  in  respect  of  any  loss  or  damage 
happening  after  such  noHce.  Averments,  that  the 
plaintiff,  as  such  member,  having  deposited  with 
the  treasurer  of  the  sodeiy  the  proper  entrance  fee, 
and  having  his  ship  entered  in  the  society^  books, 
was  entitled  to  receive,  and,  but  for  the  grievance 
thereinafter  mentioned,  would  have  received  an  in- 
demnity—for any  loss  or  damage  to  his  said  ship 
by  the  perils  of  the  sea,  ^c.  Yet  the  defendants, 
well  knowing  the  premises^  but  wrongfully,  eoh 
lusively,  and  improperly  contriving  fo  deprive  the 
plaintiff  of  the  benefit  of  such  indemnify  did, 
wronqfaUy,  collusively,  and  improperly,  expel 
the  plaintiff  from  the  said  society,  on  the  oMeqed 
ground  that  his  conduct  was  suspiciotkS,  or  that 
he  was,  for  some  other  reason,  unworthy  of  re- 
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maimng  in  the  said  Boeieiy,  without  any  justf 
recuonoufle,  orprobahle  cause,  and  without  having 
given  the  plaintiff  notice  that  his  conduct  was  to 
be  investigated  and  adjudicated  upon,  amd  with' 
out  giving  him  an  opportunity  0}  being  heard, 
and  without,  in  fact,  hearing  him,  in  vindication 
of  hie  conduct  ae  a  member  of  the  society ;  that  his 
ship  sustained  damage  by  the  perils  of  the  sea 
shortly  after  his  said  expulsion,  and  by  reason  of 
such  expulsion  he  lost  the  benefit  of  the  said  indem* 
^i^f  ^c. ,  and  was  otherwise  injured.  On  demurrer 
it  was — 
Held  (per  tota/m  curiam),  that  the  declaration  teas 

bad,  and  the  action  not  maintainable. 
Per  KeUy,  0,B,  and  Amphlett,  B.,  on  the  ground 
that  the  plaintiff  not  having  had  an  opportunity, 
which  the  commiftee  were  bound  on  the  broad 
prindples  of  luw  and  justice,  io  have  given  him, 
of  being  previously  heoA'dinhis  own  defence,  the 
act  of  expulsion  was  void,  and  the  plaintiff  con' 
sequentVy  was  still  a  member  of  the  society,  and 
might  enforce  his  rights  in  equity,  and  so  had  sus' 
tained  no  legal  damage. 
Per  Cleasby  and  Pollock,  BB,,  on  the  ground  that 
the  declaration  contained  no  sufficiently  definite 
allegation  of  fraud  or  (per  Pollock,  B.)  of  **  con* 
spiraoy "  to  show  a  cause  of  action,  or  to  make 
the  defendants  responsible. 
Per  Amphlett,  B. — Had  the  plaintiff's  expulsion 
been  effected  by  fraudulent  means  on  the  part  of 
the  committee,  the  plaintiffs  would  have  sustained 
an  actionable  injury,  and  have  been  entitled,  upon 
the   allegations  in    the    declaration,  to    recover 
dxMnages, 
Quaere,  per  Cleasby,  B.,  whether  the  committee  are 
in  any  case  in  the  absence  of  fraud  liable  to  an 
a^ion  for  the  way  in  which  they  may  have  exer- 
cised their  functions. 
Blissett  V,  Daniel  {in  Chancery)  before  Wigram, 
F.O.  (10  Hare,  494),  discussed,  approved,  and 
acted  upon, 
Beanrain  v.  Sir  W.  Scott  (3  Campb,38S),  explained 

and  distinguished. 
Action  hj  the  plaintiff  against  the  defendants  as 
the  committee  of  a  mntaM  marine  insurance  asso- 
ciation, for  the  alleged  wrongful,  collusive,  and  im- 
proper expulsion  of  the  plaintiff  as  a  member  from 
the  said  association. 

By  his  declaration  the  plaintiff  charged  that 
before  and  at  the  time  of  the  committing,  &c.,  the 
plaintiff  was  a  member  of  a  certain  mutual  marine 
insurance  association  or  club  called  the  Goole 
Marine  Insurance  Society,  which  said  association 
or  club  had  been  formed  and  established,  and  was, 
and  still  is  established  and  carried  on  for  the  pur- 
pose of  mutually  insuring  and  indemnifying  the 
several  members  thereof  against  losses  and 
damages  by  the  perils  of  the  seas,  rivers,  naviga- 
tions, and  waters,  enemies,  pirates,  jettison,  other 
than  that  occurring  to  deck  cargo,  and  fire  hap- 
pening to  or  done  by  their  respective  vessels  and 
parts  of  vessels,  entered  and  insured  respectively  by 
them  on  the  books  of  the  said  society,  upon  deposit 
with  the  treasurer  of  the  said  society  of  a  sum  equal 
to  82.  per  cent,  on  the  amount  of  the  sum  for  which 
such  vessels  should  be  insured,  and  upon  other  terms 
contained  in  the  rules  of  the  said  society ;  and  the 

Slaintiff ,  as  such  member  as  aforesaid,  and  having 
eposited  with  the  treasurer  of  the  said  society 
such  sum  as  aforesaid,  had  a  certain  ship  or  ships 
duly  entered  in  the  books  of  the  said  society,  upon 
and  in  accordance  with  the  terms  aforesaid ;  And 


the  defendants  were  the  committee  of  the  said 
society,  and  one  of  the  said  rules  of  the  said  society 
was  as  follows,  viz.,  **  That  the  management  of  the 
affairs  of  the  said  society  shall  be  at  all  times  here- 
after conducted  by  a  com/nittee  of  not  less  than 
nine  persons  (either  members  of  the  society  or 
not)  one  of  which  shall  be  appointed  the  president 
of  the  society ;  that  such'committee  shall  have  the 
entire  control  of  the  funds,  affairs,  and  conoems 
of  the  society,  and  shall  determine  upon  the  ad- 
mission, rejection,   and  exclusion  of  any  vessel 
insured  or  proposed  to  be  insured  b^  it,  and  their 
determination  shall  be  final  and  binding  on  all 
parties,  unless  where  they  afterwards  see  cause  to 
alter,  and  do  alter  the  same ;  provided  that  no 
member  of  the  committee  shall  act  as  such  in  the 
settlement  of  his  own  loss;  that  the  ordinary 
meetings  of  the  committee  shall  be  held  in  the 
first  week  of  every  month,  at  Goole,  aforesaid,  on 
such  day  and  time  as  the  president  for  the  time 
being  shall  determine ;  that  a  majority  of  the  com- 
mittee present  at  any  meeting  shall   have  fall 
power  to  act,  provided  such  majority  do  not  con- 
sist of  less  than  three  in  number."    And  a  certain 
other  rule  of  the  said  society  was  as  follows,  viz. : 
"That    if  the    committee    shall    at    any   time 
deem  the  conduct  of   any  member   snspicions, 
or    that     such     member    is     for     any     other 
reason  unworthy  of  remaining  in  this   society, 
thoy     shall     have     power     to     exclude     such 
member,  by  directing  the  secretary  to  give  such 
member    notice  in  writing   tUat  the   committee 
have  excluded  such  member  from  this  society,  and 
after  the  giving  of  such  notice  such  member  shall 
be  excluded,  and  have  no  claim,  or  be  responsible 
for  or  in  respect  of  any  loss  or  damage  happening 
after  such  notice."  And  the  plaintiff,  as  such  mem- 
ber of  the  society,  and  having  deposited  with  the 
treasurer  of  the  said  society  such  sum  as  aforesaid, 
and  having  his  ship  or  ships  so  entered  in  the 
books  of  the  said  society  as  aforesaid,  was,  under 
and  in  accordance  with  the  rules  of  the  said  society, 
entitled  to  receive,  and,  but  for  the  grievance  here- 
inafter mentioned,  would  have  received,  from  the 
funds  of  the  said  society  an  indemnity  for  any  loss 
or  damage  to  his  said  ship  or  ships  so  entered  as 
aforesaid,  by  the  perils  of  the  seas,  rivers,  naviga- 
tions, and  waters,  enemies,  pirates,  jettisons,  other 
than  as  aforesaid,  during  his  membership  of  the 
said  society.  Yet  the  defendants,  well  knowing  the 
promises,  but  wrongfully,  coUusively,  and  impro- 
perly contriving  to  deprive  the  plaintiff  of  the  benefit 
of  such  indemnity  as  aforesaid,  to  which  he  was  so 
entitled  as  aforesaid,  did  wrongfullv,  collnsively, 
and  improperly  expel  the  plaintiff  from  the  said 
society,  on  the  alleged  ground  that  his  conduct  was 
(in  the  terras  of  the  said  47th  rule)  suspicious,  or 
that  he  was  for  some  other  reason  unworthy  of 
remaining  in  the  said  society,  without  any  just, 
reasonable,  or  probable  cause  whatsoever  for  such 
expulsion,  and  without  having  given  the  plaintiff 
any  notice  that  his  conduct  was  to  be  investigated 
and  adjudicated  upon  by  the  said  committee ;  and 
without  giving  the  plaintiff,  or  any  person  or 
persons  on  his  oehalf,  any  opportunity  whatsoever 
of  being  heard  before  them,  and  without,  in  fact, 
hearing  the  plaintiff  or  any  person  or  persons  on 
his  behalf  in  defence  and  vindication  of  the  defend- 
ant's conduct  as  a  member  of  the  said  society,  with 
reference  to  the  said  ground  of  expulsion,  and  that 
before  and  at  the  time  of  his  said  expulsion  from 
the  said  society,  he  had  a  certain  ship  called  the 
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Trogress  duly  entered  in  the  books  of  the  said 
Bodety,  and  bad  deposited  with  the  treasurer  of 
the  said  society  sacb  sam  as  aforesaid,  and  the 
said  ship  sustained  certain  damai^e  by  the  perils 
of  the  sea  a  few  days  after  the  expulsion  of 
the  said  plaintiff  from  the  said  society,  and,  but 
for  the  said  expulsion  of  the  plaintiff  from  the  said 
Booiety,  he  would  have  been  entitled  to  receive,  and 
woald  have  received,  92L  2s.  %d,  firom  the  f  ands 
of  the  said  society,  as  an  indemnity  for  tho  said 
dMDftges  so  sQstamed  as  aforesaid,  and  that  by 
reason  of  his  said  expulsion  he  has  lost  the  said 
sam  of  92Z.  2$,  8d.,  and  has  been  otherwise,  by 
reason  of  the  said  wrong  of  the  defendants,  greatly 
damaged  and  imured. 

Pleas:  5.  iurther,  to  the  said  first  count, 
that  the  defendants  deemed  the  conduct  of  the 
plaintiff^  sospicions,  and,  in  the  exercise  of  their 
power  in  that  behalf  given  to  them  by  the 
said  mles,  excluded  the  plaintiff  by  directing  the 
aemtary  of  the  said  society  to  give  notice  in 
writing  that  the  committee  had  excluded  the 
plaintiff  from  the  said  society,  and  such  notice  was 
given,  and  all  things  were  done,  and  happened, 
and  existed,  to  entitle  the  committee  to  exclude 
and  expel  the  plaintiff  from  the  said  society,  and 
which  is  the  expulsion  complained  of.  6.  And 
for  a  furUier  plea  to  the  same  count,  the  defen- 
dants repeated  the  allegations  in  the  fifth  plea  made, 
excepting  that  they  deemed  the  conduct  of  the 
plaintiff  suspicious,  and  instead  thereof  alleged 
that  they  deemed  that  the  plaintiff  was  unworthy 
of  remaining  in  the  said  society  for  other  reasons 
than  deeming  his  conduct  suspicious. 

Demurrer,  and  joinder  in  demurrer,  to  the  first 
count  in  the  declaration,  on  the  ground  that  it 
disclosed  no  cause  of  action. 

Demurrer,  and  joinder  in  demurrer  to  the  fifth 
and  sixth  pleas,  on  the  ground  that  the  facts  therein 
respectively  alleged  are  no  answer  to  the  plaintiff's 
cause  of  action  in  respect  of  his  expulsion  from  the 
said  society  without  being  heard  in  his  defence. 

Points  for  argument  on  the  part  of  the  defen- 
dants.— 1.  That  no  action  at  law  lies  against  the 
defendants  for  the  improper  exercise  of  their 
powers  as  the  committee  of  the  society  under  the 
rules  set  out.  2.  That  the  first  count  discloses  no 
caose  of  action  which  can  be  held  good  without 
omtravening  30  &  31  Vict.  c.  23.  3.  That  the  first 
count  discloses  no  cause  of  action,  because  it  is 
not  alleged  that  the  plaintiff^s  ships  were  insured 
by  the  society.  4.  That  it  discloses  no  cause  of 
action,  because  no  harm  is  properly  alleged  to 
have  been  caused  to  the  plaintiff  from  acts  of 
the  defendants.  5.  That  it  discloses  no  cause  of 
action,  because  it  was  not  necessary,  on  the  true 
coostmction  of  the  rules,  to  give  the  plaintiff  an 
opportunity  of  being  heard,  or  notice  that  his 
conduct  was  to  be  inquired  into.  6.  That  it  dis- 
closes no  cause  of  action,  because  the  wrongful 
acta  of  the  defendants  therein  alleged  did  not 
deprive  the  plaintiff  of  any  rights  or  claims 
against  the  society.  7.  That  the  first  count  does 
not  properly  allege  a  conspiracy  by  the  defendants 
to  injure  the  plaintiff.  8.  That  it  discloses  a 
partnership  between  the  plaintiff  and  the  defen- 
dttits,  and  no  cause  of  action  which  can  be  main- 
tained at  law.  9.  That  plea  5  is  good  in  sub- 
staooe,  because  it  traverses  the  wrongful  acts  of 
the  defendants  in  the  first  count  alleged.  10.  That 
plea  5  is  good  in  substance,  because  it  shows  that 
the  acts  of  the  defendants  in  the  first  count  com- 


plained of  were  not  wrongful.  11  and  12.  Similar 
points  with  respect  to  plea  6. 

Points  for  argument  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff. — 
1.  That  the  averments  in  the  declaration  show  a 
collusive  and  therefore  a  fraudulent  exercise  of 
the  powers  of  the  defendants,  as  individual 
members  of  the  committee  of  the  dub  against  the 
plaintiff,  and  that  such  fraudulent  exercise  of  the 
said  powers  gave  the  plaintiff  a  good  cause  of 
action  against  the  defendants.  2.  That  the  de- 
murrer admits  the  expulsion  of  the  plaintiff  to 
have  been  a  purely  arbitrary  act  on  the  part  of  the 
defendants,  without  any  reasonable  or  probable 
cause  whatever,  and  that  such  act  having  been  ac- 
companied by  fraud  and  misconduct  on  the  part  of 
the  defendants  (as  also  admitted  by  the  demurrer) 
gave  the  plaintiff  a  good  cause  ot  action  against 
the  defendants.  3.  That  the  omission  of  the  de- 
fendants to  give  the  plaintiff  notice  that  an  in- 
quiry into  his  conduct  was  about  to  be  made,  and 
an  opportunity  of  being  heard  upon  such  enquirv, 
was  a  tortious  act  in  itself,  for  which  the  47th  rule 
afforded  no  justification.  4  That  the  rights  of 
property  being  involved,  the  discretionary  powers 
conferred  by  the  47th  rule  rendered  it  imperative 
on  the  defendants  to  exercise  a  judicial,  and  not  an 
arbitrary  discretion.  5.  That  ic  is  not  competent 
for  the  defendants  to  contend  that  the  expulsion 
of  the  plaintiff  was  a  void  act,  thus  taking  ad- 
vantage of  their  own  confessedly  wrongful  act. 
6.  That,  assuming  the  expulsion  to  have  been  a 
void  act,  an  action  is  maintainable  by  the  plaintiff 
in  respect  of  such  expulsion,  aocompanied  as  it 
has  been  by  the  damage  alleged  in  the  declara- 
tion. 7.  That  the  word  "deem"  contained  in 
the  47th  rule,  does  not  mean  '*deem"  without 
any  cause  whatever ;  nor  does  it  mean  "  deem,*' 
without  giving  the  person  whose  conduct  is  to  be 
inquired  into,  an  opportunity  of  being  heard,  but 
that  it  means  *'  deem  "  judictaUy,  and  that  the  fifth 
and  sixth  pleas  are  bad,  inasmuch  as  they  do 
not  traverse  the  averments  in  the  declaration 
that  the  defendants  expelled  the  plaintiff  without 
any  cai\se  whatsoeverwithout  inquiry.  8.  That 
the  said  pleas  respectively  amount  to  nothing  more 
than  averments  of  the  exercise  of  the  powers 
conferred  upon  the  defendants  by  the  47th  rule, 
without  affecting  to  answer  the  averments  in  the 
declaration  showing  a  wrongful  exercise  of  those 
powers.  9.  That  the  unworthiness  of  the  plaintiff 
alleged  in  the  sixth  plea,  did  not  disentitle  him  to 
have  a  fair  hearing  on  the  part  of  the  defendants. 

In  addition  to  the  count  demurred  to,  there  was 
the  ordinary  money  count;  and  the  defendants 
also  pleaded  various  other  pleas  (in  addition  to 
pleas  5  and  6  demurred  to),  e.g,,  not  guilty — denial 
of  plaintiff's  membership— plaintiffs  ship  not  duly 
entered  in  society's  books — that  defendants  were 
not  the  committee — never  indebted,  and  payment 
before  action.  Issue  was  joined  on  all  the  pleas, 
and  at  the  trial  of  the  action,  which  took  place 
before  Pollock,  B.  and  a  special  jury,  at  the  last 
Summer  Assize  (1878)  for  Yorkshire,  at  Leeds,  a 
nonsuit  was  entered  by  direction  of  the  learned 
judge,  and  a  rule  was  subsequently  obtained,  in 
Michaelmas  Term  last,  by  D.  8eyfn<r»M;  Q.G.,  on  the 
part  of  the  plaintiffs,  to  set  that  nonsuit  aside,  and 
lor  a  new  trial,  on  the  ground  that  the  action  was 
muntainable  on  proof  of  the  facts  stated  in  the  first 
count  of  the  declaration.  That  rule  was  argued 
some  time  a^o  in  this  court,  and  judgment  was 
reserved  until  after  the  argument  of  the  above- 
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named  demnrrers,  which  now  came  on  to  be  heard 
accordingly. 

WadAy,  Q.O.  (with  him  was  8»  Tennant),  for 
the  defendants,  in  snpport  of  the  demurrer  to  the 
declaration,  and  in  support  of  the  pleas,  contended, 
in  the  first  place,  that  the  declaration  was  bad  inas- 
much as  it  contained  no  allegation  that  the 'plain- 
tiffs ship  was  insured.    [Xbllt,  O.B.—  Supposing 
that  the  plaintiff  was  not  in  strictness  Talidly  and 
legally  insured,  yet,  if  he  has  been  wrongfully 
expelled  from   a   society  in  order  to  enter  into 
which  he  had  paid  money,  does  not  the  declara- 
tion   show  a   good   cause   of   action?]    Re  the 
London  Marine  Insurance  AesociaMon,  Smithes 
case  (before  the  Lords  Justices  in  Chancery)  (21 
L.  T.  Rep.  N.  S.  27 ;  L.  Rep.  4»  Oh.  App.  611 ;   3 
Mar.  Law  Oas.  O.  S.  280),  is  an  authority  showing 
the  necessity  for  the  existence  of  a  valid  stamped 
policy.     To  the  same  effect  also  is  the  case  of 
Fisher  andothere  v.  The  Liverpool  Marine  Insurance 
Company  (Limited)  in  the  Queen's  Bench  (ante, 
p.   44;    28  L.   T.   Rep.   N.    S.  867;   L.  Rep.  8 
Q.  B.  469).    Secondly,  on  the  face  of  the  declara- 
tion  it  is   shown   that  there  was   an    absolute 
and  unconditional  power  in   the  committee  to 
expel  the  plaintiff  from  the  society  without  being 
in  any   way   controlled,   or  called    in    question 
for   the   exercise   of,  such  power.     [Amfhlett, 
B.    referred    to   the  case  in    Ohancery   (before 
Wigram,  V.O.)   of  Blissett  v.  Daniel  (10  Hare, 
493),  where  it  was  held   that  the  power  must 
be  exercised  with   good   faith,  and  that  it  was 
not  properly  exercised  at  the  exclusive  instance, 
and  in  consequence  of  the  representation  of  one 
partner  to  his  co-partners,  made  without   the 
knowledge  and  behind  the  bskok  of  the  partner  to 
be  expelled,  and  without  giving  him  the  oppor- 
tunity of  stating  his   case   and  removing  any 
misunderstanding  on  the  part  of  his  co-partners ; 
and  that  the  expulsion  was  therefore  void.]  There 
was  no  suggestion  or  allegation  in  the  declaration 
here  that  the  defendants  had  acted  in  the  matter 
otherwise  than  with  perfect  good  faith. 

Seymour,  Q.O.  (with  him  was  Lowers)  for  the 
plaintiff,  contra,  in  support  of  his  declaration. — 
Qood  cause  of  action  is  shown  on  the  face  of 
the  declaration,  and  therefore  the  declaration  can 
be  supported.  It  discloses  a  duty  on  the  defen- 
dants not  to  expel  the  plaintiff  without  first  giving 
him  notice  of  their  intention  to  expel  him,  and  the 
grounds  on  which  they  propose  to  do  so,  so  that 
he  mav  have  an  opportunity  of  being  heard  in  his 
own  aefenoe.  The  allegation  is,  that  they  did 
the  act  complained  of  ''wrongfully,  ooUusively, 
and  improperly."  It  is  true  that  the  word  "fraudu- 
lently '  is  not  expressly  used,  but  it  is  submitted 
that  "  coUusively  *'  here,  means  fraudulently, 
and  nothing  else.  In  Batterslmry  v.  Vyse  (8 
L.  T.  Rep.  N.  S.  283;  2  H.  &  0.  42;  82 
L.  J.  177,  Ex.)f  Pollock,  O.B.,  in  discussing  the 
meaning  of  the  word,  says  (in  32  L.  J.)  collusion 
implies  fraud,  and  "  to  collude  "  is  so  treated  in 
Webster's  Dictionary,  where  one  definition  of  the 
word  is  "a  secret  agreement  for  a  fraudulent 
purpose."  [Amphlett,  B. — In  QUI  v.  The  Oontu 
nental  Union  Qas  Company  (27  L.T.  Rep.N.  S.424; 
41  L.  J.  176,  Ex. ;  L.  Rep.  7  Ex.  332),  Bramwell, 
B.  says  (at  page  337  of  7  L.  Rep.)  "  the  word  col- 
lusion only  signified  that  the  defendant  and  the 
company  agreed  together."]  It  is  submitted  that 
here,  coupled  with  the  words  "wrongfully  and 
improperly,"  it  means  more  than  that,  and  imports 


or  will  at  all  events  sustain,  an  imputation  of 
fraud.    Again,  they  are  not  to  exclude  a  partner 
without     "  deeming "    his    conduct     suspicions. 
Acoording  to  Johnson,  to  "  deem  "  is  to  exerdse 
a  judicial   discretion,  and   what  that  is  will  be 
found    admirably    defined    in    Rookie    Ccue  (5 
Oo.    Rep.    100a)    and    Keighley's    Case    (10  lb. 
140a).      The    defendants'    conduct  was    the  re- 
verse of  judicial ;   their  duty  was  to  hear  before 
they  struck.     Nothing  short  of  express  words 
can   have  the  effect  of  making  a  man  oontract 
himself  out  of  the  right  of  being  heard  before  be 
is  condemned.    In  an  old  case.  Rex  v.  The  Ckw 
eellor  ^c,  of  ihe  University  of  Cambridge  (1  Stra. 
657),  Fortescue,  J.  (at  p.  676),  says:  "I  remember  to 
have  heard  it  said  by  a  very  learned  man,  npon 
such  an  occasion,  that  even  G-od  himself  did  not 
pass  sentence  upon  Adam  before  he  was  called 
upon  to  make  his  defence — 'Adam,'  savs  Godt 
'  Where  art  thou  P    Hast  thou  eaten,  &c. ;  and  the 
same  question  was  put  to  E?e  also."     So  in  Ez 
parte  Ramshay  (18  Q.  B.  173 ;  21  L.  J.  238,  Q.  B.) 
liord  Oampbell,  0.  J.,  delivering  the  judgment  of 
the  Oourt  of  Queen's  Bench,  says  (at  p.  190  of  18 
9.  B.,  and  p.  239  of  21  L.  J.) :  "  We  are  to  see  tl»t 
judges  and    functionaries    vested   with  jadicial 
authorltv  do  not  exceed  their  jurisdiction.   The 
Ohancelior  has  authority  to  remove  a  judge  of  a 
Oounty  Oourt  only  on  the  implied  oondition  pre- 
scribed by  the  principles  of  eternal  justiceyi^  he 
hears  the  party  accused,'*    These  authorities  saffi- 
ciently  show  that  the  committee  ought  to  exercise 
their  functions  honestly,  fairly,  and  according  to 
'*  the  principles  of  eternal  justice,"  which  it  is  sub- 
mitted they  have  not  here  done.    [Pollock,  B.— 
What  damage  do  you  say  has  b?en  done  to  the 
plaintiff  F    It  may  be  the  defendants   have  not 
acted  rightly,  but  is  it  actionable  P    Kellt,  C.B.-^ 
Your  difficulty  is  as  to  the  expulsion.  If  it  be  a  valid 
act,  you  have  no  remedy,  and  if  it  be  void,  you  are 
still  a  member  and  are  not  damaged.    Polloci, 
B. — ^The  dedajration  does  not  cluLrge  that  the 
defendants,  conspired.]    I  submit  it  shows  mah 
fides,  on   its  face,  and  uses  words  equivalent  to 
a  charge  of   conspiracy,  that  they  "wrongfally 
and  collusively  contriving,"  Sdo.,  &a    The  damage 
need  not  necensarily  be  a  pecuniary  one.     Any 
damage,  mental,  moral,  physical,  or  social,  is  auffi- 
oient.    [Kelly,  O.B.,  referred  to  BeoMrain  v.  Sir 
W.  8coU  (3  Oampb.  387).  in  which  an  action  on 
the  case  was  held  m^atainable  against  the  Judge 
of  the  Ecclesiastical  Oourtv^r  excommunioatang 
the  plaintiff  for  disobediencd>4)f  an  order  which 
the  court  had  not  authority  t^Btftke,  or  where 
the  party  had  not  been  previousI^H|d  with  a 
monition,  nor  had  due  notice  of  thcToNIl^  '^^ 
damage  here  is  of  the  same  oharaoter  a^S j''^ 
case,  namely,  the  pain  and  annoyanoe  of  pu'^^^ 
and  notoriety,  injury  to  the  oharaoter,  feel  in '«'^^ 
pocket  of  the  plaintiff.  [Oleasbt,  B. — Iq  3  p(Sot- 
Oomm.  book   3,  ch.  7,  p.  101,  it  is  laid  df?  ^ 
clear  law  (citing  2  Instit.  623,  as  an    ant^^^^' 
that  *'  if  the  judge  of  any  spiritual  oonrtr^"*' 
municates  a  man  for  a  cause  of  whioh  he  ll 
legal  cognizance,  the  party  may  have  a^ 
against  him  at  common  law,  and  he  in  alscL 
to  be  indicted  at  the  suit  of  the  king."]     p]l 
lently  to  do  a  void  act  is  to  do  a  wronJ^ 
having  done  a  fraudulent,  even  though  it^ 
void  act  to   the   plaintiff's  injury,  they   .  ^ 
take  advantage  of   their  own  wrong,  and 
is  void.     [Amphlbtt,  B. — They    do   not  si 
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joor  dilemma  is,  that  if  it  is  void,  yoa  are  not 
lojored;  and  if  it  is  not  void  yon  have  no  remedy.] 
In  either  case,  whether  combining  to  do  a  void  act 
wroDf^oUy,  or,  if  not  void,  doin^  it  malicioasly, 
the  plaintiff  has  a  remedy.  1^  be  driven  to 
Cbaocerv  for  redress  is  a  wrong  and  a  damage, 
for  which  an  action  will  lie :  (Bixon  v.  Fawotut, 
3  L.  T.  Rep.  N.  S.  683 ;  80  L.  J.  137,  Q.B. ;  3  EI.  & 
£1. 537.)  As  Holt,  C. J.,  said,  in  Aihby  v.  White 
**  Every  injury  imports  a  damage,  though  it  does 
not  cost  the  party  one  farthing,  and  it  is  impossi- 
ble to  prove  the  contrary;  for  a  damage  is  not 
merely  pecuniary,  bat  an  injury  imports  a 
damage  where  a  man  is  merely  hindered  of  his 
rights"  (1  Sm.  L.  C.  2nd  edit.  p.  125).  He  cited 
al»o 

IntiB*  V.  TTyltV,  per  Lord  Denman,  0.  J.,  1  Car.  &  Kir. 

257; 
Bs  Hamymertmiih  Rmtchavge.  4  £z.  87;  19  L.  J. 

66,  Ex.; 

and  referred  to  2  Lindley  on  Partnership,  p.  908, 
u  to  actions  against  partners. 

8.  Tennant,  in  reply. — "  Expel "  does  not  neces- 
larily  mean  an  assault  vi  et  armis,  but  merely  that 
he  was  no  longer  entitled  to  be  a  member.  He  cited 
Hayman  v.^The  Qoveming  Body  of  Rugby  School 
(30  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  8.  207),  where,  on  demurrer  to 
the  plaintiff's  bill,  praying  for  a  declaration  that 
onder  the  circumstances  in  the  bill,  the  resolution 
of  the  governing  body  dismissing  the  plaintiff 
from  the  head-mastership  of  the  school  was 
invalid,  it  was  held,  by  Malins  Y.C.,  that  the 
governing  body  had  power  to  dismiss  the  plaintiff 
without  notice,  and  without  assigning  any  reason ; 
and  that,  having  exercised  their  power  fairly  and 
honestly,  and  not  corruptly,  or  to  effect  some 
collateral  purpose,  their  decision  was  not  liable  to 
be  contrdied  by  the  court.  Here  no  conspiracy 
is  alleged.  The  defendants  are  not  in  the  position 
of  judges,  and  have  onl^  acted  in  conformity  with 
tbmr  rules.  The  plaintiff's  remedy  is  in  a  court 
ofeq«iity. 

Kkllt,  C.B. — ^This  case  certainly  involves  some 
very  important  considerations,  and,  bntiihat  from 
two  or  three  different  points  of  view  we  have  all 
oome  to  the  same  conclusion,  namely,  that  the 
action  is  not  maintainable,  I  should  have  desired 
time  before  I  had  expressly  delivered  the  grounds 
upon  which,  in  my  opinion,  the  defendants  are 
entitled  to  (he  judgment  of  the  court. 

The  fectfi,  as  they  appear  upon  the  record,  are 
that  the  plaintiff  was  a  member  of  an  associa- 
tion or   oo-partnership,  instituted    and    carried 
00  by  the  co-partners,  for  the  purpose  of  ena- 
bKng  each  and  every  of  them  to  effect  insurances 
with    the    society  upon    ships    of   which    they 
^  ;B]ght  be  the^  owners ;   and  amongst  the  rules 
po^lihe  association  are  those  which  are  set  forth 
Ija^Km  the  record,  viz.,  '*  that  a  majority  of  the 
^  f  committee  present  at  any  meeting  snail  have  full 
^  power  to  act,  provided  such  majority  do  not  consist 
^(  of  less  than  three  in  number,"  and  "that  if  the 
P^  committee  shall,  at  any  time,  deem  the  conduct  of 
"^    '  member  suspicious,  or  that  such  member  is, 
any  other  reason,  unworthy  of  remaining  in 
society,  they  shall  have  power  to  exclude  such 
ber,  by  directing  the  secretary  to  give  such 
notice  in  writing  thac  the  committee  have 
such  member  from  this  society,  and  after 
giving  of  such  notice  such  member  shall  be 
led."     I  must  not  be  understood  to  say 
a  body  oonstituted  like  this  committee  is  ( 


bound  to  allege  or  state  any  reason  for  any  decision 
they  may  pronounce,  but  it  appears  that,  without 
anything  on  the  record  to  show  why  or  on  what 
ground  they  have  so  acted,  a  committee  of  the 
necessary  number  have  held  a  meeting,  and  have 
come  to  a  decision  deeming  the  conduct  of  the 
plaintiff  suspicions,  or  deeming  him  unworthy  of 
being  in  the  society,  and  have  accordingly  given  a 
notice  to  the  plaintiff  that  they  have  met,  and  that 
by  reason  of  his  conduct  having  been  deemed 
suspicious,  he  was  unworthy  to  remain  a  member, 
that  he  was  to  consider  himself  excluded,  and  they 
did  accordingly  exclude  him  from  the  society,  and 
gave  him  notice  that  the  society  would  be  respon- 
sible for  no  claim  in  respect   of  any  loss    or 
damage  arising  therefrom;  and  he  brings  this 
action,  treating  the  decision  or  notice,  or  the 
act  of  compulsion  in  question  of  which  he  com- 
plains, as  a  ground  of  action,  and  alleging  that  he 
has  sustained  damage  for  which  he  claims  com- 
pensation in  the  court  now  before  as ;  and  to  that 
count  the  defendants  demurred,  and  the  (question 
is,  whether  it  is  sustainable.    I  am  of  opinion  that 
it  is  not ;  but  not  on  the  ground  that  the  act  done 
by  the  committee  is  justifiable  in  Jaw,  it  being 
expressly  alleged  on  the  record  that  it  was  done 
and  the  plaintiff  expelled,  without  his  having  had 
an  opportunity  of  being  heard  in  his  own  defence, 
and  without  having  had  notice,  so  that  he  mi^ht 
have  had  the  means,  if  such  existed  of  showing 
that  there  was  no  ground  for  any  suspicion  against 
him,  and  that  his  conduct  had  not  been,  in  the 
due  and  proper  sense  of  the  word  "suspicions," 
or  still  less  such  as  to  make  him  unworthy  of  re- 
maining in  the  society.    On  these  gprounds  it  is 
that  this  is  treated  as  an  actionable  wrong,  for 
which  damages  are  claimed. 

Now,  I  am    of  opinion   that  the  committee, 
before  they  were  justified  in  giving  notice  to 
the  plaintUS  of  his  expulsion  from  the  society 
and  before  they  came  to  the  decision  that  his 
conduct  had  l)een  "suspicious,"  or  such  as  to 
render  him  unworthy  of  remaining  in  the  society, 
were  bound  to  give  him  notice  that  they  were 
about  to  consider  that    question,    so    that    he 
might  have  an  opportunity  of  defending  himself 
against  any  charge  or  suspicion  which  might 
have  been  made  or  entertained  against  him.    If 
the  case  rested  there,  and  but  for  the  considera- 
tions arising  on  the  record,  I  should  have  been 
of  opinion  that  this  was  a  wrongful  act ;  and,  if  it 
had  been  such  as,  in  contemplation  of   law,  to 
have  occasioned    damage  to  the  plaintiff,  that 
the  action  was  maintainable,  and  that  he  might 
have    recovered   damages;    but  when   we  look 
at  the  nature  of  the  act  of  expulsion,  and  that  its 
effect,  if  it  had  any  effect  at  ail,  was  to  cause  him 
to  cease  to  be  a  member  of  the  oo-partnership,  and 
that  the  only  damage  which  he  could  possibly  have 
sustained  from  the  committee  having  deemed  his 
conduct  suspicious,  and  such  as  to  render  him  un- 
worthy of  remaining  in  the  society,  would  be  that 
he  was    deprived    of  some  right,   privilege,  or 
benefit  to  which  he  would  otherwise,  under  the 
rules,  have    been  entitled,  the    question  arises 
whether,  by  reason  of  this  notice  of  expulsion,  he 
ceased  to  be  a  partner.    If  he  thereby  ceased  to 
be  a  partner,  then  inasmuch  as  he  had  paid  a 
deposit  of  5^,  and  had  caused  the  name  of  a  ship 
belonging  to  him  to  be  entered  in  a  book,  and 
would    have    been  entitled  to  proceed  to  effect 
an  insaranoe  thereon  at  any  time  he  thought 


294 


MARITIME  LAW  CASES. 


Ex.] 


Wood  v,  Woad  and  others. 


[Ex. 


proper,  he  woald  have  been  deprived  of  that  ad- 
vantage, and  wonid  have  sustained  damage.  Bat 
I  am  of  opinion  that  the  act  itself  being  unjusti- 
fiable and  nnlawfal,  for  the  reason  that  I  have 
already  stated,  was  void,  and  that  oonseqnently  he 
did  not  cease  to  be  a  partner,  bat  that  he  re- 
mained, aod  is  at  this  moment,  a  partner  imd  en- 
titled to  enforce  any  rights  that  he  may  possess  as 
snoh. 

The  great  question  in  the  case  then  is, 
whether  the  act  was  void.  It  has  been  argued 
with  great  force,  and  the  argument  is  well  entitled 
to  our  serious  attention,  that  these  rules  are  abso- 
lutely unconditional  in  their  terms.  I  quite  agree 
that  if  the  committee  exercised  the  power  they 
possessed  under  these  rules,  honestly,  properly, 
lawfully,  and  in  good  faith,  their  decision  could 
not  be  questioned.  Their  decision  may  have  been 
wrong,  and  unfounded,  and  without  sufficient 
reason,  or  without  any  reason  at  all ;  but  I  am 
aware  of  no  power  in  ^be  law  to  call  in  question 
or  interfere  with  the  honest  and  bond  fide  de- 
cision pronounced  under  rules  so  expressed  by  a 
committee  existing,  like  the  present,  under  these 
articles  of  Association.  Whether  they  had  been 
right  or  wrong,  and  whether  they  had  proceeded  on 
insufficient  grounds,  or  on  no  grounds  at  all,  if 
they  thought  fit  to  allege  that,  in  their  judgment, 
the  conduct  of  the  plaintifi*  was  suspicious,  or  that 
his  conduct  was  such  as  to  render  him  unworthy 
of  remaining  in  the  co-partnership,  their  decision 
would  have  been  final,  and  not  open  to  be  ques- 
tioned in  a  court  of  law.  But  I  am  of  opinion 
that,  upon  the  well-koown  principle  of  law  that  no 
one  should,  in  any  court,  or  before  any  tribunal  or 
body  of  persons  authorised  to  act  in  any  manner 
whatsoever,  be  condemned  unheard  and  without 
having  the  opportunity  given  to  him  of  appearing 
and  defending  himself  against  the  charge,  the 
defendants  were  bound  to  give  the  plaintiff  notice 
that  this  charge  was  about  to  be  brought  against 
him. 

Many  cases  have  been  cited,  in  some  of 
which  the  rule  has  been  laid  down  in  very  strong 
and  forcible  terms.  In  other  cases  it  has  ap- 
peared that,  by  the  particular  nature  of  the  tri- 
bunal, or  of  the  body  of  persons  by  whom  the 
decision  complained  of  has  been  pronounced,  it 
was  not  open  to  question;  or  as  in  a  case  (Copin 
V.  Adcwnson)  lately  before  us  with  respect  to  a 
foreign  judgment,  there  may  be  circumstances 
under  which  notice  would  be  the  legal  effect  of 
the  prooeedings  in  question;  but  the  general 
rule  is,  as  I  have  before  said,  that  no  man 
should  be  judged  and  condemned  unheard. 
The  principle  is  clearly  and  expressly  stated 
by  Parke,  B.,  in  his  iudgment  in  the  case  of 
Re  Hammersmith  Bentcharge  (4  Ex.  87;  19 
L.  J.  66,  Ex.).  Although  Parke,  B.,  differed 
in  that  particular  case  from  the  majority  of  the 
court — and  I  am  not  prepared  to  say  that  that 
majority  were  not  right  on  this  particular  point — 
after  alluding  to  cases,  in  which  the  rule  had  been 
invariably  laid  down  and  nctcd  upon,  he  expresses 
himself  as  follows :  "  In  Uapel  v.  Child  "  (2  Cr.  & 
Jer.  558 ;  1  L.  J.,  N.  S.,  205,  Ex.)  Bayley.  B.  says, 
that  he  knows  of  no  case  in  which  jou  are  to 
have  a  judicial  proceeding,  by  which  a  man  is  to 
be  deprived  of  any  part  of  his  property  without 
his  having  an  opportunity  of  being  heanl.  This  " 
Parke,  B.,  proceeds  to  say, "  is  an  extremely  strong 
oafte,  and  shows   how  powerful  the  principle  of 


justice  is  in  all  judicial  proceedings: — Quieunque 
aliquid  atcUuerU,  parte  inaudUd  aUerd,  cequwn 
licet  atatuerU,  haud  oequuefuerit,**  1  entirely  adopt 
that  principle,  and  apply  that  observation  to  the 
present  case.  I  come  next  to  the  case  in  Chancery 
of  Bliesett  v.  Daniel  (10  Hare,  495),  which  is 
almost  parallel  and  identical  with  the  case  now 
before  tbe  court.  There  a  number  of  persons  had 
entered  into  a  oo-partnership,  with  power  to  a 
certain  number  of  the  partners  absolutely  and 
unconditionally  to  dismiss  and  expel  from  the 
partnership  any  other  partner  as  they  might  think 
proper.  I  will  read  the  marginal  note,  because  it 
shows  how  similar  to,  if  not  identical  with,  tbe 
present  case,  that  case  was.  It  is  as  follows: 
"Articles  of  partnership  provided  that  it  should 
be  lawful  for  the  holders  of  two-thirds  or  more 
of  the  partnership  shares,  for  the  time  being, 
to  expel  any  partner  by  giving  him  notice 
thereof  under  their  hands,  in  the  form  thereby 
prescribed,  and  that  immediately  after  giving 
such  notice,  a  notice  of  the  dissolution  as  to 
the  expelled  partner  should  be  signed  by  tbe 
partners  and  published,  with  power  to  any  other 
of  the  expelling  partners  to  sign  the  name 
of  the  expelled  partner;  and  it  was  provided 
that  if  a  partner  became  bankrupt,  insolvent, 
or  was  expelled,  his  interest  should  cease,  w 
to  profit  and  loss,  as  if  he  had  died  on  the  day 
of  such  bankruptcy,  insolvency  or  expulsion, 
and  that  the  amount  of  his  share  should  be  ascer- 
tained, and  payment  secured  by  the  same  amuige- 
ment  as  would  have  been  applicable  in  case  of 
his  decease;  and  it  was  also  provided,  that  the 
shares  of  retired,  deceased,  bankrupt,  insolvent 
or  expelled  partners  should  be  disposed  of  in 
such  way,  either  to  or  between  some  or  all  of 
the  continuing  partners,  or  by  the  admission  of  a 
new  partner  or  partners,  as  the  holders  of  a  ma- 
jority of  shares  should  determine.  The  articles 
provided  that,  in  the  case  of  making  certain  ar- 
rangements, there  should  previously  be  a  meeting 
of  the  partners  in  committee,  but  did  not  express 
that  any  such  meetiufl;  should  be  necessary  pre- 
vious to  the  exercise  of  the  power  to  expeL  The 
articles  also  provided  for  the  adjustment  of  the 
partners'  accounts  within  sixty  days  after  tbe  30th 
June  in  each  year,  when  an  inventory  of  all  the 
stock,  debts,  &c.,  should  be  made,  with  proper 
allowances,  so  as  to  ascertain  the  partnership 
property,  profit  and  loss,  and  the  shares  of  the 
respective  partners,  which  shares  were  to  be  carried 
to  their  respective  accounts  ;  and  it  was  provided, 
that  the  share  of  any  partner  who  might  wish  to 
retire,  if  his  retirement  were  consented  to  by  the 
majority  of  the  others,  was  to  be  taken  by  the 
continuing  partners  at  the  amount  at  which  the 
same  stood  at  the  time  for  making  the  yearly  rest 
or  settlement  next  preceding ;  and  that  the  sur- 
viving partners  were  also  to  take  the  shares  of  a 
deceased  partner  at  the  amount  at  which  the  same 
stood  at  such  next  preceding  yearly  rest  or  settle- 
ment. Held,  that  the  power  of  expulsion  oC  u 
partner  might  be  exercised  by  two-thirds  of  the 
partners  without  any  previous  meeting  of  the 
partners  in  committee  upon  the  question,  and 
without  any  cause  being  assigned  for  such  expul- 
sion :  but  that  the  power  must  bo  exercised  with 
good  faith,  and  not  against  the  truth  and  honour 
of  the  contract."  If  it  were  necessary  to  consider 
the  effect  of  the  words  *'  wrongfully,  collusively, 
and  improperly  and  without  any  just,  reasonable. 
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or  probable  cause,"  in  the  present  declaration,  it 
might  be  that  there  is  enongh  on  this  record  to  show 
that  the  decision  in  the  case  which  I  have  just 
referred  to  would  be  conclasive  here.  Bat  that 
is  not  the'  ground  on  which  I  desire  to  pat  the 
present  case.  The  marginal  note  to  Blissett  y. 
Daniel  proceeds  as  follows  : — **  The  power  was  not 
properly  exercised  at  the  exclasive  instance  of  one 
partner,  and  in  consequence  of  his  representation 
(0  the  other  partners,  made  without  the  knovir ledge 
and  behind  the  back  of  the  partner  who  was  to  be 
expelled,  and  without  giving  to  such  partner  the 
opportunity  of  stating  bis  case,  and  of  removing  any 
misanderstanding  on  the  part  of  his  co-partners." 
In  that  case  the  circumstances  were  entered  into 
more  fully,  and  more  in  detail  than  we  are  per- 
mitted by  the  form  of  this  record  to  do  here.  But 
we  may  suppose  the  most  favourable  case  that 
can  be  imagined  on  the  part  of  the  committee, 
and  that  there  had  been  somo  complaint  made 
before  them  affording  just  ground  of  suspiciou, 
into  the  consideration  of  which  they  were  about 
to  enter,  and  that  perhaps  there  was  something 
which,  unless  explained,  might  have  shown 
suspicious  conduct  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff, 
such  as  to  render  him  unworthy  to  be  a  member 
of  the  society.  That  case  of  Blissett  v.  Daniel  is 
a  direct  decision  in  point  that  it  was  incumbent 
on  the  defendants  to  give  the  plaintiff  the  oppor- 
tunity of  stating  his  case,  and  that  it  was  un- 
lawful and  unjustifiable  to  come  to  a  decision  of 
expulsion  without  his  knowledge  and  behind  his 
back.  Having  said  that,  we  must  now  consider 
the  legal  effect  of  what  has  been  done.  It  appears 
to  me  that  the  act  was  unlawful,  and  therefore 
absolutely  void,  and  that  it  had  not  the  effect  of 
causing  the  plaintiff  to  cease  to  be  a  member  of 
the  association.  In  this  very  case  of  Blissett  v. 
Daniel,  the  decree  that  was  made  was  as  follows : 
**  Declare  that  the  notice  of  expulsion  given  to 
the  plaintiff  on  the  29th  Aug.  1850,  was  void,  and 
that  the  plaintiff  did  not,  by  virtue  thereof,  cease 
to  be  a  partner  in  the  co-partnership  firm  in  the 
pleadings  mentioned.'* 

I  apprehend  that  the  present  plaintiff  has  not, 
by  reason  of  this  notice  of  expulsion,  which  I 
bdd  to  be  absolutely  void  in  law,  ceased  to  be 
a  member  of  the  co-partnership,  and  that  he 
inay  file  a  bill  in  equity,  and  thereby  entitle 
himself  to  all  the  benefits  which  may  belong 
to  him  as  a  co- partner.  Had  it  appeared 
that  any  one  or  more  persons  had,  by  some 
anlawfol  act  prevented  the  plaintiff  from  de- 
nving  some  benefit  to  which  he  was  entitled 
under  the  articles  of  co-partnership,  this  action 
might  have  been  maintainable  for  the  wrong  so 
done ;  but  the  present  action  is  founded  entirely 
on  the  act  of  expulsion.  In  contemplation  of  law 
he  had  sustained  no  damage  at  all  from  that  act, 
he  is  exactly  in  the  condition  he  was  in  before 
this  notice  was  served  npon  him,  and  whatever 
rights  he  possessed  then,  he  possesses  still. 
This  act  is  a  void  act,  and  the  notice  is  merely 
waste  paper. 

But  it  has  been  urged  by  Mr.  Seymour 
that,  even  though  the  act  done  Were  abso- 
lutely void,  yet  if  it  were  a  wrongful  act,  the 
P'^  aggrieved  thereby  might  maintain  an 
action  for  damages  in  respeot  of  it ;  and  that  the 
damage  suffered  need  not  necessarily  be  pecu- 
niary, but  that  any  damage,  mental,  moral,  physical 
or  social,  would  be  sufificiont  to  support  the  action. 


I  had  hoped  that  the  case  of  Beaurain  v.  8eott,  in 
3  Gamp.,  to  which  I  referred  during  the  argument, 
might  be  an  authority  in  support  of  that  argu- 
ment. On  looking  into  that  case,  however,  we 
find  that  the  act  done  there,  viz.,  the  pronouncing 
sentence  of  excommunication,  is  an  act  of  a 
peculiar  kind.  It  is  the  act  of  a  judge  of  an 
ecclesiastical  court,  and  is  in  itself,  if  un- 
authorised, an  indictable  offence,  and  is  of  that 
public  and  important  nature  that  it  involves 
damage  in  law ;  and,  therefore,  although  for  the 
reason  appearing  in  that  case  the  sentence  was 
void  in  law,  yet  the  action  was  held  maintainable  by 
reason  of  the  particular  nature  and  judicial  im- 
portance of  tho  act  done.  It  may  further  be 
observed  that,  in  carrying  the  sentence  into  effect, 
which  may  be  taken  to  be  the  act  of  the  judge 
himself,  the  excommunication  was  publicly  read 
during  divine  service  from  the  pulpit  of  the  parish 
church  at  which  the  plaintiff  attended,  and  to 
which  he  belonged,  and  that  his  good  name  and 
fame  were  thereby  injuriously  affected.  But  the 
present  is  a  case  of  a  totally  different  nature.  I 
wish  I  could  feel  myself  &*i  liberty,  under  the 
authority  of  Beaurain  v.  Sir  W.  Scott,  to  hold  that 
this  action  is  maintainable,  but  when  we  come  to 
look  at  it,  the  notice  of  expulsion  really  had  no 
effect  at  all,  it  was  mere  waste  paper ;  and  had  the 
plaintiff  at  once  treated  it  as  absolutely  void,  for 
the  reason  that  he  had  not  been  heard  in  answer 
to  the  charge,  and  had  called  upon  the  defendants 
to  admit  him  into  the  association,  and  to  respect 
his  rights  as  usual,  he  might,  had  they  not  done 
BO,  have  proceeded  (and  indeed  mav  yet  proceed) 
to  enforce  those  rights  in  a  court  oi  equity. 

I  munt  declare  this  action  to  be  not  maintainable, 
and  consequently  that  the  demurrer  to  the  de- 
claration must  be  allowed.  On  the  same  ground, 
I  am  of  opinion  that  the  nonsuit  directed  by  my 
brother  Pollock  must  stand,  and  that  the  plain- 
tiff^s  rule  to  set  it  aside  must  be  discharged. 

0lea8BT,B. — 1  have  come  to  the  same  conclusion, 
but  not  exactly  on  the  same  grounds.  My  ground 
is,  not  that  in  this  case  there  is  an  absence  of 
damage,  because  I  should  have  thought  that 
wherever  there  is  an  injury  to  a  right  there  arises 
a  cause  of  action ;  and  if  the  right  of  this  plaintiff 
was  to  be  a  member,  and  to  have  all  the  profits  of 
membership,  his  de  facto  exclusion  from  the 
society  is  a  damage.  It  is  plain  that  from  the 
moment  of  the  giving  the  plaintiff  notice  of  his 
expulsion  he  became  excluded,  and  had  no  claim 
whatever  in  respect  of  any  loss  or  damage  happen- 
ing thereafter.  As  I  have  said,  I  should  have 
thought  that  that  was  in  itself  an  injury  to  his 
right  sufficient  to  give  him  a  cause  of  action. 

J3ut  I  must  say  I  am  not  satisfied  that  the  com- 
mittee are,  in  any  case,  in  the  absence  of  fraud, 
liable  to  an  action  for  the  manner  in  which  they 
may  have  exercised  their  functions.  Let  us  see 
what  their  powers  are,  and  whether  they  are  liable  to 
an  action  because  they  do  not  give  a  member  notice 
of  their  intention  to  exercise  them.  It  appears 
that  one  of  their  rules  is,  that  the  management  of 
the  society's  affairs  shall  be  governed  by  a  majority 
of  not  less  than  nide;  there  appear  to  b»e 
twenty-two  here,  and  they  need  not  necessarily  be 
members  of  the  society.  What  are  they  to  do. 
They  have  the  entire  control  of  the  funds,  affairs, 
and  concerns  of  the  society ;  they  are  to  determine 
upon  the  admission,  rejection,  or  exclusion  of  any 
vessel  proposed ;  and,  if  they  think  the  conduct  of 
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any  member  saspioioaB,  they  have  power  at  onoe 
to  exclude  him,  by  direotiDg  notice  to  be  served 
upon  him.  Now,  Bupposing  them  to  haveaoted  bond 
fide,  are  they  to  be  liable  in  respect  of  every  vessel 
which  has  oeen  proposed,  and  which  they  have 
rejected,  or  which  they  may  have  improperly  ad- 
mitted, or  for  the  manner,  or  the  negligent  manner 
in  which  they  have  proceeded,  on  a  vessel  being 
proposed  and  rejected.  So  with  respect  to  the 
management  of  the  settlement  of  the  claims,  are 
they  to  be  liable  to  an  action  at  the  suit  of  every 
disappointed  person  who  makes  a  claim  and  does 
not  receive  satisfaction  F  All  this  is  qnite  indepen- 
dent of  the  redress  which  could  be  got  in  a  court 
of  ecjuity  in  case  the  funds  were  not  properly 
administered. 

Now,  in  consequence  of  the  peculiar  nature 
of  the  business  of  the  society,  the  committee 
were  expressly  authorised  to  do  that  which  in 
ordinary  circumstances  is  a  most  unsafe  thing  to 
do,  namely,  to  act  on  a  mere  suspicion.  Suspicion 
generally  disqualifies  a  person  from  exercising 
judgment  in  anything  he  has  to  deal  with,  but  here 
the  committee  were  to  act  upon  it  if  they  enter- 
tained it,  and  were  not  to  wait  for  real  grounds, 
which  would  have  to  be  investigated,  the  only 
result  of  which  investigation  would  be  that,  if  any 
(question  were  put  to  them,  they  would  be  justified 
in  saying,  "  we  act  on  a  general  suspicion,  and  not 
upon  any  particular  ground."  That  being  so,  can 
it  be  made  a  ground  of  action  that  they  have 
acted  upon  suspicion  merely  P  I  do  not  think  it 
can  be.  I  do  not  think  they  can  be  exposed  to  an 
action  for  a  mere  irre^larity,  or  for  negligence  in 
their  mode  of  proceedmg. 

I  will  now  deal  with  the  other  part  of  the  casoi 
namely,  the  plaintifi^s  allegation  that  the  de- 
fendants "  wrongfully,  collusively,  and  im- 
properly "  did  the  act  complained  of.  The  word 
*' collusively "  is  an  ambiguous  word,  and  is 
used  very  looselv  here.  It  does  not,  in  my  judg- 
ment, put  the  defendants  to  the  proof  that  there 
was  an  absence  of  malafidea  on  their  part.  The 
case  of  Batterbwry  v.  Vyse,  cited  by  the  learned 
counsel  for  the  plaintiff,  was  very  different  from 
the  present  one.  There  the  collusion  alleged,  and 
the  way  in  which  it  was  alleged,  involved  the 
charge  of  mala  fides  of  a  particular  nature,  because 
the  defendant  there  having  made  a  contract  for 
the  execution  by  the  plaintiff  of  works  which  were 
to  be  paid  for  on  the  certificate  of  the  architect 
only,  as  a  precedent  condition,  the  action  was 
brought  against  the  defendant,  and  the  ground  of 
oomplaint  was  that  the  architect's  certificate  being 
a  condition  precedent  to  payment,  the  architect 
had,  in  collusion  with  and  by  the  procurement  of, 
the  defendant,  neglected  to  certify,  whereby  the 
plaintiff  was  unable  to  obtain  payment.  There  a 
specific  act  was  charged.  It  does  not  appear  to  me 
that  there  is  any  such  specific  charge  here,  suppos- 
ing even  that,  if  there  were,  it  could  be  made  the 
subject  of  an  action  against  persons  in  the  position 
of  the  defendants,  acting,  as  it  were,  in  a  judicial 
capacity,  and  not  as  partners,  upon  which,  how- 
ever, I  do  not  at  present,  nor  is  it  necessary  that  I 
should,  venture  to  express  a  decided  opinion.  But  I 
do  say  that  here  there  is  not  a  sufficiently  definite 
allegation  of  fraud  to  make  defendants  responsible. 

Pollock,  B. — I  am  also  of  the  same  opinion. 
This  is  a  question  involving  and  depending  upon 
very  many  important  principles  of  law,  and  some 
of  them  first  principles. 


In  the  first  place  I  think  there  is  no  force 
in  the  objection  made  by  the  learned  counsel 
for  the  defendants  that  the  plaintiff  had  not 
insured  his  ship.  I  think  the  allegation  that 
he  was  a  member  of  the  society  and  had  paid 
his  membership  money  is  quite  sufficient  to 
p;ive  him  an  interest  in  it.  I  think  also  that  thero 
IS  nothing  in  the  objection  that  the  plaintiff  is  a 
member  of  a  copartnership,  because,  although,  as 
between  the  plamtiff  and  the  other  members  it 
would  be  necessary  for  him  to  go  into  equity  to  en- 
force any  rights  he  might  have  against  the  whole 
body,  still  it  is  perfectly  oompetent  to  him  to 
have  an  action  against  these  twenty  deftradants, 
provided  they  were  guilty  of  such  a  dereliction  fk 
duty  as  to  give  him  a  legal  cause  of  action.  Does 
the  declaration  then,  disclose  such  cause  P  It 
states  that  '*  the  defendants  did  wrongfully,  oolla- 
sively,  and  improperly  expel  the  plaintiff  fit>m  the 
said  societv."  It  seems  to  be  oonoeded  that  the 
word  expelled  here  must  not  be  taken  to  be  used 
in  the  sense  of  having  physically  turned  him  out 
of  any  room,  but  to  mean  the  same  as  the  word 
*'  exclude,"  as  used  in  the  rule  under  which  the 
committee  were  acting  on  this  occasion ;  that  is  to 
say,  that  they  passed  a  judgment  on  him,  saying 
he  was  no  longer  to  be  considered  a  member.  On 
this  part  of  the  case  I  trust  it  will  not  be  supposed 
that  I  think  the  mode  of  proceeding  was  a  proper 
or  right  one  on  the  part  of  the  defendants.  It 
will  not  be  supposed  tnat  I  think  they  were  doing 
what  was  right  and  proper,  under  the  circum- 
stances, in  meeting  together  and  passing  a  resola- 
tion  to  exclude  the  plaintiff  without  hearing  him. 
But  whether  that  was  so  improper  an  act  as  to 
entitle  the  plaintiff  to  proceed  in  equity  against 
the  whole  body  of  this  association  to  restore  him 
to  his  membership  is  one  question,  and  whether  it 
was  such  a  wrongful  act  on  the  part  of  the  defen- 
dants as  to  render  them  liable  to  an  action  at  law  is 
another  question ;  and  in  my  judgment  the  allega* 
tion  of  "wrongfully,  improperly,  and  collusively," 
does  not  go  to  establish  what  the  plaintiff*  ought, 
in  this  case,  to  have  established,  and  what  by 
the  use  of  the  word  "fraudulently"  he  might 
have  done,  namely,  that  the  act  was  done 
by  fraud,  and  by  an  actual  fraudulent  use  of  the 
power  given  to  the  defendants  by  this  rule.  The 
words  "wrongfully  and  improperly"  may  be 
rejected.  The  word  collusively  is  a  word  of  vague 
and  ambiguous  meaning.  It  may  mean  a  fraudu- 
lent collusion,  or  a  collusion  without  fraud  at 
all.  It  is  a  sound  and  wholesome  rule  of  plead- 
ing that  words  should  be  taken  most  strongly 
against  the  pleader,  and  if  words  of  doubdnl 
meaning,  equally  capable  of  an  honest  and  a 
dishonest  meaning  are  used,  they  should  be 
construed  in  their  honest  and  innocent  sense;  if 
that  were  not  so,  a  cause  might  go  to  trial  at  Nisi 
Prius,  and  a  proposition  be  put  before  the  jury  in 
doubtful  language,  capable  of  meaning  any  one 
of  several  things,  and  so  great  difficulty  and  incon- 
venience would  arise.  I  am  of  opinion  that  these 
words  do  not  disclose  a  cause  of  action. 

But  now,  supposing  the  plaintiff  to  be  correct  in 
his  view  of  the  cape,  it  being  admitted  that  there 
was  no  physical  expulsion  of  the  plaintiff  it  merely 
amounts  to  this — that  the  act  the  defendants  have 
done  is  a  void  act.  If  so,  it  seems  to  me  to  follow  that 
no  action  can  be  maintainable.  I  am  sorry  to  differ 
from  my  brother  Gleasby,  but  it  does  seem  to  me 
very  doubtful  whether  there  has  been  a  legal  right 
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infrioged,  so  as  to  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  main- 
tain  ms  action,  althongh  be  shows  no  damage. 
Again,  there  are  cases,  no  doabt,  where  there  is 
DO  damage  or  anything  more  than  nominal  damage 
in  which  an  aclion  wonld  lie,  if  the  defendants 
ooold  be  charged  with  conspiracy.  If  a  man  com- 
mits an  offence  by  which  a  person  is  pnt  in  peril 
for  a  while,  that  person  may  recover.  Tbat  is  not 
the  case  here.  The  plaintiff  is  siill  a  member  of 
the  society.  He  is  in  this  position  :  either  he  is 
expelled  or  he  is  not.  I!  he  is  expelled  by  a  right 
and  valid  decision  of  the  committee  to  that  effect, 
then  no  action  lies.  If,  on  the  other  hand  it 
i8  a  merely  nominal  sentence  of  no  validity  what- 
eFer,  by  reason  of  his  not  having  had  notice  and 
opportunity  to  defend  himself,  then,  however 
wrong  the  society  may  be  in  removing  him,  the 
removal  is  altogether  a  void  act,  and  gives  the 
plaintiff  no  right  of  action. 

As  to  the  nonsuit,  it  appeared  to  me  at  the  trial 
that  the  declaration  was  purposely  framed  to  put 
before  the  jury  a  question  which  ought  never  to 
hare  been  brought  before  them ;  and,  it  being  ad- 
mitted by  the  plain  tiff  *s  counsel,  that  he  could  not 
amend  it  by  making  a  stronger  case  against  the 
defendants,  I  felt  it  my  duty  to  insist  that  the 
word  expelled,  as  here  used,  did  not  mean  physical 
expulsion,  and  that  the  word  oollusively  was  a 
vague  and  ambiguous  expression  which  might 
mean  either  this,  that,  or  the  other. 

Amphlbtt,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I 
Bhoald  not  have  added  anythiufi:  to  what  has  been 
Mud  by  my  learned  brothers,  but  that,  el  though 
we  agree  in  the  conclusion  we  have  arrived  at, 
there  is  some  difference  as  to  the  grounds  on 
which  we  have  arrived  at  it.  Therefore,  perhaps, 
I  may  in  a  few  words  say  what  portion  of  that 
which  has  been  already  said  I  agree  with,  and  what 
is  the  real  ground  on  which  I  have  come  to  the 
same  conclusion. 

Kow,  it  appears  to  me,  and  has  throughout 
the  whole  of  the  argument,  that  the  question 
here  depends  upon  this,  whether  or  not  the  plain- 
tiff has,  in  consequence  of  the  acts  of  the  de- 
fendants, ceased  to  be  a  member  of  the  part- 
nership. If  he  has  not  ceased  to  be  a  member, 
it  does  not  appear  to  me  that  by  this  hrutwnfuhnen, 
as  it  would  be  in  that  case,  any  wrong  really 
has  been  done  to  him,  for  which  he  ought  to 
recover  damages.  But,  on  the  other  hand,  and 
this  appeared  to  me  to  be  the  only  way  in  which  the 
case  lor  the  plaintiff  could  be  successfully  argued, 
if  it  could  be  brought  to  this,  that  the  expulsion 
of  the  plaintiff  had  been  effected  by  fraudulent 
means  on  the  part  of  the  committee,  then  un- 
doubtedly the  plaintiff  would  have  suffered  a 
great  injury,  and  in  my  judgment  would,  upon 
the  allegation  in  this  declaration,  have  been 
entitled  to  recover  damages.  I  thought  at  first  that 
it  was  possible  that  the  case  might  be  argued  in 
this  way,  though  I  have  subsequently  arrived  at 
a  different  conclusion,  namely,  that  it  might  be 
said  the  members  of  this  partnership  had  agreed 
to  give  the  committee  plenary  powers  to  act  for 
all  the  other  members  of  the  partnership;  and 
when  they  came  to  the  conclusion  that  this  man 
was  not  ftt  to  remain  a  member,  that,  so  far  as 
the  partnership  was  concerned,  however  wrong  or 
negligent  the  conduct  of  the  committee  might  be 
in  coming  to  that  conclusion,  I  thought  it  might 
be  argued  that  the  expulsion  was  complete,  and 
that  he  most  seek  a  remedy  against  the  committee 


k  for  that  expulsion,  because  it  was  effected,  and  he 
no  longer  remained  a  member  of  the  society.  It 
appears  to  me  that  the  allegations  in  the  declara- 
tion are  quite  sufficient  to  support  an  action, 
because,  although  the  word  "  fraudulent "  is  not 
used,  the  allegation  is,  *'  That  the  defendants,  well 
knowing  that  if  the  plaintiff  remained  a  member  of 
the  society  he  would  be  entitled  to  be  indemnified 
out  of  the  society's  funds,  and  wrongfully,  oollu- 
sively, and  improperly  contriving  to  deprive  the 
plaintiff  of  the  benefit  of  that  indemnity,  wrong- 
fully, oollusively,  and  improperly"  expelled  him, 
upon  the  alleged  ground  that,  according  to  the 
terms  of  the  47th  rule,  his  conduct  was  "sus- 
picious," and  that  he  was  not  a  proper  person  to 
remain  a  member  of  the  society.  If  the  expulsion 
had  been  carried  into  effect  by  that  conduct  on 
the  part  of  the  committee,  I  should  not  have 
doubted,  but  for  the  doubt  expressed  by  my 
learned  brothers,  that  these  allegatiotis  would  have 
been  amply  sufficient  to  support  an  action.  The 
case,  then,  according  to  my  view,  comes  to  this, — 
that,  upon  the  allegation  that  he  had  been  '*  wrong- 
fully, oollusively,  and  improperly"  expelled  with- 
out being  heard  in  his  own  defence,  1  think  it  is 
impossible  to  hold  that  the  society,  having  estab- 
lished the  committee  as  a  tribunal  to  determine 
these  questions,  could  derive  any  benefit  from— I 
will  not  use  the  ward  fraud  in  any  other  than  a 
legal  sense — but  will  say,  the  collusive  and  im- 
proper exercise  of  discretion  by  the  committee. 

Then  comes  the  question  whether  they  were 
justified,  under  any  circumstances,  in  expelling  a 
man  from  the  society,  by  deeming  his  conduct  (to  use 
the  words  of  the  rule)  *'  suspicious,"  or  that  he  ^as 
unworthy  to  remain  a  member,  without  commu- 
nicating with  him,  and  giving  him  some  oppor- 
tunity of  explaining  before  they  deemed  him  to  be 
a  character  of  that  description.  The  case  which 
recommends  itself  to  my  sense  of  justice  is  a 
decision  which  was  come  to  after  great  considera- 
tion in  BlUeett  v.  Daniel,  that,  where  there  was  an 
absolute  power  for  two-thirds  of  the  members  of  a 
partnership  to  exclude  another  without  any  cause 
being  assigned  at  all,  they  would  not  be  considered 
to  be  exercising  that  in  a  bond  fide  manner,  if, 
because  some  one  member  had  said  *'I  think  we 
should  get  rid  of  that  man,"  and  persuaded  them 
to  get  rid  of  him  in  that  way ;  and  it  was  held  that 
they  ought  to  have  given  him  an  opportunity  of 
being  heard,  and  for  this  reason,  that  one  man  may 
have  had  a  prejudice  against  him  and  gone  to  the 
others  behind  his  back  and  stated  the  grounds 
of  that  prejudice,  and  prevailed  upon  two-thirds 
to  sign  his  expulsion,  whereas,  if  he  had  been 
heard,  very  possibly  he  might  have  removed  the 
impression  tne  others  had  derived  at  from  something 
said  behind  his  back.  If,  the  very  day  after  that 
decision  in  BUanett  v.  Daniel^  the  partners  had  met 
and  had  come  to  the  decision  that  the  plaintiff 
should  be  removed  from  the  firm,  if  the  court  had 
decided  that  they  were  acting  bond  fi4e,  and  not 
out  of  spite  to  him,  or  for  any  illicit  purpose,  but 
only  for  the  benefit  of  the  partnership,  that  deci- 
sion of  removal  would  have  been  perfectly  right. 
So,  here,  if  the  committee  had  called  the  plaintiff 
before  them,  although  they  had  not  been  able  to 
show  by  evidence  that  he  ought  justly  to  be 
deemed  a  "  suspicious"  person,  and  although  they 
were  not  able  to  give  legal  proof  of  his  conduct, 
there  can  be  no  doubt  that  they  would  have  been 
entitled  to  expel  him.    But,  accordmg  to  the  aUe- 
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gations  in  this  direotion  they  qever  gave  him  the 
opportunity  of  explaining  his  condaot,  and  I  en- 
tertain no  doubt  (always  supposing  that  these 
allegations  could  have  been  proved),  that  the  plain- 
tifE  by  going  into  a  oourt  of  equity  would  be 
restored  to  his  rights. 

If,  then,  that  is  so,  what  damage  has  he  really 
sustained?  He  has  not  ceased  to  be  a  mem- 
ber; he  has  still  all  his  rights  of  membership, 
and  the  mere  fact  that  the  defendants  have 
done  something  which  is  illegal  and  void,  does 
not  appear  to  me  to  authorise  him  in  coming 
to  this  court  to  recover  damages ;  and  for 
whyP  why,  for  an  ineffectual  attempt  to  expel 
him  from  the  partnership.  Moreover,  it  ap- 
pears to  me  that  there  would  be  great  in- 
convenience in  trying  the  question  whether  the 
plaintiff  has  been  expelled  or  not,  in  the  absence 
of  the  other  numerous  parties  who  are  interested 
in  the  matter.  All  the  partners  are  interested  in 
having  that  question  decided,  and  if  this  action 
proceeded,  we  should  be  trying  it  behind  their 
backs ;  a  matter  that  ought  not,  I  think,  to  be  left 
out  of  consideration.  Indeed,  the  court  has,  on 
various  occasions,  refused  to  entertain  actions  by 
one  partner  against  another  very  much  on  that 
express  ground.  If  they  find  the  matter  is  so 
connected  with  the  partnership  that  complete 
justice  cannot  be  done  in  a  court  of  law,  the  courts 
of  law  have  said  that  such  an  action  could  not  be 
allowed,  very  much  on  the  same  principle  that  it 
would  be  very  inconvenient  to  maintain  this  action. 
If  this  action  could  be  maintained,  what  would  be 
the  result  P  Take  the  case  of  Bliseeit  v.  Daniel. 
It  would  be  a  surprise  to  lawyers  to  be  told  (which 
would  almost  follow  from  Mr.  Seymour's  argu- 
ment) that  not  only  could  the  plaintiff  in  that  case 
get  relief  b^  filing  a  bill  in  Chancery,  but,  would 
also  be  entitled  to  damages  from  his  partners  in 
an  action  against  them  in  a  Court  of  Chancery. 
The  answer  here  is,  you  are  not  injured,  because 
if  you  go  into  a  court  of  equity  it  would  hold  that 
you  have  not  been  expelled,  and  that  no  action  will 
lie.  For  these  reasons  I  agree  with  the  opinion 
expressed  by  my  Lord  and  my  learned  brethren, 
and  think  that  the  demurrer  to  this  declaration 
ought  to  be  allowed. 

Judgment  for  the  defendant.  Demurrer  to  the 
dedofration  allowed.  Bule  to  set  aside  non- 
8uii  discharged. 

Attorney  for  the  plaintiff,  W,  Eley^  agent  for 
F,  Summers,  Hull. 

Attorneys  for  the  defendants,  WiUiaTnson,  HiU 
and  Co.,  agents  for  England  and  Son,  Goole. 


COVBT  OF  APPEAL  IN  CHANCEBY. 

Beported  hj  E.  Stswabt  Bochs  uid  H.  Peat,  Esqrs., 

Buiiater84it-Law. 


April  20  atid  21, 1874. 

(Before  the  Lords  Justices.) 

The  Gkbat  Western  Insurance  Company  of  New 

York  v.  Cunlippb. 

Marirte  insurance—Principal  and  agent — AUow- 
ances'^Discount— Negligence — Jurisdiction, 

A  marine  insurance  company,  carrying  on  hvLsiness 

in  New  York,  employed  the  defendants,  in  1858, 

.    as  their  agents  in  this  country  for  tJis  purpose  of 


taking  risks^  and  adjusting  and  paying  losses  for 
which  they  were  to  receive  a  commission  of ficeper 
cent,  upon  the  premiums  paid  in  ea^h  year.  Thp 
company  also  effected  insurances  in  this  country 
through  the  dpjendants. 

On  the  Sth  Dec.  1865,  the  defendants  received  tn- 

'  structions  from  the  compamy  to  reinsure  fifteen 
ships  upon  which  their  lines  were  full.  The  de^ 
fendomts  endea/voured  to  effect  the  insurances,  hut 
in  consequence  of  news  of  a  disastrous  gale,  they 
were  unable  to  do  so  except  at  exorbitant  rates ; 
they  therefore  wrote  the  same  day  to  the  company, 
informing  tliem  thereof,  and  staging  that  they  Ufi 
it  to  the  company,  if  they  deemed  ii  necessary,  to 
insure  on  their  side,  where  it  could  be  done  ai  a 
profit,  instead  of  here,  where  it  would  have  to  he 
done  at  a  loss.  After  sending  this  letter,  the  ds' 
fendants  made  no  further  attempts  to  insure  thete 
ships.  Before  the  company  received  this  letter, 
one  of  the  ships  which  the  defendants  were  directed 
to  reinsure  was  wrecked,  and  thereby  a  loss  was 
iuourred  by  the  company. 

On  a  bill  by  the  company  praying  for  an  account  of 
the  transactions  between  them  and  the  defendanit, 
and  for  damages  in  respect  of  the  loss  occasioned 
by  the  defendants*  negligence  in  not  reinsuring  the 
ships  as  directed : 

Held  (reversing  tlie  decision  of  Bacon,  V,C.),  that  a 
claim  for  damages  by  reason  of  tJie  negligence  of 
an  agent,  could  not  be  enforced  in  a  suU  in  equity 
for  an  cKcount  of  the  transactions  between  prin- 
cipal and  agent,  but  that  the  plaintiffs*  remedy 
was  by  action  at  law. 

Under  the  "  credit "  system  of  conducting  marine 
insurance  btisiness,  which  was  the  system  adopted 
by  the  defendamis,  it  is  customary  for  the  frnder- 
writer  to  allow  a  discount  of  twelve  percent,  to  the 
broker  upon  the  balance,  if  any,  owing  to  tlie  un- 
derwriter upon  the  settlement  of  accounts  with  the 
broker  at  ilis  end  of  each  year. 

In  the  agreement  between  the  company  CMd  the  de- 
fendants, no  mention  was  made  of  the  remwnera' 
tion  to  be  received  by  the  defendants  for  reinsuring 
ships  vn  this  country. 

In  1866  the  company,  who  had  hitherto  been  igno- 
ramt  of  the  discount  allowed  by  underwriters  to 
brokers,  were  informed  by  the  defendants  ihaJt 
they  were  remunerated  in  thoU  way,  but  the  com- 
pany made  no  complaint  about  it.  They  note 
contended  that  the  defendants,  being  their  agents, 
were  rwt  entitled  to  receive  any  benefit  in  the  course 
of  their  agency  except  for  their  principals,  and 
prayed  that  the  defendants  might  be  ordered  to 
account  to  the  company  for  tlie  discoumi  received 
by  them  vn  respect  of  insurar^ces  effected  for  the 
company : 

Held  (reversing  the  decision  of  Bacon,  V.O.),  that 
as  no  remuneration  was  provided  in  ,the  agree* 
ment  for  insurances  effected  by  the  defendants, 
they  were  entitled  to  retain  for  their  own  beneUt 
the  discount  allowed  to  tliem  by  the  under- 
writers. 

This  was  an  appeal  from  a  decision  of  Bacon, 

V.O. 
The  hea.ring  in   the  court  below   is  reported 

ante,  p.  219,  where  the  facts  of  the  case  are  fully 

stated. 
The  Vice- Chancellor  ordered  the  accounts  to  be 

taken  as  prayed  by  the  bill,  and  directed  that  in 

taking  those  accounts  the  defendants  should  be 

charged    with    the   damages  occasioned  to  the 

plaintiffs  in  respect  of  the  loss  through  the  defen- 
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dratB*  neglect  to  reinsure,  and  also  with  the  dis- 
coont  received  by  tbem  from  the  underwriters 
over  and  above  the  commission  of  5  per  cent. 

From  this  decision  the  defendants  appealed. 

John  Pearson,  Q.C.  and  Millar,  for  the  appel- 
lants.— ^We  are  entitled  to  retain  the  discount 
Allowed  us  by  the  underwriters,  for  in  effecting 
insurances  we  acted  as  brokers  and  not  as  agents, 
and  are  therefore  entitled  to  the  usual  brokers' 
remuneration ;  there  being  nothing  in  the  agree- 
ment between  us  and  the  company  about  re- 
muneration for  effecting  insurances.  By  the 
agreement  we  were  appointed  agents  for  adjusting 
and  paying  lossos  in  London,  and  for  taking 
Tuks  only,  and  nothing  can  be  imported  into 
the  agreement  which  is  not  there.  The  trans- 
actions between  the  broker  and  underwriter 
are  distinct  and  separate  from  the  transactions 
between  the  broker  and  the  assured.  The  law 
of  principal  and  agent  does  not  apply  to  the 
matter  of  this  discount  received  by  us  from  the 
underwriters,  for  we  did  not  act  as  agents  in 
the  matter.  The  practice  as  to  these  transactions 
is  stated  by  Parke,  B.  in  Power  v.  BiUcher  (10 
K&C,  329),  and  it  is  still  more  fully  stated  by 
Blackburn,  J.  in  Xenoa  v.  WicJehan  (2  Mar. 
Law  Cas.  O.  S.  537;  14  C.  B.,  N.S.,  460), 
80  that  the  custom  by  which  a  broker  re- 
ceives discount  from  an  underwriter  is  thoroughly 
established  and  recc^ised.  The  discount  is  paid 
not  upon  any  particular  premium,  but  upon  the 
balance  of  accounts  between  the  underwriter  and 
the  broker  in  respect  of  all  his  clients  at  the  end 
of  each  year.  As  to  the  claim  for  damages  in 
respect  of  the  loss  sustained  by  reason  of  our  fail- 
ure to  reinsure,  the  remedy  is  at  law  and  not  in 
this  court.  The  accounts  between  us  and  the  com- 
pany are  not  so  complicated  as  to  render  them 
unfit  to  be  the  subject  of  an  action  at  law,  and  all 
the  questions  in  this  case  are  rather  questions  that 
ooght  to  be  tried  by  a  mercantile  jury  than  by  a 
court  of  equity.  But  we  were  not  guilty  of  any 
negb'genoe ;  as  agents  we  were  bound  to  use  the 
same  discretion  and  diligence  as  our  principals 
would  have  used  on  their  own  account,  and  we  were 
justified  in  not  reinsuring  when  we  were  unable 
to  do  so  except  at  exorbitant  rates.  On  finding 
ourselves  unable  to  reinsure  at  the  ordinary  rates, 
we  at  onoe  adopted  the  course  which  the  case  of 
CMmderv.  Odrichs  (5  Bing.  New  Cas.  58)  shows 
to  be  the  proper  one,  and  wrote  to  our  principals, 
stating  that  we  could  not  insure  at  the  ordinary 
rates.  But  at  all  events,  we  are  entitled  to  set-off 
•gainst  the  damages  the  amount  saved  in  respect 
of  the  other  fourteen  ships  by  the  same  alleged 
act  of  negligence.    They  also  cited 

Stewart  v.  The  Chreenock  Marine  Insurance  Company 

2  H.  of  L.  Cas.  159 ; 
DalzellY.  MaiTj  1  Gamp.  532 ; 
Airy  v,  BUmd,  1  Gamp.  58in. ; 
MineH  v.  Forrester,  4  Taunt.  541n. 

Kay,  Q.O.  and  Marten,  Q.C.  for  the  respondents. 
—The  defendants  acted  as  our  agents  in  effecting 
the  insurances.  They  were  in  a  fiduciary  position, 
and  could  not  accept  a  gratuity.  They  must, 
therefore,  account  to  us  for  the  discount  received 
by  them  from  the  underwriters : 

Queefi  of  Bpain  y  Parr,  21 L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.  555;  39 

L.  J..  N.  S.  73,  Ch. : 
TurnbuUr.  Garden, 20  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.  218 ;  28  L.  J., 
N.  S.,  331,  Ch. 

Their  neglect  to  reinsure  was  a  breach  of  trust, 
and  Uie  defendants,  therefore,  cannot  setoff  against 


the  loss  the  amount  that  has  been  saved  by  their ^ 

neglect  and  breach  of  trust.     As  for  the  objection 

that  our  claim  for  damages  ought  to  be  enforced 

in  a  court  of  law,  we  contend  that  this  court  has 

jurisdiction  to  assess  the  damages  in  taking  the 

accounts  between  us  and  the  defendants,  which  aro 

too  complicated  to  be  dealt  with  in  a  court  of  law. 

They  also  cited 

Sweeting  v.  Pearce,  1  Mar.  Law  Cas  O.  S.  134  ; 
5  L.  T.  Eep.  79;  30  L.  J  ,  N.  S.,  109,  C.  P. 

Without  calling  for  a  reply. 

Lord  Justice  James  said  :  I  am  of  opinion  that 
the  decree  of  the  Yioe-Chancellor  must  be  dis- 
charged. Though  filed  as  a  bill  for  a  general 
account  between  principal  and  agent,  the  bill  was 
really  filed  for  the  purpose  of  getting  the  opinion 
of  this  court  upon  three  questions,  and  three 
questions  only,  which  are  tUe  sole  quostions  that 
have  to  be  determined.  That  is  the  mode  in  which 
the  bill  itself  states  the  case.  The  plaintiffs  say 
that  there  are  three  questions.  The  first  is  that 
relating  to  the  neglect  to  reinsure,  which  was  fol- 
lowed by  the  loss  of  the  ship ;  the  second  is  the 
question  of  interest ;  and  the  third  is  the  question 
of  discount.  Those  are  the  only  questions  which 
have  arisen;  the  plaintiffs  say  that  certain  ques- 
tions have  arisen,  and  they  state  the  questions. 
That  being  so,  there  is  no  doubt  upon  the  faoe  of 
the  bill  an  admission  against  the  plaintiffs  that  but 
for  those  questions  there  would  be  nothing  to  liti- 
gate about  in  this  court  or  any  other  court.  That 
is  really  the  case,  and  there  is  nothing  to  do  here 
except  to  settle  those  questions. 

]^ow  how  do  those  three  questions  stand  ? 
First  of  all,  with  respect  to  the  interest,  I  am 
of  opinion  that  the  case  intended  to  be  made 
by  the  bill  wholly  failed.  The  case  made  by 
the  bill,  and  the  case  intended  to  be  made  by 
the  bill,  was  not  that  the  defendants  were  not 
entitled  to  claim  interest  with  respect  to  the 
moneys  which  they  paid,  but  that,  instead  of  charg- 
ing interest  from  the  end  of  the  year,  which  was 
the  proper  time  to  do  it,  they  charged  the  interest 
from  the  time  at  which  the  actual  sums  were  paid 
during  the  year ;  and  the  plaintiffs  allege,  there- 
fore, that  the  interest  during  that  portion  of  the 
year  ought  to  be  disallowed.  The  answer  to  that, 
as  stated  by  Mr.  Pearson,  is  this :  *'  If  we  had  been 
minded  to  do  so,  we  were  entitled  to  havo  charged 
interest  from  the  time  the  premium  was  paid,  or  sup- 
posed to  have  been  paid,  but  we  did  not  do  so;  we 
only  charged  interest  from  the  end  of  the  year  which 
is  upon  the  pleadings  admitted  to  be  right."  It  ap- 
pears to  me  that  the  defendants  say :  *'  We  never 
did  charge  interest  in  that  way."  There  is  the  alle- 
gation ;  the  accounts  are  produced,  and  there  is  no 
trace  of  any  such  interest  being  charged  except  at 
the  end  of  the  year.  That  was  the  mode  of  charg- 
ing interest  up  to  the  end  of  the  year,  year  by 
year,  upon  the  account  as  it  then  stood,  and  that 
system  went  on  from  the  beginning  to  the  end  of 
the  agency.  The  course  of  dealing  between  the 
parties  is  established  by  a  succession  of  accounts. 

Then  the  next  question  is  as  to  the  discount,  or 
whatever  it  majibe  called,  the  allowance  or  gratuity 
which  the  brokers  receive  from  the  persons  with 
whom  they  effect  reinsurances.  And  upon  this 
part  of  the  case  the  plaintiffs  say :  "  You  are  our 
agents,  and  in  the  course  of  that  agency  you  have 
received  a  gratuity  which  you  ought  not  to  keep 
yourselves.  You  are  mere  agents,  and,  acoordinu; 
to  the  principles  of  this  court,  a  mere  agent  hab 
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no  right  to   receive  any  benefit  himself  in  the 
coarse  of  his  agency ;  he  has  no  right  to  make  any 

Erofit  in  the  shape  of  disoonnt  or  anything  of  that 
ind."  I  believe  the  principle  is  laid  down  in  one 
or  two  cases  which  were  before  me,  and  in  which  I 
acted  npon  it;  it  applies  to  the  case  of  an  agent 
dealing  with  his  principal's  money,  making  pni- 
ohases  for  him,  or  something  of  that  kind,  and 
receiving  something  in  the  shape  of  a  gratuity  for 
it.  The  question  in  the  present  case  is,  whether 
the  agent  has  been  otherwise  reimbursed,  and 
whether  he  has  received  a  gratuity  of  which  his 
principal  can  be  supposed  to  have  been  ignorant. 
But  here — whether  the  defendants  are  called  in- 
surance brokers,  or  insurance  agents,  or  merchants 
doing  brokerage  business  or  insurance  business, 
the  mere  name  is  a  matter  of  not  the  slightest 
consequence  whatever-'here  what  was  done  was 
this :  the  defendants  were  merchants  in  London 
minded  to  do  reinsurance  business  as  agents  of  the 
plaintiffs,  and  minded  to  do  other  business  con- 
nected with  it,  and  apparently  doing  insurance 
business,  not  only  for  the  plaintiffs  but  for  other 
clients  who  came  to  them.  As  stated  on  the  part 
of  the  plaintiffs,  they  were  agents  to  underwrite 
and  to  settle  losses  in  respect  of  policies,  and 
whether  they  be  called  agents  or  not,  they  were 
agents  or  brokers  to  effect  reinsurances  in  those 
cases  in  which  reinsurance  was  thought  right  by 
the  principals  in  New  York.  That  was  a  part  of 
their  business.  The  other  part  of  their  business, 
it  is  quite  clear,  was  that  which  was  thought  to  be 
the  most  profitable,  because  it  appears  firom  the 
correspondence  that  the  defendants  represented 
that  they  would  not  carry  on  one  part  of  the  busi- 
ness without  that ;  and  ic  was  not  likely  that  the 
plaintiffs  would  get  any  other  persons  to  act  as 
agents,  without  blowing  them  to  obtain  the  profits 
of  that  particular  business.  Now,  with  regard  to 
the  other  part  of  the  business,  which  is  the  under- 
writing and  the  settling  of  los8eJB,an  actual  agree- 
ment was  made,  the  terms  of  remuneration  being 
reduced  into  writing;  but  with  regard  to  the 
effecting  of  reinsurances,  not  only  were  the  terms 
of  remuneration  not  reduced  into  writing,  but  no 
remuneration  ever  was  paid  by  the  plaintiffs,  or 
supposed  to  be  paid  by  the  plaintiffs  to  the  defen- 
dants at  all.  Yet  this  business  was  done  by  the 
defendants  to  obtain  profit,  as  they  knew  it  to  be 
a  profitable  part  of  their  business.  It  was  not 
profitable  by  reason  of  anything  which  was  to  be 
paid  by  the  plaintiffs  to  them  as  their  paid  ser- 
vants. The  view  taken  by  the  Yice-Chancellor 
seems  to  have  been,  that  the  defendants  were  paid 
agents  of  the  company,  who  could  not  do  this 
business  themselves ;  but  they  were  not  paid  ser- 
vants to  do  the  work,  receiving  remuneration  for 
it ;  but  they  were  left  to  make  the  profit  which 
was  incidental  to  the  business  itself.  That  was  the 
character  of  their  employment,  otherwise  it  would 
not  have  been  a  profitable  employment.  The  profit 
was  not  to  come  from  the  plaintiffs  in  the  shape  of 
any  direct  payment:  it  was  to  be  profit  which 
should  enure  to  the  defendants  in  the  ordinary 
course  of  that  kind  of  business.  That  was  the 
business  of  going  to  underwriters,  and  getting  the 
underwriters  to  accept  the  risks,  paying  them  the 
premium  for  it.  That  is  a  well  known  business.  In 
going  to  underwriters  to  obtain  the  insurances, 
they  also  go  to  Lloyd's  to  the  persons  connected 
with  that  kind  of  business.  Whether  he  be  called 
a  broker  or  not,  the  person  who  is  the  agent  for 


the  merchant  for  this  purpose,  does  and  effects  the 
insurance  and  he  receives  a  discount  of  five  per 
cent.  In  the  particular  form  which  was  adopted 
in  the  present  case,  the  defendants  received  a  dis- 
count of  five  per  cent.,  which  they  put  into  their 
own  pockets.  They  were  paid  by  the  underwriter 
instead  of  by  their  principal.  And  then  by  a  prac- 
tice quite  as  well  known,  recognised  by  everybody 
connected  with  the  business,  recognised  in  the 
courts  of  law  in  this  country,  and  referred  to  over 
and  over  again,  upon  the  settlement  of  the  accounts 
they  received  a  gratuity  of  twelve  per  cent,  upon  the 
balance,  if  the  balance  happened  to  be  a  favourable 
one — that  is,  if  the  underwriter  finds  it  to  be  a 
profitable  account,  he  gives  t  wel  ve  per  cent,  upon  the 
balance  to  the  broker  who  brought  the  business  to 
him.  It  is  not  upon  the  particular  transaction,  as 
I  gather,  but  it  is  upon  the  whole  result  of  the 
transactions  which  the  broker  has  introduced  to 
the  particular  underwriter ;  all  the  business  done 
between  them  during  the  whole  year  is  taken  into 
account.  That  is  the  established  remuneration 
which  a  broker  receives  for  doing  that  business.  lu 
my  opinion  that  is  as  right  a  thing  as  the  five  per 
cent,  discount.  The  plaintiffs  have  never  disputed 
that  the  defendants  were  entitled  to  retain  in  their 
own  pockets  the  five  per  cent.  They  say  :  **  We 
knew  that,  but  we  did  not  know  of  the  other."  They 
never  inquired.  They  say  :  "  We  meant  it  to  be 
according  to  the  usual  practice,"  and  they  never 
made  any  inquiry  about  it  until  the  year  1866, 
when  it  appears,  upon  their  own  case,  that  they 
had  some  correspondence  with  the  defendants, 
who  told  them  what  the  nature  of  their  profit 
was.  That  was  communicated  to  the  chairman 
and  some  other  leading  officer  of  the  company  in 
1866 ;  it  was  known  by  two  persons,  one  of  whom 
was  the  chairman,  I  think,  and  the  other  the  deputy- 
chairman  of  the  company;  both  these  persons  knew 
it  in  the  year  1866.  It  is  not  pretended  that  there 
was  a  shadow  of  complaint  by  these  gentlemen  at 
the  time ;  they  allowed  the  matter  to  go  on  during 
the  remainder  of  the  year  1866,  during  the 
whole  of  the  vear  1867,  and  ddring  a  part  of 
1868,  without  the  slightest  suggestion  that  there 
was  anything  wrong  in  what  these  parties  were 
doing,  and  they  continued  upon  the  footing 
that  that  was  to  be  the  mode  of  their  re- 
muneration. There  is  the  fact  that  this  mode 
of  remuneration  was  known  to  the  company  in 
the  year  1866,  and  the  defendants  were  allowed  to 
go  on  doing  their  work  upon  that  understanding. 
I  think  that  the  dispute  on  the  part  of  the  plain- 
tiffs is  deficient  in  honesty  as  well  as  in  law.  I  think 
that  they  ought  not  to  have  disputed  the  matter 
when  they  had  allowed  the  defendants  to  go  on 
after  1866,  even  if  they  had  any  reason  to  find  fault 
before.  That  disposes  of  the  question  of  interest, 
and  of  the  question  of  the  so  called  discount. 

Then  with  regard  to  the  third  point ;  I  am  dearly 
of  opinion  that  this  never  could  be  the  subject  of  a 
suit  in  equity.  I  asked  in  vain  for  any  authority 
in  which  it  is  laid  down  that  where  there  is  an  out- 
standing account  between  principal  and  a^nt 
you  can  introduce  into  that  account  a  mere  item 
of  damages  occasioned  by  the  negligence  of  the 
agent  in  disobeying  some  instructions  of  his  prin- 
cipal. The  most  analogous  case  to  it  is  that  which 
I  suggested,  of  taxing  a  solicitor's  bill  and  taking 
cash  accounts.  I  have  never  heard  that,  in  such  a 
case  as  that,  one  can  introduce  into  the  account  the 
loss  sustained  by  the  negligence  of  the  solicitor  in 
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Cftrrying  on  the  aotion  improperly,  or  never  inyesti- 

gatiofi^  the  case  at  all.    That  mast  be  left  to  the 

common  remedy  of  an  action  at  law  for  negligence. 

One  case  with  regard  to  a  solicitor  was,  I  think, 

referred  to,  in  which  the  demurrer  to  a  cross  bill 

was  OTermled ;  there  the  solicitor,  having  security 

for  bin  costs,  filed  a  bill  to  enforce  that  security, 

and  there  was  a  cross  bill  saying  that  there  was 

nothing  dne  becanse  there  had  been  so  much 

neeligence  thai*  the  solicitor  was  not  entitled  to 

recover.    That  was  totally  different ;  that  case  was 

as  to  the  amount  due  upon  the  security  and  the 

qaeetion  raised  by  the  cross-bill  would  necessarily 

arise  with  regard  to  enforcing  the  security.    But 

with  that  exception,  that  single  exception,  no  case 

is  suggested  in  which  an  action  for  negligence  has 

been  brought  into  this  court  merely  because  there 

has  been  some  money  account  between  the  person 

who  has  been  the  employer  and  the  person  who  has 

been  the  employed  in  the  matter  in  which  the 

alleged  negligence  has  arisen.    I  am  therefore  of 

opinion  that  this  bill  was  not  right.     The  answer 

contains  the  same  objection  as  if  the  bill  had  been 

demurred  to. 

I  am  of  opinion  that  the  demurrer  would  have 
been  allowed  and  ought  to  have  been  allowed,  if 
there  had  been  a  demurrer  to  the  bill ;  and,  that 
being  so,  I  am  of  opinion  that  as  all  the  three  points 
which  have  arisen  and  which  are  the  only  points 
nised  by  the  bill  being  decided  against  the  plain- 
tiffs, the  only  consequence  is  that  the  bill  must  be 
dismissed  with  costs. 

Lord  Justice  Mellish.— I  am  of  the  same  opinion. 
The  first  question  I  have  to  consider  is,  what  re- 
muneration were  the  defendants  entitled  to  charge 
the  plaintiffs  for  acting  as  agents  for  the  plaintiffs 
in  effecting  reinsurances  and  makiuflr  themselves 
liable  to  pay  the  premiums  on  those  reinsurances 
to  the  underwriters  P  Now  the  plaintiffs,  being  a 
large  insurance  company  in  New  York,  by  the 
letter  of  the  15th  June  1858  proposed  to  the 
defendants  to  act  as  their  agents  for  the  purpose 
of  paying  the  amount  due  on  policies  when  losses 
occurred  which  they  were  going  to  make  payable 
in  England.  That  was  the  principal  matter  for 
which  they  wished  to  employ  the  defendants,  and 
they  asked  what  would  be  the  charge  the  defend- 
ants would  make  if  they  were  appointed  agents  for 
that  purpose.  And  the  defendants  answered  that 
their  charge  would  be  2^  per  cent. ;  and  that  those 
were  the  usual  terms  for  paying  and  settling 
claims.  Then  the  plaintiffs  accept  that  offer,  and 
mention  in  the  letter  in  which  they  accept  it 
that  "  we  shall  frequently  have  reinsurance  and 
other  business  negotiations  to  make  through  you,** 
bat  they  ask  no  question  as  to  what  will  be  the 
charge  which  the  defendants  will  make  for  effecting 
soch  reinsurances.  The  defendants  accept  the 
employment  and  accordingly  the  business  goes  on 
and  is  transacted  between  the  two  parties,  and  large 
quantities  of  reinsurances  are  effected.  In  the 
accounts,  so  far  as  we  have  them  before  us,  they 
simply  charge  the  plaintiffs  with  the  full  amount  of 
the  premiums  with  interest  payable  from  the  1st  Jan. 
BQooeeding  the  time  when  the  particular  insurances 
are  made;  and  the  plaintiffs  go  on  settling  the 
aoooonts,  and  paying  from  time  to  time  during  the 
sight  ^ears,  making  no  objection  to  that  mcSe  of 
cuargmg.  From  that  it  is  obvious  that  they  were 
iK)t  ohar^^ed  any  brokerage,  nor  did  they  pay  any. 
Then  it  is  quite  obvious  that  they  must  have 
known,  and  they  do  not  deny  that  they  did  know,  I 


that  the  defendants  were  to  be  remunerated  by 
receiving  a  certain  allowance  and  discount  from 
the  underwriters  with  whom  they  made  the  bar- 
gains.   It  is  easy  to  ascertain  by  inquiry  what  is 
the  usual  and  ordinary  charge  which  agents  who 
effect  reinsurances  are  entitled  to  make.    If  a 
person  employs  another  who,  he  knows,  carries  on 
a  large  business,  to  do  certain  work  for  him,  and 
does  not  choose  to  ask  him  what  his  charge  will  be, 
and  in  fact  knows  that  he  is  to  be  remunerated, 
not  by  him,  but  by  the  other  party,  which   is 
very  common  in  mercantile  business— if  he  knows 
that  the  agent  is  to  be  remunerated  by  the  other 
party  with  whom   the  business  is  transacted,  and 
he  does  not  choose  to  take  the  trouble  to  inquire, 
and  does  not  think  it  worth  while  to  ask,  what  the 
amount  is,  he  must  pay  the  ordinary  amount  which 
such  agents  do  charge.     What  is  the  ordinary 
amount?     There   is  no  dispute  about  it.     Mr. 
Lathers  speaks  about  it ;  in  his  affidavit  he  says— - 
"The    ordinary    course    of    transacting   marine 
insurance  business    at  Lloyd's    is  according  to 
one  of  two   systems   known  respectively  as  the 
cash  system  and  the  credit  system."     Then  he 
goes  on   to  describe  the  cash  sys^-em,  and  then 
he   says — *'  The    credit    system    is   as    follows : 
The  broker,  as  in  the  former  system,  is  debited 
with  the  premium  and  credited  with  the  five  per 
cent,  for  brokerage  in  his  account  with  the  under- 
writer upon  the  insurance  being  effected.    The 
account  is  continued  up  to  the  3 1st  Deo.  in  each 
year,  and    in    this   account   the  underwriter  is 
debited  with  the  losses  which  have  arisen  upon  the 
risks  protected  by  insurances,  and  if  upon  the 
balance  of  the  account  the  amount  o!  the  premiums 
less  brokerage  exceeds  the  amount  of  the  losses,  so 
that  the  underwriter  has  money  to  receive,  the 
underwriter  allows    to    the  broker  a  reduction 
of  twelve  per  cent,  upon  the  balance  which  the 
broker  pays  to  the  underwriter.      On  the  other 
hand,  if  the  losses  exceed  the  premiums  less  broker- 
age, the  broker  does  not  receive  any  allowance 
upon  the  amount  of  the  premiums  which  he  pays  in 
account.    This  deduction  or  allowance  of  twelve 
per  cent,  is  called  '  discount.' "  That,  he  says,  is 
the  ordinary  remuneration  which  a  broker  receives. 
Now  what  are  the  reasons  alleged  by  the  Great 
Western  Insurance  Company  why  they  should  not 
pay  to  the  defendants  the  ordinary  charge — it 
seems  to  me  immaterial  whether  yon  call  the  agent 
a  broker  or  not — ^why  they  should  not  pay  theoi^in- 
ary  charge,  admitted  to  be  so.  which  is  allowed  to  and 
received  by  agents  who  effect  insurances  P  It  is 
thus  stated  in  Mr.  Lathers'  affidavit — *'In  the 
year  1866  I  and  the  plaintiff  company  for  the  first 
time  discovered  from  the  information  obtained  by 
Mr.  John  Bains  Parker,  the  Vice- President  of  the 
company,  who  was  then  in  England,  that  the  firm 
of  John  Pickersgill  and  Sons,  although  crediting  or 
allowing  to  the  plaintiff  company  only  the  broker- 
age of  five  per  cent,  as  allowea  by  the  underwriters, 
in  fact  obtained  from  the  underwriters  an  additional 
allowance  or  discount  as  stated  in  the  bill  of  com- 
plaint.    The  fact  is  that  the  firm  of  John  Pickers- 
gill  and  Son  conducted  the  business  of  the  said 
reinsurances  according  to  the  credit  system,  and 
thereby  obtained  the  said  discount  of  twelve  per 
cent,  on  the  balance  payable  to  the  underwriters  at 
the  end  of  the  year.    I  bad  not,  nor  to  the  best  of 
my  knowledge,  information,  and  belief,  had  the  said 
company  or  any  person  on  their  behalf,  any  inform- 
ation or  intimation  of  the  said  John  Pickersgill  and 
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Sod  obtaining  snch  benefit  or  advantage  until  tbe 
discovery  of  the  fact  thereof  in  the  year  1866  as 
aforesaid.** 

Now  the  sole  question  to  be  decided  is  whether 
the    ciroumstance   that   the    Great  Western  In- 
Raranoe    Company  —  the  business    having  been 
carried  on,  I  think,  from  1858  to  1868  —did  not 
discover   this  practice    as    to  the  underwriters 
allowing  the  twelve  per  cent,  upon  any  profit  that 
might  be  made  upon  the  business  as  between  the 
broker  and  the  underwriter,  until  the  year  1866,  is 
any  reason  why  they  should  be  allowed  to  reopen 
this  matter,  and  have  an  account,  and  obtain  a 
share  or  the  whole  of  the  twelve  per  cent,  for  them- 
selves.   Even  if  they  had  never  discovered  it  until 
after  the  whole  account  was  closed,  I  am  of  opinion 
that  if  a  principal  employs  an  agent,  and  does  not 
state  what  his  remuneration  is  to  be,  and  the  agent 
goes  on  and  transacts  business  on  that  footing,  the 
principal  knowing  that  the  agent  is  to  receive  his 
remuneration  from  the  other  persons  with  whom  he 
deals,  and  not  choosing  to  ask  what  the  amount  is, 
he  is  bound  by  what  the  custom  and  usage  is, 
though  he  does  not  know  it.    Secondly,  I  entirely 
agree  with  what  the  Lord  Justice  has  said,  that 
they  having  discovered  it  in  the  yeiir  1866,  oai^ht 
to  have  stopped  at  once  and  not  to  have  gone  on 
dealing  for  two  years  more  without  making  any 
objection,  and  then  saying  what  they  did.    There 
is  no  reason  to  suppose  that  Messrs.  Pickersgill 
and  Son  would  have  consented  to  act  for  them  on 
any  other  than  the  ordinary  footing,  and  if  the 
plaintiffs  had  gone  to  them  in  1866  and  said  "  You 
must  give  us  the  twelve  per  cent.,*'  they  would 
have  said,  *'  No,  thank  you ;    go  and  take  your 
business  elsewhere,  and  see  if  you  can  find  another 
broker  who  will  do  your  business  for  lesB.*'    The 
case  seems  to  me  also  quite  clear  on  the  qaestion 
of  interest,  because  the  matter  has  been  settled 
ever  since  the  time  of  Lord  Mansfield,  with  refer- 
ence to  this  very  peculiar  basiness  of  insurance 
agents  and  brokers,  that  thoogh  tbe  premium  may 
never  have  been  paid  by  the  assured  to  the  broker, 
and  may  not  have  been  paid  by  the  broker  to  the 
underwriter,  yet,  as  between  the  assured  and  the 
broker,  it  is  considered  to  have  been  paid  from  the 
moment  of  tbe  insurance  being  effected,  and  the 
broker  makes  his  own  bargain  with  the  assured 
as  to  when  the  premium  is  to  be  paid  to  him,  and 
the  broker  makes  his  own  bargain  with  the  under- 
writer when  tbe  premium  is  to  be  paid  to  him. 
The  bargain  was,  as  is  proved  by  the  account — and 
there  is  nothing  unreasonable    in   it — ^tbat  the 
defendants  would  give  the  plaintiffs  credit  up  to 
the  end  of  the  year,  which  is  exactly  the  same  time 
as,  according  to  the  credit  system,  the  underwriter 
gives ;  and  if  it  was  not  paid  at  the  end  of  the 
year,  then  interest,  as  on  a  mercantile  account, 
was  to  be  charged  from  that  time.     That  appears 
to  roe  to  be  perfectly  correct,  and  there  seems  to 
me  to  be  no  reason  at  all  why  this  account  should 
be  taken  and  the  matter  reopened  for  the  purpose 
of  making  fishing  inquiries,  for  which  there  is  no 
occasion  or  ground  whatever,  whether  payments 
were  made  to  the  underwriters  on  the  1st  Jan.  or 
some  time  afterwards.    It  appears  to  me  that  there 
is  no  right  to  make  any  such  inquiries. 

I  also  entirely  agree  that,  as  to  the  last  matter, 
this  is  not  a  case  for  a  court  of  equity,  but  is 
only  a  case  for  a  court  of  law.  I  should  say  that 
though  generally  I  am  very  sorry  to  send  suitors 
from  this  court  to  bring  their  suits  in  another 


court,  yet  in  this  particular  instance  I  cannot  help 
thinking  that  it  is  really  a  case  for  a  mercantile 
jury  sitting  at  Guildhall  to  say  whether  there  has 
been  negligence  in  not  reinsuring  this  ship,  for 
which  the  defendants  ought  to  be  liable.  I  am  very 
glad  not  to  be  obliged  to  express  an  opinion  one 
way  or  the  other  on  the  subject,  no  case  having 
been  cited  to  us  in  which  the  court  of  equity  ever 
has  taken  upon  itself  to  decide  such  a  question. 

I  ana  of  opinion  that  the  court  is  not  called  upcni 
to  decide  it,  when  the  objection  is  taken,  as  it  is 
here. 

Appeal  allowed  and  bill  diamiaaed  with  coats. 

Solicitors  for  the  appellants,  Walton,  Buhb,  and 
Walton, 

Solicitors  for  the  respondents,  HoUa/ma,  Son,  and 
Coward, 


COVBT  OF  QUEEN'S  BENCH 

Beported  by  J.  Shobtt  and  M.  W.  McKxli.4B,  Esqn., 

Buri8ten-at«Law. 


May  5,  and  Judy  6, 1874, 

OoEY  V,  Patton. 

Marine  aaawrance^^Concealment  of  materialfad — 
Inaurance  made  hy  agent  aubject  to  approval  of 
aaswred — Knowledge  of  aaawrer  after  initialling 
of  alip,  btU  before  ratification  and  before  ezeeu' 
tion  of  policy, 
A  slip  being  in  practice  iJie  complete  and  final  con- 
tract between  the  partiea  to  a  contract  of  marine 
inaura/nce,  although  not  enforceable  at  law  or  in 
equity,  there  ia  no  obligation  on  the  aaaured  to 
communicate  a  material  fact  that  cornea  to  his 
knowledge  after  the  initialling  of  the  alio  and 
before  the  iaauing  of  the  policy ;  nor  doea  ike  fact 
that  the  contrcbct  haa  been  entered  into  by  the  agent 
of  the  aaswred  and  the  alip  been  initialled  by  the 
underwriter,  aubject  to  the  approval  oftheaaanred, 
and  that  the  ratification  of  the  asaured  doea  not 
take  place  until  after  the  m/Uerial  fact  cornea  to 
hia  knowledge,  entitle  the  underwriter  to  have  ihe 
fact  communicated  to  him. 
In  an  action  upon  a  poUcy  of  marine  asaurance, 
the  plaintiffa  replied  to  a  plea  of  the  concealment 
of  a  material  fact,  that,  before  they  had  know- 
ledge of  the  foci,  their  agent  had  entered  into  an 
agreement  with  the  defenda/nt  to  effect  ihia  as- 
aurance  by  the  latter* a  initialling  a  alip;  and 
that  if  they  had  communicated  the  fact  to  the 
defendant  wlien  theyfirat  knew  it,  he  would  stiU 
in  honour,  conscience,  and  good  faith,  have  been 
5oun(2  to  aubacribe  his  name  to  the  policy  sued 
upon.  The  court  had  held  this  repltcation  good 
on  demurrer,  and  the  jury  at  the  trial  found  a 
verdict  upon  it  for  the  plaintiffs. 
Held,  upon  the  authority  of  Hagedorn  v,  Oliverson 
(2  M,  ^  8,  485)  that  the  admitted  circumstances, 
— defendant  having  entered  into  this  a^eement 
with  plaintiffs*  agent  subject  to  plaintiffs'  ap' 
proval,  and  plaintiffs'  ratifieation  not  having 
taken  place  tUl  after  he  obtained  knowledge  of 
the  material  fact  concealed, — made  no  difference 
to  the  legal  validity  of  the  verdict  upon  ine  repli- 
cation. 
This  was  an  action  upon  a  policy  of  marine  assur- 
ance tried  before  CocKbum,C.J.,  at  GuildhalL  A 
verdict  was  found  for  the  plaintiffs,  but  leave  was 
reserved  to  the  defendant  to  move  to  enter  a  non- 
suit. 
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Defendant  pleaded  as  a  6tb  plea,  oonoealment  of 
ft  material  fact,  tiz.,  that  the  said  ship  having  sefc 
sail  and  departed  on  the  said  voyage  with  the  said 
goods  on   Doard  had  meb  with  an   accident  and 
nisfortone  whilst  proceeding  on  the  said  voyage. 
To  this  the  plaintiffs  replied  that  before  they 
had  any  knowledge  of  the  material  fact,  they, 
being  at  a  distance  from  the  defendant,  by  a  letter 
written  by  them  to  their  agent  instmcted  their 
said  agent  to  effect  the  said  insurance,  and  the 
plaint^  said  that  they  had  no  knowledge  of  the 
aaid  material  fact  nntil  after  the  lapse  of  a  reason- 
able time  for  their  agent  to  agree  with  an  nnder- 
writeror  underwriters  to  insnre  the  said  goods, 
and  to  settle  with  him  or  them  the  terms  and  pre- 
miom  on  and  for  which  the  said  insurance  should 
be  effected,  and  the  plaintiffs  said  that  in  the  ordi- 
nary course  of  business  their  said  acent  ought  to 
have  agreed  and  settled  as  aforesaid  before  they, 
the  plaintiffs,  knew  of  the  said  material  fact ;  and 
the  plaintiffs  said  that  before  they  knew  the  said 
fact  the  said  agent  did  apply  to  the  defendant  as 
inch  underwriter  as  aforesaid  to  insure  the  said 
goods  and  settle  and  arrange  with  the  defendant 
the  terms  and  premiums  on  and  for  which  the 
defendant  woula  insure  the  same,  and  the  defen- 
dant made  a  binding  agreement  with  the  said 
agent  to  insure  the  same  on  those  terms  and  for 
t&t  premium,  and  became  in  honour,  conscience, 
and  good  faitb,  though  not  in  law  bonnd  to  submit 
a  policy  for  insuring  the  said  goods    on  those 
terms  and  for  that  premiam,  and  the  plaintiff 
said  that  if  the  said  material  fact  and  puuntiff's 
Bald  knowledge  of  it,  and  the  premises  aforesaid 
had  afterwards  been  made  known  to  the  defendant 
he  would  still    in   honour,  conscience,  and  good 
faith,  have  been  bonnd  to  subscribe  himself  to  the 
plaintiffs  for  such  a  policy  as  aforesaid,  and  the 
plaintiffs  said  that  the  policy  in  the  declaration  men- 
tioned was  the  policy  which  the  defendant  was  so 
bonnd  to  subscribe  ai  aforesaid,  and  the  plaintiffs 
said  that  they,  the  plaintiffs,  knowing  as  the  fact 
was  that  in  due  course  of  business  at  the  time 
when  they  first  had  knowledge  of  the  said  material 
fact  eithe^  a  policy  for  insuring  the  said  goods  in 
parsuance  of  their  instructions  would  be  effected, 
or  that  such  an  agreement  would  be  made  by  some 
nnderwriter    or    underwriters    which    would  in 
honour,  conscience,  and  good  faith  bind  him  or 
them  to  subscribe  a  policy  for  effecting  the  said 
insurance,  did  in  good  faith  abstain  from  oommu- 
nicating  the  said  material  fact  to  their  said  agent 
or  to  the  defendant  which  is  the  concealment  in 
the  6th  plea  mentioned. 

This  replication  had  been  held  good  on  de* 
nmrrer  (ofiie,  vol.  1.,  p.  225;  26  L.  T  Bep.  N.  8. 161  ; 
L.  Rep.  7  Q.  B.  304) ;  and  the  jury  found  that  the 
alleged  practice  of  merchants  was  proved.  It 
was  admitted,  however,  that  the  slip  was  initialled 
subject  to  the  apprpval  of  the  plaintiffs  as  to  the 
amount  of  premium,  and  that  they  did  not  ratify 
their  agent's  contract  until  after  they  knew  of  the 
accident  to  the  ship.  The  point  reserved  by  the 
Lord  Chief  Justice  was  whether  these  admitted 
circumstances,  which  are  more  particularly  de- 
scribed in  the  judgment,  made  any  difference  to 
the  legal  validity  of  the  verdict  upon  the  repli- 
cation. 

A  rule  nisi  had  been  obtained,  calling  upon  the 
plaintiffs  to  show  cause  why  the  verdict  should  not 
be  set  aside  and  a  nonsuit  entered  in  pursuance  of 
the  leave  reserved  on  the  grounds  that  the  custom 


found  by  the  jury  was  not  sufficient  in  law  to  sup- 
port a  verdict  for  the  plaintiffs,  and  that  upon  the 
whole  case  there  was  no  evidence  to  support  the 
replication,  or  any  amended  replication  ;  also  why 
a  new  trial  shoula  not  be  had  on  the  ground  that 
the  verdict  was  against  the  weight  of  the  evidence. 

Hugh  Shield  showed  cause. — The  effect  of  the 
decision  of  the  demurrer  in  this  case  was  that  the 
limit  of  the  term  for  obligatory  disclosure  of 
material  facts  is  when  the  underwriter  signs  the 
slip ;  this  may  be  either  law  or  custom,  and  the 
plaintiffs  have  both  in  their  favour.  [Blackburn,  J. 
— The  question  is  whether  the  duty  to  disclose  a 
material  fact  does  not  continue  until  the  ratifica- 
tion of  the  contract.  Q^ain,  J. — It  has  been  held 
that  the  subsequent  ratification  of  an  unauthorised 
stoppage  in  tranniu  has  not  the  effect  of  altering 
retrospectively  the  ownership  of  the  goods.  Bird 
V.  Broum  (4  Ex.  786).  Cockburn,  O.J.— ^he  under- 
writer said  to  the  assurer's  agent,  I  enter  into  this 
contract  on  condition  that  your  principal  ratifies. 
Is  that  not  on  the  implied  condition  that  the  state 
of  things  then  existing  must  also  exist  at  the  time 
of  ratification  PI  There  is  no  evidence  of  any  such 
condition  on  tne  underwriter's  part  when  he 
initialled  the  slip ;  and  the  jury  have  practically 
found  that  the  custom  alleged  in  the  replication 
was  proved,  and  that  it  was  not  dependent  upon 
the  priority  of  the  plaintiffs'  knowledge,  or  their 
ratification. 

McUthetvs,  Q.C.,  and  WcUhin  WiUiamst  Q.C. 
supported  the  rule  for  the  defendant — ^The  cus- 
tom proved  at  the  trial  did  not  touch  the  question 
of  ratification.  [Quain,  J. — ^Why  does  not  the 
custom,  that  nothing  lafter  the  slip  can  affect  the 
assurer's  duty  to  disclose,  include  ratification?] 
There  was  no  binding  agreement  between  the 
parties  before  the  plaintiffs  knew  of  the  material 
fact  concealed.  Until  ratification  there  was 
nothing  to  bind  the  plaintiffs,  and  therefore  until 
then  the  defendant  could  not  be  bound.  The  fact 
that  the  slip  was  initialled,  subject  to  approval,  is 
cogent  evidence  that  nntil  ratification  it  was  not 
intended  to  be  binding,  as  the  House  of  Lords 
held  with  respect  to  a  paper  oontaining  heads 
of  an  agreement  sent  to  a  solicitor  to  reduce  into 
form  :  (Bidgway  v.  Wharton,  6  H.  of  L.  Oas.  238.) 
At  p.  305,  Lord  WensleydtJe  said :  ''  These  cases 
often  occur  in  courts  of  law,  and  the  question 
then  always  is,  whether  the  parties  mean  to  em- 
body the  contract,  made  by  parol,  in  writing  P  If 
they  do,  nothing  binds  them  till  it  is  written."  It 
was  held  in  Routledge  v.  Qrant  (4  Bing.,  658),  the 
defendant  having  offered  to  purchase  a  house,  and 
to  give  plaintiff  six  weeks  for  a  definite  answer, 
that  before  the  offer  was  accepted,  the  defendant 
might  retract  it  at  any  time  during  the  six  weeks. 
So  in  OooJee  v.  Oxleif  (3  T.  B.  653),  defendant 
having  proposed  to  sell  goods  to  plaintiff,  gave  him 
a  certain  time,  at  his  request,  to  determine 
whether  he  would  buy  them  or  not.  Plaintiff 
within  that  time  determined  to  buy  them,  and 
gave  notice  thereof  to  defendant;  yet  the  latter 
was  not  liable  in  an  action  for  not  delivering  them, 
for  the  plaintiff  not  being  bound  by  the  original 
contract,  there  was  no  consideration  to  bind  the 
defendant.  Lord  Kenyon  said:  "Nothing  can 
be  clearer  than  that  at  the  time  of  entering  into 
this  contract,  the  engagement  was  all  on  one  side 
the  other  party  was  not  bound ;  it  was  therefore 
nudum  pactum  "  [Blackburn,  J.— Is  not  Hage' 
dom  V.  Oliver$on  (2  M.  &  S.  485,  cited  in  Story 
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on  Agency,  sect.  285,)  exactly  in  point  with  regard 
to  the  present  oaseP]  There  the  insaranoe  was 
in  the  name  of  the  broker,  as  well  as  other  per- 
sons, and  the  contract  existed  from  the  betdnninp^ ; 
it  was  not  dependent  upon  the  approval  o!  a  prin- 
cipal. The  policy  was  effected  in  the  nsnal  form 
by  plaintiff  as  well  in  his  own  name  as  for  and  in 
the  name  of  all  and  every  other  person,  &c.,  for 
the  benefit  of  S.,  an  alien  enemy,  and  plaintiff 
procnred  a  licence  to  legalise  the  voyage,  and  a 
JOSS  happened ;  and  two  years  afterwards,  S.,  by 
letter  to  the  plaintiff,  adopted  the  insurance :  it 
was  held  that  the  plaintiff  might  recover  against 
the  nnderwriter,  averring  the  interest  in  S.  There 
the  broker  and  nnderwnter  professed  to  make  a 
final  contract  between  them;  there  was  nothing 
wanting  bat  mere  ratification.  [Blackbvbk,  J. — 
Nor  is  there  here.]  There  is  nothing  here  to 
show  more  than  a  proposal  on  the  underwriter's 
part.  [CocKBUBN,  O.J.— The  initials  on  the  slip 
go  f  ardier  than  that.]  Th%y  do  not  constitute  a 
contract  with  the  principal.  Until  both  parties 
were  bound  there  could  be  no  contract.  Here 
there  was  no  binding  contract  on  the  broker 
before  knowledge  of  tne  accident  was  obtained ; 
much  less,  therefore,  was  there  a  contract  binding 
upon  the  principal. 

CocKBUBH,  C.J. — We  are  all  agreed  that  the 
plaintiff  is  entitled  to  our  judgment,  and  that  the 
rules  should  be  discharged ;  but  we  will  take  time 
to  give  our  reasons.  Cw.  adv.  vuU. 

July  6. — OocKBUKN,  O.J.,  delivered  the  judgment 
of  the  court  (Oockbum,  O.J.,  Blackburn,  Quain, 
and  Archibald,  JJ.). — ^This  was  an  action  on  a 
policy  of  insurance  on  goods. 

The   plaintiffs,  who  are  colliery  owners   and 
merchants  at  Cardiff,  having  had  a  cargo   of 
coals  shipped  on  their  account  on    board    the 
ship  Ceylon,  by  their  agents  at  Newcastle,  wrote 
on  the   19th  April  1870,  to   insurance  brokers 
in  London  to  effect  an  insurance  thereon,  limit- 
ing the  amount  of  premium  to  30s.  a  ton.    The 
broker's  clerk  thereupon  proceeded  to   Lloyd's, 
and  saw  one  Butherford,  who  was  in  the  habit 
of  under?nriting  for  the   defendant,  and   whose 
authority  was  not  disputed ;  and  on  Butherford 
refusing  to  insure  the  cargo  at  less  than  35s.  a 
ton  agreed  to   give  that   amount  of   premium, 
whereupon  Butherford  initialled  the  slip.    It  did 
not  appear  that  the  broker  had  a  discretionary 
authority  to  exceed  the  limits  prescribed  by  the 
plaintiffs  as  to  the  amount  of  premium,  and  it 
roust  be  taken  that  the  slip  was  initialled  subject  to 
the  ratification  of  the  plaintiffs,  more  especially  as 
in  this  instance  the  letter  of  the  plaintiffs  to  the 
brokers  was  shown  to  Butherford,  who  thereupon, 
according  to  his  own  account,  initialled  subject  to 
approval.    By  the  practice  of  Lloyd's,  as  stated 
by  Mr  Butherford  in  evidence,  *'  if  an  agent  agrees 
to  give  a  higher  premium  than  his  instructions 
warrant,  and  the  underwriter  initials  knowing  it. 
if  the  principal  ratifies,  the  underwriter  is  bound." 
The  plaintiffs  in  the  present  caee  did  in  fact  ratify 
what  the  brokers  had  done,  and,  if  this  were  all, 
the  case  would  be  free  from  difiiculty.     But  it  so 
happened  that  between  the  time  of  initialling  the 
slip  and  the  signing  the  f  olioy,  viz.,  on  the  after- 
noon of  the20tn  April,  the  plaintiffs  b<^came  aware 
of  the  loss  of  the  Ceylon,  but  failed  to  communi- 
cate that  fact  to  the  defendant. 

The  case  came  before  this  court  on  demurrer 
(ante,  vol.  1,  p.  225;  36  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.  161, 


and  L.  Bep.  7  Q.  B.  304),  but,  as  the  fiftots  then 
stood  on  the  record,  the  fact  that  the  slip  was 
initialled  subject  to  ratification  by  the  assured, 
was  not  before  the  court.  Upon  the  facts  as  then 
appearing  on  the  record,  this  court  gave  judgment 
in  favour  of  the  plaintiffs  on  the  g^und  that,  ac- 
oording  to  the  usage  of  those  engaged  in  marine 
insurance,  the  initialling  of  the  slip  constitutes  a 
complete  and  final  contract  binding  upon  them  in 
honour  and  good  faith,  whatever  events  might 
subsequently  happen,  Tandlthat  consequently  the 
assured'need  not  communicate  to  the  underwriter 
facts  material  to  the  risks  insured  against,  which 
came  to  his  knowledge  between  the  time  of 
initialling  the  slip  and  that  of  signing  the  policy  ; 
and  the  only  <juestion  now  before  us  is  whether 
the  flact  appearing  on  the  tntd — ^that  the  slip  was 
initialled  subject  to  ratification  by  the  assured — 
constitutes  a  material^differenoe  from  the  fiicts  as 
appearing  on  the  record  when  the  former  judg- 
ment*was  given,  and — by'reason  that  the  oontraob 
was  still  open,  as  was  contended  on  the  argument 
before  us — entitles  the  underwriter  to  have  the  loss 
communicated  to  him. 

7  Upon  this  point  [we  have  entertained  oonsider- 
able  doubt,  but  as  the  case  of  Hagedorn  v. 
OUverson  (2  M.  &  S.  485)  appears  to  as  to  be 
in  point,  and  to'govem  the  present  case,  we  think 
ourselves  bound  to  abide  hj  that  decision,  leaving 
the  defendant  to  take  the  case  to  a  oonrt  of  appeal 
if  he  shall  be  so  advised. 

Rule  disekarged. 

Attorney  for  plaintiffs,  J.  MeDiarmid. 

Attorneys  for  defendant   Ingledew,  Ince,  and 
Greening,  for  Ingledew,  Inee,  and  VaeheiU,  Cardiff. 


June  2  and  5, 1874. 

MuLLER  V,  Baldwin. 

Tyne]  coal  duee — Coal  exported — To    he  tued  on 
hoard  eteamehip — Bunker  coal — 35  <fc  36  VicL  e. 
xiii. 
By  the  Tyne  Coal  Dues  Act  1872,  secL  3.  ihere 
eThdll  he  payahle  to  the  eommissionere  in  reepect 
of  coals  and  other  articles  exported  from  the  port 
of  Newcastle-upon-  Tyne  the  following  dues,  ihat 
is  to  say,  in  respect  of  coals,  one  penny  per  ion  of 
twenty  hundredweight. 
Held,  that  coals  carried  away  from  the  port  for  ^ 
purpose  of  heing  consumed  heyor^  the  limiis  of 
the  port,  although  on  hoard,  and  for  the  use  of 
the  ship  carrying  them,  are  coals  exported  tcUkin 
the  meaning  of  the  Act, 
This  was  an  appeal  from  the  decision  of  the  judge 
of  the  County  Court  of  Northumberland,  holden 
at  Newcastle,  given  in  the  above  action. 
The  following  are  the  facts  of  the  case : 
Previous  to  the  passing  of  the  Biver  Tyne  Im- 
provement  Act  1850,  the   Corporation   of  New- 
castle-upon-Tyne   held    the    town    and    port   of 
Newcastle-upon-Tyne,   and  divers   dues   in    fee- 
farm  under  the  Crown,  and   wera  conservators 
of  the  port  extending  from  a  point  in  the  sea  at 
the  mouth  of  the  Biver  Tyne  to  Hedivin  streams, 
about  seven  miles  above  the  town  of  Newcastle- 
upon-Tyne.    By  that  Act  the  conservatorship  of 
the  Biver  Tyne  and  the  powers  of  the  corporation 
became  vested  in  the  Tyne  Improvement  Com- 
missioners. 
In  the  preamble  to  the  Tyne  Improvement  Act 
i  1850,  it  is  recited  (inter  alia) : 
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That  the  mayor,  aldermen,  and  bargeeses  of  the 
borcagh  of  Newcastle-apon-Tjne,  by  virtue  of 
pfescription  and  varioaB  charters,  demand,  take, 
iod  receive  certain  daes  called  "  town  daea  "  on 
eoal  dnders,  grindatones,  and  salt  exported  from 
the  aaid  port,  which  are  referred  to  as  the  "  coal 

By  the  48th  section  of  the  same  Act  it  is 
ensued  (inter  alia)^  that  three-eighth  parts  of  all 
the  coal  dnes  from  time  to  time  paid  to  the  cor- 
poration after  paying,  dedacting,  allowing  and 
satiating  out  of  the  aggregate  amount  of  such 
does,  all  the  oosts,  charges,  damages,  and  expenses 
of  and  incident  to  recovering,  collecting,  and 
raoeiving  the  same,  should  from  time  to  time  be 
carried  by  the  treasurer  for  the  time  being  of  the 
boroQgh  of  Newcastle-upon-Tyne  to  the  credit  of 
a  wparato  and  distinct  account,  to  be  called  the 
Tyne  Improvement  Fund  aoconnt,  and  the  moneys 
from  time  to  time  carried,  and  to  be  carried  to 
luch  account,  should,  subject  to  the  provisions  of 
the  Act,  be  the  fund  for  payment  of  the  expenses 
of^  carrying  the  Act  into  exeontion  by  the  com- 
miaaionersy  and  be  odled  the  Tyne  Improvement 
Fond. 

Under  the  provisions  of  the  Biver  Tyne  Im- 
provement Act  1850,  the  Corporation  of  Newcastle 
CQotinned  in  reoeipt  of  the  coal  dues  firom  time  to 
time,  pa^ng  over  to  the  Tyne  Improvement 
Commissioners  the  net  proceeds  of  three-eighth 
parts. 

In  the  year  1870,  after  a  protracted  negotiation, 
the  Tyne  Improvement  Commissioners  came  to 
an  agreement  with  the  Corporation  of  Newcastle 
for  Uie  purchase  of  the  five-eighths  of  the  coal 
daes  which  remained  the  property  of  the  corpora- 
tion, under  the  Act  of  1850.  The  basis  of  the 
negotiation  was  the  annual  produce  of  such  dues, 
and  it  was  part  of  that  agreement  that  in  fhture 
these  and  all  other  dues  should  be  received 
directly  by  the  commissioners. 

This  agreement  between  the  Corporation  of 
Newcastle  and  the  Tyne  Improvement  Commis- 
■ioners  was  carried  out  by  an  Act  of  Parliament 
passed  in  the  year  1870,  which  is  hereinafter 
referred  to  as  the  Tyne  Improvement  Act  1870. 
It  is  by  this  Act  enacted:— 

Seei  3.  That  the  five-eighth  parts  not  by  the  Biver 
Tjub  Improvement  Act  1^  directed  to  bei  carried  to 
the  credit  of  the  Tvne  Improvement  Fund  of  all  the  coal 
dnai,  and  which  Btld  five-eighth  parts  were,  by  the  same 
Aflt,  directed  to  be  carried  to  the  borough  fond  of  the 
boron^,  ahall  on  the  Ist  Jan.  1871  be  transferred  to  the 
ooouuflsioners,  and  shall  thereafter  belong  to  the  Tyne 
Improvement  Fund,  and  be  dealt  with  by  the  oommis- 
siooers  as  part  of  snch  fond,  according  to  tlie  provisions 
of  the  said  Biver  Tyne  Improvement  Act  1850,  and  the 
reoited  Acta  passed  subsequently  thereto,  and  all  the 
interest  of  the  corporation  in  the  said  five-eighth  parts  of 
the  said  coal  dnea,  shall  thereupon  be  vested  in  the  oom- 


Sect.  4.  From  and  after  the  transfer  of  the  said  five- 
eighth  parts  of  the  coal  dnes  the  commissioneito  shall,  in 
raspeot  of  snch  five-eighth  parts,  be  entitled  to  use, 
sftveise,  and  enjoy  all  the  rights  and  powers  which  they 
are  or  may  be  entitled  to  use,  exercise,  or  enjoy  in 
raspeot  of  three-eightii  parts  of  the  same  dnes  which 
were  transferred  to  the  commissioners  by  the  Biver  Tyne 
laprovement  Act  1850,  inclading  the  rights  and  powers 
given  by  the  14th  section  of  the  Harbours  and  Passing 
ToUs,  ko.  Act  1861,  in  as  full  and  ample  a  manner  in  all 
respects  as  if  the  said  five-eighth  parts  had  been  trans- 
ferred to  tbe  commissioners  by  the  Biver  Tyne  Improve- 
ment Aet  1850. 

Sects.  From  and  after  the  transfer  of  the  said  flve- 
iifhth  psBTta  of  the  said  coal  dues  to  the  commissioners 

YoL.  n.,  N.  8. 


the  whole  of  the  said  coal  dues  and  the  said  ballast  duea 
and  import  dnes  and  idl  other  dues  and  payments  which, 
by  the  Biver  Tyne  Improvement  Act  1850,  were  directed 
to  be  from  time  to  time  carried  by  the  treasurer  of  the 
borough  to  the  said  Tyne  Improvement  Fund  shall  be 
paid  to  and  received  by  the  commisioners  and  be  by 
them  paid  to  the  credit  of  such  fund. 

By  the  7th  section  it  is  provided  that  the  com- 
missioners shall  pay  to  the  corporation  the  snm  of 
130,000Z.  in  consideration  of  the  relinqnishment 
and  transfer  of  the  dnes ;  and  by  the  8bti  section 
that  the  corporation  shall  have  an  equitable  lien 
on  the  daes  for  principal  and  interest. 

In  the  coarse  of  the  year  1871  negotiations  took 
place  between  the  Tyne  Improvement  Oommis- 
sioners  and  the  various  parties  interested  in  the 
trade  of  the  Tyne,  which  led  to  the  passing  of  the 
Tyne  Coal  Does  Act  1872. 

The  Act  is  entitled  an  Act  to  abolish  the  Tyne 
coal  dnes,  and  in  lien  thereof  to  provide  new  dues 
to  extinguish  the  right  to  increase  rates  under  the 
Harbours  and  Passing  Tolls,  &c.,  Act  1861,  and  to 
extend  the  time  for  the  completion  of  the  piers 
and  other  works. 

It  is  enacted  by  this  Act : 

Sect.  2.  The  expression  "  ooal  duea"  nieans  the  dues 
heretofore  payable  on  ooals,  cinders,  grindatones,  and 
salt  exported  from  the  port. 

Sect.  3.  That  on  ana  after  the  let  June  1872  the  ooal 
dnes  shall  be  aboliahed,  and  in  lien  thereof  and  in  ex- 
tinction of  the  right,  power,  or  claims  hv  the  commia- 
sioners  under  the  Harbour  and  Passing  Tolls,  &c.,  Act 
1861,  to  indemnify  themselves  for  the  Toes  of  oompensa- 
tion  paid  to  them  for  differential  dues  by  raising  anv  of 
the  rates  which  thev  have  power  to  levy,  there  shall  be 
payable  to  the  oommfaaioners  in  respeot  of  ooals,  cinders, 
coke,  ^pnndstonee,  and  salt  exported  from  the  port  the 
following  dues,  that  is  to  say.  in  respect  of  coals,  oinders, 
and  coke.  Id.  per  ton  of  20cwt.  in  respect  of  grind- 
stones, 3a.  per  ton  of  20cwt. ;  and  in  respect  of  salt.  Id. 
per  ion  of  20cwt. ;  which  dues  shall  be  called  '*  Biver 
Tyne  Export  Dues,"  and  shall  be  oanied  to  the  aoconnt 
ddledthe  Tyne  Improvement  Fund,  and  shall  be  applic- 
able to  all  purpoaes  to  which  the  Tyne  Improvement 
Fund  shall  from  time  to  time  be  applicable. 

Sect.  4.  The  corporation  shall  be  entitled  to  a  lien  or 
charge  in  equity  on  five-eighth  parts  of  the  said  Biver  ^me 
export  dues  for  the  several  ins&lments  of  purchase  money 
and  interest  payable  to  the  corporation  i^ider  the  Tyne 
Improvement  Act  1870,  or  so  much  thereof  as  shall  from 
time  to  time  remain  unpaid. 

Sect.  5.  The  commissioners  shall  be  entitled  to  nse, 
exercise,  and  enjoy  all  the  rights  and  powers  for  reoover- 
ing  and  receiving  the  Biver  Tvne  export  dues  which, 
before  the  passing  of  this  Act,  they  were  entitled  to  use, 
exercise,  and  enjoy  in  respeot  of  the  coal  dues,  as  well  as 
all  the  rights  and  powers  which  the  commissioners  are  or 
may  be  from  time  to  time  entitled  to  use,  exercise,  and 
enjoy  for  recovering  and  receiving  any  other  rates,  tolls, 
and  duties  from  time  to  time  payable  to  them. 

Sect.  6.  From  and  after  the  passing  of  this  Act  all 
right,  power,  and  claim  of  the  commissioners  and  of  the 
corporation  under  the  Harbour  and  Passing  Tolls,  &c., 
Act  1861,  with  the  consent  of  Her  Majesty  in  counoU,  to 
indemnify  themselves  for  the  loss  of  the  compensation 
payable  to  them  for  differential  dues  which  ceaised  to  be 
paid  from  and  after  the  1st  Jan.  1872  by  raising  the 
amount  of  any  rates  they  had  power  to  levy,  shall  be 
extinguished. 

When  in  the  year  1870  the  Tyne  Improvement 
Commissioners  became  entitled  to  the  reoeipt  of 
the  whole  of  the  "  Tyne  coal  dues,"  without  the 
intervention  of  the  corporation,  they  foand  it  to 
have  been  the  aniform  practice  of  the  corporation, 
with  one  exception  hereafter  to  be  mentioned,  not 
to  charge  the  coal  dae  on  coals  carried  out 
of  the  port  on  board  steam  vessels  and  intended 
to  be  used  for  the  purpose  of  raising  steam  power 
to  work  the  engines  of  the  vessels  which  carried 
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the  coal,  suoh  ooal  being  called  "  bunker  ooal,  or 
coal  for  ship's  use." 

TheTyne  Coal  Dues  Act  1872,  came  into  opera- 
tion on  the  Ist  Jane  1872,  and  on  the  Ist  April 
1873  the  commissioners,  for  the  first  time,  claimed 
the  riffht  to  leyy  nnder  that  Act,  as  being  does  by 
that  Act  anthorised  to  be  taken  on  banker  coal  or 
coal  for  ship's  nse,  and  in  parsaance  of  snch  claim 
they  demanded  from  the  plaintiff  nnder  the 
following  circamstanoes  the  sam  of  money  in 
dispute  in  this  action. 

On  the  19th  April  last  a  Norwegian  steam 
TCBsel,  called  the  Hakar  AdoUtein,  sailed  from  the 
port  of  Newcastle-on-Tyne  with  530  tons  of  ooal 
alleged  to  be  banker  coal,  or  coal  for  ship's  use,  on 
board.  The  defendant,  who  was  the  duly 
anthorised  collector  of  does  for  the  Tyne  Improve- 
ment (commissioners,  demanded  from  the  plaintiff, 
who  was  the  master  of  the  said  steam  vessel,  a 
due  of  Id,  per  ton,  amounting  to  the  sum  of 
22.  4sB,  2d.,  in  respect  of  the  said  530  tons  of  coal. 
The  plaintiff  at  first  refased  to  pay  upon  the  ground 
that  the  coal  was  intended  solely  for  ship's  use, 
but  afterwards,  as  the  defendant,  who  was  also 
collector  of  customs,  stopped  hi9  vessel,  he  paid 
under j>rote8t  the  sum  demanded,  and  then  brought 
in  the  County  Court  this  action  to  recover  back 
the  sum  so  paid. 

The  following  is  a  copy  of  the  particulars  of 
claim  as  stated  in  the  plaint : 

To  dues  illegally  charged  on  530  tons  oools  shipped 
on  board  my  vesael  Hakar  AdoUtein  for  ship's  nse  at  Id. 
perton— 21.48. 2d. 

The  cause  came  on  before  the  County  Court 
Jud^  on  the  31st  Oct.  last,  when  the  followiog 
admissions  were  entered  into. 

We,  the  attorneys  for  the  above  named  plaintiff 
and  defendant,  mutually  agree  to  admit  at  the 
trial  of  the  cause  the  following  facts,  viz : 

1.  That  the  above  named  plaintiff  was  in  the 
month  of  April  last,  master  of  the  Norwegian 
vessel  Haka/r  AdoUtein,  and  the  above  named 
defendant  was  at  the  same  time  the  authorised 
collecter  of  the  dues  of  the  Tyne  Improvement 
Commissioners. 

2.  That  in  the  month  of  April  last,  there  was 
shipped  on  board  the  said  vessel  Hakar  AdoUtein, 
ana  carried  therein,  out  of  the  port  of  Newcastle- 
upon-Tyne,  530  tons  of  coal  of  20cwt.  each,  and 
that  the  said  vessel  cleared  for  the  port  of  Christi- 
ania,  in  Norway,  taking  in  goods  at  Newcastle  for 
New  York,  and  the  said  vessel  proceeded  to 
ChriRtiania,  and  from  thence  via  Bergen  to  New 
York,  her  ultimate  port  of  destination. 

3.  That  the  said  vessel  is  a  steam  ship. 

4.  That  45  tons  of  coal  would  be  required  for 
the  purpose  of  navigation  from  the  Tyne  to  the 
port  of  Christiania,  and  300  tons  for  a  voyage 
from  Christiania  to  New  York. 

5.  That  the  sum  of  21,  4a.  2d,  claimed  to  be  due 
to  the  Tyne  Improvement  Commissioners  in 
respect  of  the  said  coals,  was  paid  by  the  plaintiff 
to  the  defendant  under  protest,  and  that  the  said 
plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover  so  much  of  the  said 
sum,  if  any,  as  shall  have  been  erroneously  paid. 

On  the  trial  evidence  was  given  of  the  usage  of 
the  port  as  regards  bunker  coal  or  coal  for  ship's 
use  from  the  year  1840,  aod  it  was  proved  that, 
with  the  exception  of  about  ten  days  in  the  year 
1870,  the  Corporation  of  Newcastle  had  never 
attempted  to  levy  dues  on  such  coal,  that  at  the 
expiration  of  these  ten  days  the  corporation  had 


stopped  the  levy,  and  had  returned  the  sums  paid 
during  these  ten  days  to  those  who  asked  for  a  re- 
turn, and  that  the  commissioners  had  not  (until  ten 
months  after  the  passing  of  the  Tyne  Coal  Daes 
Act  1872)  attempted  to  levy  does  in  respect  of  snch 
ooal,  and  it  was  also  proved  that  dues  are  not 
charged  on  coal  used  for  raising  steam  in  the 
steam  tugs  employed  in  towing  vessels  in  and 
out  of  the  harbour.  Evidence  was  also  given, 
but  objected  to  by  Mr.  Bruce  (as  counsel  for 
the  defendants)  as  not  binding  the  commissioners, 
that  coal  taken  out  of  the  port  for  ship'b- 
use  does  not  appear  as  coals  exported  in  the 
customs'  returns,  and  that  steam  vessels  leaving 
the  port  with  coal  for  ship's  use  only  are  treated 
as  being  ballast  and  not  as  carrying  carga  And 
reference  was  made,  Mr.  Bruce  again  objecting  on 
the  same  ground,  to  the-  use  of  the  word  *'  export " 
and  its  meaning  in  the  Acts  relating  to  the 
customs. 

A  report  made  by  the  Coal  Dues  Committee  of 
the  Tyne  Improvement  Commissioners,  dated 
Nov.  1871,  and  also  a  report  made  by  the  Finanoe 
Committee  of  the  Tyne  Improvement  Commis- 
sioners, dated  10th  April  1873,  were  put  in  e?i- 
dence  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff  at  the  trial. 

The  Tyne  Improvement  Acts  1850,  1852,  1857, 
1859, 1861,  1865, 1866,  1867,  1870,  and  1872.  and 
the  Tyne  Coal  Does  Act  1872  were  all  put  in  evi- 
dence and  form  part  of  this  case,  and  reference 
may  be  made  by  either  side  to  any  or  all  oi  them 
or  any  part  thereof. 

The  jad|;e  of  the  County  Court  gave  judgment 
for  the  plaintiff. 

"I order,"  he  said,  "Id.  per  ton  on  345  tons 
(which  is  the  admitted  minimum  quantity  of  coal^ 
required  for  a  voyage  to  New  York  under  the 
condition  in  evidence  in  this  case)  to  be  returned 
to  him,  and,  in  default  of  a  prescribed  scale  of 
charges,  and  in  the  absence  of  any  evidence  to 
guide  me,  I  allow  on  this  occasion,  without  at- 
tempting to  lay  down  any  rule,  20  per  cent,  addi- 
tional, as  a  margin  for  consumption  in  port  and 
for  contingencies  on  the  voyage  out."  The  amount 
recovered  was  11, 14«.  6d, 

The  questions  for  the  opinion  of  the  court  are 
— first,  whether  the  learned  judge  of  the  County 
Court  was  right  in  deciding  that  the  plaintiff  was 
entitled  to  recover  the  said  sum  of  11.  14a.  6d  ; 
secondly,  if  the  plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  recover 
the  said  sum  of  11, 14«.  6d,  is  he  entitled  to  re- 
cover any  other  sum,  and  if  any,  what  sum  ? 

Sir  J,  B,  Karalake,  Q.C.  (with  RtkeeeU  Q.C.  and 
Qainaford  Bruce  (argued  for  defendant,  the  appel- 
lant.— All  coal  taken  out  of  the  port  is  exported 
coal,  and  the  purpose  for  which  it  is  shipped 
cannot  be  of  any  consequence  in  interpreting  (he 
3rd  section  of  the  Act  of  1872 ;  nor  can  it  matter 
what  had  been  usual  before  that  Act  was  passed. 
There  can  be  no  reason  for  drawing  the  line  as  the 
County  Court  judge  has  done,  nor  indeed  is  it 
possible  to  draw  any  line  which  can  be  applied 
generally.  That  the  word  "export"  applies  to 
goods  intended  to  be  consumed  on  the  voyaeeof 
the  ship  which  carries  them  appears  from  the 
Customs  Law  Consolidation  Act  1855  (18  <&  19 
Vict.  c.  96),  which  prohibits  the  exportation  and 
importation  of  spirits  from  the  Channel  Islands, 
bub  expressly  excepts  spirits  really  intended  for 
consumption  on  the  voyage. 

ManUty,  Q.C.  (with  him  Beresford)  for  plaintiff. 
—It  appears  from  the  recital  of  the  Act  of  1872 
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thftt  it  was  intended  to  cootinae  the  rates  and  does 
in  the  same  manner  as  they  had  before  been  im- 
poeed,  and  the  eyidence  is  snfBcient  to  show  that 
"banker  ooal"  had  not  been  treated  as  if  exported. 
As  to  the  meaning  of  the  word,  the  Conntj  Oonrt 
judge  is  right  in  saying  it  must  be  correlative  to 
*' import,"  and  can  relate  only  to  goods  sent  oat  of 
the  oonntry  for  merchandise.  Webster's  dictionary 
defines  it,  *'  To  carry  out ;  bnt  appropriately  and 
perhaps  exclusively,  to  convey  or  transport  in 
traffic  produce  and  goods  from  one  country  to 
another,  or  from  one  State  or  jurisdiction  to 
another,  either  by  water  or  land."  Other  dictionaries 
(OTe  siniilar  meanings.  This  is  the  obvious  sense 
in  which  the  Legislature  has  used  the  word,  and  if 
there  is  danger  of  abuse,  the  Legislature  alone  can 
interfere. 

Sir  /.  B.  Karslahe,  in  reply. — The  definition  of 
"export"  in  the  dictionaries  will  not  help  the 
plaintifiTs  contention ;  it  might  be  an  authority  for 
non-payment  of  dues  upon  coal  required  to  Nor- 
way, but  it  does  not  support  the  decision  of  the 
Connty  Court  judge.  A  steam  tug,  which  merely 
passes  in  and  out  of  the  port,  might  perhaps  be 
exempt  from  these  dues,  for  she  could  not  be  said 
to  export  coals  at  all.  Here,  however,  the  ship 
took  a  whole  cargo  of  coal,  for  her  own  use  cer- 
tainly, but  chiefly  for  use  a(ter  she  had  called  at  a 
foreign  port.  Why  should  she  not  sell  the  coals 
there  instead  of  using  them  herself?  and  why 
Fhould  she  not  be  exempt  for  the  coal  required  to 
bring  her  back  from  New  York  as  well  as  for  the 
voyage  out  ?  Our.  adv,  vuU. 

June  5. — Lush,  J.,  delivered  the  judgment  of 
the  conrt  (Mellor,  Lush,  and  Archibald,  J  J. — 
The  question  raised  by  this  appeal  is  whether  coals 
taken  out  of  the  port  of  Newcastle  in  a  foreign 
iteamer  for  the  purpose  of  consumption  on  board 
in  the  course  of  a  foreign  voyage  are  liable  to  the 
coals  due  of  Id.  per  ton  granted  to  the  Tyne  Im- 
provement Commissioners  by  the  Tyne  Coal 
Dnes  Act  1872,  on  all  coals  exported  from  the  port 
of  Newcastle.  The  learned  judge  of  the  County 
Court  considered  that  having  regard  to  the  usage 
of  the  corporation,  while  the  coal  dues  belonged  to 
them,  of  treating  coals  taken  on  board  for  con- 
anmption  as  exempted  from  duty,  the  term  "  ex- 
ported" must  receive  a  qualified  interpretation, 
and  be  taken  to  mean  coals  exported  for  the 
purpose  of  commerce  as  distinguished  from  what 
are  called  "  bunker  coals,"  that  is  coals  taken  on 
board  for  the  purpose  of  consumption  on  the 
voyage. 

We  agree  as  to  the  reasonableness  of  making 
a  distinction  between  coals  taken  away  for 
■ale  and  coals  taken  for  the  neoessary  use  of 
the  vessel ;  but  we  are  constrained  to  differ  from 
the  learned  judge  in  his  construction  of  the  Act. 
There  is  nothing  in  the  language  of  the  Act  to 
ahow  that  the  word  **  export^ "  was  used  in  any 
other  than  its  ordinary  sense,  namely,  *' carried 
ont  of  the  port ;"  and  oocsidering  how  easily  and 
how  extensively  the  privilege  of  storing  for  use 
may  be  abused,  and  what  quantities  may  be 
carried  away  under  the  name  of  bunker  coals,  we 
think  that  if  it  had  been  intended  to  exempt  from 
doty  coals  taken  on  board  for  fuel,  some  limitation 
as  to  quantity  would  have  been  imposed.  Nothing 
wonld  have  been  easier  than  to  insert  a  proviso  to 
that  effect.  We  cannot,  however,  speculate  upon 
the  intentions  of  the  Legislature  which  are  neither 
o^presaed  in  terms  nor  conveyed  by  implication. 


Our  duty  is  to  interpret  the  words  of  a  statute 
according  to  their  plain  and  grammatical  meaning, 
when,  as  in  this  case,  they  are  not  controlled  by 
anything  to  be  found  in  tne  context.  Construing 
the  words  of  the  Act  upon  this  principle,  we  feel 
bound  to  hold  that  coals  carried  away  from  the 
port,  not  on  a  temporary  excursion  as  m  a  tug  or 
pleasure  boat  which  intends  to  return  with  more 
or  less  of  the  coals  on  board,  and  which  may  be 
regarded  as  always  constructively  within  ihe  port, 
but  taken  away  for  the  purpose  of  being  wholly 
consumed  beyond  the  limits  of  the  port,  are  coals 
"  exported  "  within  the  meaning  of  the  Act.  We 
therefore  give  judgment  for  the  defendant. 

Judgment  for  defendant. 

Attorney  for  plaintiff,  /.  Tucker, 

Attorneys  for  defendant,  Cookaon,  Wainewrightt 
and  Pennington,  for  J.  and  N.  0.  Glayton,  New- 
castle-npon-Tyne. 


May  29,  and  June  5, 1874. 

SmIDT  V,  TiDEN. 

Bill  of  lading — Freight  payable  as  per  charter' 
party — Two  charter-parties,  one  to  broker  hy 
master,  the  other  hy  oroker  to  charterer  without 
master*s  authority-^Payment  affreight — Implied 
contract — Ooruensus  ad  idem. 

Plaintiff,  as  master  of  a  ship  lying  at  London, 
entered  into  a  charter-party  with  L.,  a  ship' 
broker,  to  carry  a  quantity  of  iron  from  Harttc' 
pool  to  Oothenhurg,  at  7s.  2d,  per  ion,  freight  to 
be  paid  in  London,  and  the  oumer  to  have  an 
absolute  lien  for  freight.  On  the  day  following, 
L.  cJtartered  the  ship  to  defendants  to  carry  the 
same  quantity  of  iron  from  Hartlepool  to  Oothen' 
burg,  at  Ss.  per  ton,  with  similar  provisions  as  to 
pa/yment  of  and  lien  for  freight,  and  a  clause  in 
these  terms — "  The  brokerage  of  6  per  cent,  is  due 
on  the  execution  of  this  charter  to  L.,  by  whom  the 
vessel  is  to  be  entered  and  cleared  at  the  port  of 
loading.**  L.  had  no  authority  to  act  as  broker 
for  the  plaintiff,  or  to  receive  the  freight,  and 
neither  plaint^  nor  defendants  had  any  know- 
ledge of  the  chofrter  entered  into  by  the  other.  The 
iron  being  shipped,  the  master,  without  requiring 
payment  of  the  freight,  signed  and  gave  out  bills 
of  ladina,  making  it  deliverable  to  "order  or 
CLSsigns,  he  or  they  paying  freight  for  the  said 
goods  as  per  charter-party?*  At  the  port  of  dis» 
charge  the  iron  was  delivered  without  tne  lien  being 
insisted  on.  L.,  in  the  mean  time,  obtained  pay- 
mentfrom  the  defendants  of  the  freight  of  Ss.  per 
ton,  and  afterwards  stopped  paymsnt,  leaving 
the  freight  of  7s.  3<2.  unpaid  to  the  plaintiff. 
Plaintiff  having  brought  an  action  against  defen^ 
dants  to  recover  the  last-mentioned  freight : 

Held,  tha4  under  the  circumstances  there  was  no 
contract  between  the  parties,  and  the  defendants 
were,  therefore,  not  liable. 

The  bill  of  lading  was  not  a  contract,  or  evidence  of 
a  contract,  between  plaintiff  and  defendants,  there 
being  no  consensus  ad  idem  ;  and  no  contract  to 
pay  freight  to  the  plaintiff  could,  under  the  or- 
cumstancis  of  the  case,  be  implied. 

This  was  an  action  brought  for  the  recovery  of 
147(.  lis.  for  the  freight,  or  in  respect  of  the 
putting  on  board  and  carriage  of  certain  railway  iron 
of  the  defendants,  in  a  steamship  called  the  Qothen- 
\  burg,  of  which  the  plaintiff  was  master  and,  by 
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consent  of   tbe  parties,  the  following  case  was 
stated  without  any  pleadings. 

1.  The  plaintiff  was  and  is  the  master  of  the 
said  steamship  Qothenht^g.  The  defendants  are 
merchants  canying  on  business  in  the  city  of 
London. 

2.  On  the  17th  July  1872,  a  charter-party  was 
entered  into  in  London  between  the  agents  of  the 
owners  and  Mr.  G.  B.  Lyth,  a  shipbroker,  carrying 
on  business  in  London,  whereby  the  said  ship  was 
chartered  to  the  said  B.  B.  Lyth,  to  carry  407  tons 
of  railway  iron  from  Hartlepool  to  6k)thenbarg. 
The  charter-party  (No.  1)  was  in  the  following 
terms: 

London,  17th  July,  1872. 

It  is  this  da]r  mntaally  agreed  between  of  the 

good  steam  emp  or  Tassel  called  the  ChthenhurOt  of  the 
measurement,  &o.,  now  at  Botterdam,  and  B.  B.  Lyth, 
Esq.,  of  Leadenhall-Btreet,  merchant,  that  the  said  ship 
being  tight,  stftoncb,  and  strong,  and  every  way  fitted 
for  the  voyage,  shall  with  all  convenient  speed  sail  and 
proceed  to  West  Hartlepool,  or  so  near  thereunto  as  she 
may  safely  get,  and  there  load  from  the  agents  of  the 
said  affreighters  407  tons  of  railway  iron,  owners  having 
Hberty  to  take  part  cargo  from  Botterdam  to  Gothenburg, 
or  to  fill  up  with  coals  for  ship's  benefit  at  Hartlepo<3, 
which  the  said  merchant  binds  himself  to  ship.  The 
cargo  to  be  brought  alongside,  &o.,  and  being  so  loaded 
sbaiu  therewith  proceed  to  Gothenburg,  or  so  near  there- 
unto as  she  may  safely  get,  and  deliver  the  same  on  being 
paid  freight  as  follows,  at  the  rate  of  78.  8d.  per  ton  of 
20owt,  delivered  in  f  uU  of  port  charges  and  pilotages,  the 
act  of  G^,  &o.,  always  excepted.  The  freight  is  to  be 
paid  as  follows,  in  cash  in  London,  on  receipt  of  bill  of 
fading ;  the  rails  to  be  supplied  to  the  steamer  as  fast  as 
she  can  take  in  and  stow,  and  to  be  received  as  fast  as  she 
can  deliver,  three  days  in  demurrage  over  and  above  the 
said  laying  days  at  2K)l.  per  day.  The  owner  and  master 
to  have  an  absolute  right  of  lien  on  the  cargo  for  all  dead 
freight  and  demurrage^  and  all  other  charges  whatso- 
ever. The  master  to  sign  bills  of  lading  as  presented 
without  prejudice  to  this  charter.  Fmaltj  for  non- 
performance of  this  agreement  estimated  amount  of 
freight,  steamer  to  be  addressed  to  the  charterer's  agents 
at  Gothenburg,  who,  however,  are  not  to  charge  more 
than  the  usual  clearance  charges  in  addition  to  the  ship's 
expenses. 

In  the  margin  was  this  dause :  **  The  brokerage  is  at 
five  per  cent,  by  the  ship  on  the  amount  of  freight, 
primage  and  demurrage,  and  is  due  to  0.  MoUer  on  the 
signment  of  this  agreement.  The  vessel  to  be  addressed 
to,  and  reported  to  Hoffman,  Shenok,  and  Co. 

3.  On  the  18th  July  1872  the  said  B.  B.  Lyth 
chartered  the  said  ship  Ootkenhurg  to  the  defen- 
dants by  a  charter-party  made  entirely  on  his 
behalf,  and  not  on  behalf  or  with  the  authority  or 
knowledge  of  the  plaintiff  or  the  owners  of  the 
ehip. 

This  charter-party  (No.  2)  was  in  similar  terms 
to  the  former,  and  was  for  the  carriage  of  407  tons 
of  railway  iron  from  Hartlepool  to  Gk)thenburg,  on 
being  paid  freight  at  the  rate  of  8«.  per  ton  :  "  The 
freight  to  be  paid  in  cash  in  London,  less  insurance, 
on  signing  bills  of  lading.  .  .  .  The  brokerage  of 
5  per  cent,  is  due  on  the  execution  of  this  charter 
to  B.  B.  Lyth  (ship  lost  or  not  lost),  by  whom  (or 
his  agents)  the  Tessel  is  to  be  entered  and  cleared 
at  the  custom  house  at  port  of  loading." 

4.  At  the  time  of  signing  the  bill  of  lading,  and 
of  the  shipment  of  the  goods  as  hereinafter  men- 
tioned, the  plaintiff  had  in  his  possession  a  copy  of 
the  aforesaid  charter-party  (No.  1),  and  neither  the 
plaintiff  nor  the  owners  of  the  ship  had  any  notice 
or  knowledge  of  the  other  charter-party  (No.  2) ; 
and  the  plaintiff  only  became  acquainted  with  its 
terms  after  this  action  was  brought,  nor  had  the 
defendants  any  notice  or  knowledge  of  any  other 
charter-party  than  the  second  (No.  2),  nor  did  they 


know  that  the  eaid  B.  B.  Lyth  had  no  authority 
from  the  plaintiff  to  enter  into  the  same.    . 

5.  The  Octhenburg  duly  proceeded  to  West 
Hartlepool,  and  on  her  arrival  there  the  defendants 
shipped  on  board  of  her  a  cargo  of  railway  iron  for 
the  freight  in  respect  of  which  this  action  is 
brought,  and  the  defendants  presented  for  the 
plaintiffs  signature  bills  of  lading  dated  3lst  Jnly 
1872,  which  he  signedand  redelivered  to  the  defen* 
dants,  and  of  which  the  following  is  a  copy : 

Shipped  in  good  order  and  condition  by  Tiden,  Koideii- 
felts,  and  Co.,  in  and  upon  the  good  steamship  called  the 
Gothenburg,  whereof  is  master  for  the  present  voyage 
Smidt,  now  lying  in  West  Hartlepool,  and  bound  for 
Gothenburg,  1987  rails,  weighing  406  tons,  13  owt.,  1  qr., 
being  marked  and  numDered  as  In  the  margin,  and  are  to 
be  delivered  in  the  like  good  order  and  oondition  at  the 
aforesaid  port  of  Gothenburg  (all  and  every  the  dangan 
and  accidents  of  tiie  seas  and  navigation  of  whatsoefer 
nature  and  kind  excepted)  unto  oraer  or  to  assigns,  he 
or  they  paying  freight  for  the  said  goods  as  per  ohsrtar. 
party,  average  aooustomed.    In  witness  whereof,  &o. 

6.  The  said  iron  was  duly  delivered  at  Gothen- 
burg by  the  plaintiff,  to  tne  order  of  the  defen* 
dants  under  the  said  bill  of  lading,  on  or  about  the 
25bh  Aug.  1872. 

7.  0  n  or  about  the  2nd  Aug.  1 872,  the  defendants 
paid  to  the  said  B.  B.  Lyth  the  amount  of  the 
freight  stipulated  for  by  the  aforesaid  charter-party 
(No.  2).  Shortly  afterwards  the  said  B.  B.  Lyth 
stopped  payment. 

8.  No  payment  has  ever  been  made  to  the 
plaintiff,  nor  to  the  owners  of  the  Gothenburg,  nor 
to  anyone  on  their  behalf,  either  in  respect  of  tbe 
said  charter-party  (No.  1),  or  in  respect  of  the 
said  bill  of  lading,  or  in  any  way  in  respect  of 
the  said  cargo,  nor  had  the  said  B.  B.  Lyth  any 
authority  to  receive  payment  on  his  or  their  ac- 
count. 

9.  The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  court  is, 
whether  under  the  above  circumstances  the  plain- 
tiff is  entitled  to  be  paid  by  the  defendants  freight 
or  moneys  in  respect  of  the  shipment,  carriage,  or 
delivery  of  the  said  iron.  If  the  court  should  be 
of  opinion  in  the  affirmative,  then  judgment  shall 
be  entered  up  for  the  plaintiff  for  147^  11«.,  and 
interest  thereon  at  the  rate  of  51.  per  cent,  per 
annum  from  the  31st  Jnly  1872.  If  the  court  shall 
be  of  opinion  in  the  negative,  then  judgment  with 
costs  shall  be  entered  up  for  the  defendants. 

Oohen,  Q.C.  (with  him  Hollams)  for  the  plaintiff. 
— ^The  real  question  is  whether  payment  to  Lyth 
can  be  held  to  be  payment  to  the  plaintiff;  and  it 
is  submitted  that  it  cannot.  It  cannot  be  said  that 
the  shipowner,  by  not  exerting  his  lien,  and  by 
giving  up  the  goods  before  the  freight  was  paid,  led 
the  other  to  believe  that  he  was  paid,  for  here 
freight  had  been  paid  long  before  the  delivery  up 
of  tne  goods.  Lyth  did  not  act  as  agent  for  the 
plaintiff,  but  as  charterer,  and  the  defendants, 
thinking  he  was  plaintiff's  agent,  paid  him.  If  a 
person  ships  goods  on  board  a  vessel  under  a  bill 
of  lading  there  arises  a  contract  on  his  part  to  pay 
the  freight  on  delivery  of  the  goods,  and  indepen- 
dently of  any  express  contract  by  charter-party. 
In  Domett  v.  Beekford  (5  B.  &  Ad.  524)  Parke,  B., 
said :  "  As  soon  as  these  goods  (which  were  the 
property  of  the  defendant)  were  shipped  in  the 
plaintiiTs  ship,  to  be  carried  from  Jamaica  to 
London,  the  defendant,  even  before  any  bills  of 
lading  were  signed,  became  liable  by  law  to  psy 
freight,  unless  that  liability  be  controlled  by 
special  cnstom,  and  of  that  there  ia  no  proof. 
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From  the  fact  that  goods  were  laden  on  a  ship  to 
be  oonvejed  from  Jamaica  to  London,  the  law  will 
imply  a  contract  by  the  owner  of  those  goods  to 
pty  for  the  carriage."  And  to  whom  is  the  payment 
to  be  made  P  Clearly  to  the  shipowner  or  his  re- 
presentatiTe.  Sandemann  ▼.  Scurr  (3  Mar.  Law 
Om.  0.  S.  446 ;  L.  Rep.  2  Q.  B.  86 ;  15  L.  T.  Rep. 
N.  8.  606)  shows  that  the  shipper  can  bring  an 
iction  for  negligence.  [Abchibald,  J. — ^Was  there 
any  charter-party  in  Domett  v.  BecJtford  ?}  No. 
[Lush,  J. — ^That  makes  a  difiFerence.]  The  ship 
here  was  not  put  up  as  a  general  ship ;  and  the 
foorth  paragraph  of  the  case  shows  that  the  de- 
fendants did  not  paj  Lyth  as  charterer,  bat  as 
i^eot  for  the  plaintiff. 

E.  G.  WiXUamg^  Q.O.  (with   him  Lanyon),  for 
the  defendants,  contended,  that  under  the  circnm- 
rtioces  there  was  no  liability  on  their  part  to  pay. 
There  is  really  nothing  in   the  charfcer-party  to 
■how  that  Lyth  was  acting  as  agent ;  he  proposed 
to  act  for  himself,  and  was  dealt  with  by  the  de- 
fwdants,  not  as  agent,  bat  as  principal.  [Mellob, 
J.— -What,  then,  is  the  meaning  of  the  last  clause 
as  to  brokerage,  in  the  charter-party  P]    Where 
the  charterer  does  not  employ  a  broker  he  not 
nafreqaently  stipulates  for  payment  to  himself  of 
brokerage.    The  master,  under  the  circumstances 
of  this  case,  signed  the  bills  of  lading  as  agent  for 
the  charterer,  not  the  owner.    The  groand  of  the 
jodgment  in  Sandemann  t.  Scurr  {uhi  eup,)  was 
that  the  shipper  had  no  notice  of  the  charter- 
par^  ;  if  he  had  such  notice,  the  liability  would, 
00  doubt,  hare  been  held  to  be  on  the  charterer. 
The  master  is  the  charterer's  agent  to  carry  out 
the  charterer's  contract.      [Lush,    J. — But  the 
charter  is  not  a  demise  of  the  ship,  but  only  a 
oontract  by  the  owner   to  carry  goods  at  such 
rates  as  the  charterer  shall  procure  them  at.]    In 
Major  V.  WhiU  (7  0.  &  P.  41),  Parke,  B.,  laid  it 
dnwn  that,  if  a  person  ship  goods  on  board  a 
▼easel,  knowing  that  she  is  chartered,  the  con- 
n'gnee  of  the  goods  can  maintain  no  action  against 
the  o?mer  of  the  ship,  if  the  goods  be  injured  by 
bad  stowage.     The   same  view  is  expressed  by 
Lord  Tenterden  in  Golvin  v.  Newbury  (1  CI.  &  Fin. 
292):  ''Two  propositions    of    law  are  clear  as 
applicable  to  a  case  like  this :  the  first  is,  that  in 
the  common  case  of  goods  shipped  on  board  a 
Teasel  belonging  to  a  person,  oi  which  the  ship- 
ment is  acknowledged  by  a  bill  of  lading  signed  by 
the  master,  if  the  goods  are  not  deUvered  the 
shipper  has  a  right  to  maintain  an  action  against 
tbe  owner  of  the  ship ;  the  other,  which  is  equally 
clear,  is  this,  that  if  the  person  in  whom  the  abso- 
lote  property  of  the  ship  is  vested,  charter  that  ship 
to  another  for  a  particular  voyage,  although  the 
absolute  owner  provides  the  master,  crew,  provi- 
sions, and  everything  else,  and  is  to  receive  from 
the  charter  of  the  ship  a  certain  sum  of  money  for 
the  use  and  hire  of  the  ship,  an  action   can  be 
broQgfat  only  against  the  person  to  whom  the 
abeolote  owner  has  charterea  the  ship  and  who  is 
considered  the  owner  jpro  tempore,  during  the 
▼ojage  for  which  the  ship  is  chartered.    It  cannot 
be  maintained  against  the  person  who  has  let  out 
the  ship  on  charter,  namely,  the  absolute  o?mer." 
MarquoMd  t.  Banner  (6  El.  &  Bl.  232),  was  also 
referred  to.    [Abchibald,  J.,  referred  to  QUkieaon 
▼.  Middleton  (2  0.  B.,  N.  S.,  134).]     That  case 
WIS   divsented   firom   Inr  the   Privy  Oounoil   in 
Skchner  v.  Venue  (12  Moore  P.  0.  0.  361).    See 
also 


How  v.  Kirehner,  11  Moore  P.  C.  C.  21 ; 
Maolaohlan  on  Meroluuit  Sbippiog,  p.  433,  and  the 

oasea  there  oited ; 
The  Mercantile  and  Exchange  Bank  v.  Gladstone 

and  others,  L.  Rep.  3  Ex.  233 ;  18  L.  T.  Rep.  N.  S. 

641 ;  3  Mar.  Law  Caa.  O.  S.  87. 

There  is  another  ground  on  which  the  non- 
liability of  the  defendants  may  be  based,  namely,  the 
existence  of  a  mutual  mistake  so  that  there  was  no 
contract  between  the  parties,  no  coneeneue  ad 
idem.  In  Benjamin  on  Sales  it  is  said :  "  From 
the  general  principle  that  contracts  can  only  be 
effected  by  mutual  assent,  it  follows  that  where, 
through  some  mistake  of  facts,  each  was  assenting 
to  a  different  contract,  there  is  no  real  valid 
agreement,  notwithstanding  the  apparent  mutual 
assent."  In  Baffles  v.  Wichelhaua  (2  H.  &  Colt. 
906),  to  a  declaration  for  not  accepting  Surat 
cotton,  which  the  defendant  bought  of  the 
plaintiff,  *'  to  arrive  ex  Peerless  from  Bombay ; " 
the  defendant  pleaded  that  he  meant  a  ship  called 
the  Peerless  yirhioh  sailed  from  Bombay  in  October, 
and  the  plaintiff  was  not  ready  to  deliver  any 
cotton  which  arrived  bv  that  ship,  but  only  cotton 
which  arrived  by  another  ship  called  the  Peerless, 
which  sailed  from  Bombay  in  December ;  and  the 
court  held,  on  demurrer,  that  this  was  a  good 
plea,  there  being  no  consenstui  ad  idem, 

Cohen,  Q.C.,  in  reply,  referred  to — 
Doe  y.  Olwer^  2  Smith's  L.  Caa.  671 ;  and 
Peek  y.  Larsen,  ante,  vol.  1,  p.  163;  L.  Rep.  12  Eq. 
378;  25  L.  T.  Rep.  N.  S.  580. 

Our.  adv.  vuU, 

June  5. — The  judgment  of  the  Court(Mellor,Lush, 
and  Archibald,  J  J.)  was  now  delivered  as  follows  by 
Lush,  J.— This  is  an  action  to  recover  freight  for 
the  carriage  of  railway  iron  from  Hartlepool  to 
Gothenburg  under  the  following  circumstances: 
On  the  17th  June  1872,  a  charter-party  was  en- 
tered into  between  the  plaintiff,  as  master  of  the 
ship  Gothenburg,  then  lying  in  the  port  of  London, 
and  one  Lyth,  a  shipbroker,  whereby  the  plaintiff 
engaged  to  proceed  forthwith  to  Hartlepool  and 
there  take  on  board  407  tons  of  railway  iron  and 
carry  the  same  to  Gothenburg,  on  being  paid 
freight  at  the  rate  of  7«.  3d.  per  ton ;  the  freight  to 
be  paid  in  London  on  signing  bills  of  lading ;  the 
owner  to  have  an  absolute  lien  for  all  freighc,  dead 
freight,  demurrage,  and  aJl  other  charges.  The 
master  to  sign  bilk  of  lading  as  presented,  without 
prejudice.  Having  obtain^l  this  charter,  Lyth,  on 
the  following  day,  the  18th  June,  charteI^ed  the 
Gothenburg  to  the  defendants  to  carry  the  same 
quantity  of  railway  iron  from  Hartlepool  to 
Gothenburg  at  Ss.  per  ton,  freight  to  be  paid  in 
London,  less  insurance,  on  signing  bills  of  lading. 
This  charter  contained  a  similar  clause  of  lien  for 
freight,  dead  freight  and  demurrage,  and  a  clause 
in  the  following  terms :  "  The  brokerage  of  5  per 
cent,  is  due  on  the  execution  of  this  charter  to 
B.  B.  Lyth,  by  whom  the  vessel  is  to  be  entered 
and  cleared  at  the  port  of  loading." 

It  was  argued,  and  with  reason,  from  this 
latter  clause  that  the  defendants  knew  they 
were  treating  with  a  broker,  and  not  with  the 
owner;  but  it  was  proved  as  a  fact  that  Lyth 
had  no  authority  to  act  as  broker  for  the  plaintiff 
either  to  effect  the  charter  or  to  receive  the 
freight. 

Neither  the  plaintiff  nor  the  defendants  had 
any  notice  or  knowledge  of  the  charter  entered 
into  by  the  other  of  them  until  after  delivery 
of  the  cargo.    The  master  knew  nothing  of  the 
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charter-party  between  Lyth  and  the  defendants ; 
the  defendants  knew  nothiog  of  the  oharter-party 
between  the  master  and  Lyth.  The  vessel  pro- 
ceeded to  Hartlepool  and  there  took  in  from  the 
defendant,  the  407  tons  of  railway  iron.  Having 
shipped  the  cargo,  the  defendants  presented  a  bill 
of  lading,  makiog  the  cargo  deliverable  to  "  order 
or  assigns,  he  or  they  paying  freight  for  the 
said  goods  as  per  charter-party,"  which  the 
master  signed^  and  gave  out,  widiout  requiring 
payment  of  the  freight.  At  the  port  of  ^soharge 
the  iron  was  delivered  without  the  lien'  being 
insisfed  on;  meanwhile,  and  on  the  2nd  Aug., 
Lyth  obtained  payment  of  the  freight  of  68.  per 
'  ton  from  'the  defendants,  pursuant  to  his  charter, 
and  shortly /afterwards  stopped  payment,  leaving 
the  freight  of  VsJZd.  per  ton  unpaid.  ' 

It  thus  appears  that  each  of  the  parties  t6  the 
action  aclbed  under  a  mistake.  The  master  sup- 
posed that  ilie  bill  of  fading  which  he  signed, 
referred  to  his  charter-party  with  Lyth.  The  de- 
lEendants,  on  the  pther  hand,  supposed  that  it  re- 
ferred to  the  charter-party  which'  they  had  made 
with  Lvth.  Each  of  them  was  ignorant  of  what 
Was  in  the  mind  of  the  other ;  each  ieicted  in  good 
fait)3,  aiid  neither  of  them  did  anything  calcu- 
lated io,'  or  which  did  in  any  ^  way  ni'islead  the 
other. 

Under  these  circumstances,  the 'bill  of  lading 
b^in^^  ambiguous;' and  equally  capable  of  being 
applied  to  the  one  charter-party  as  to  the  other, 
waeatinot  hold  it  to  be  a  contract,  or  evidence  of 
a  contract,  between 'the  parties.  It  does  not 
express  whati  was  common  to  both  minds,  and 
•th^refo#e  it  is  not  binding  upon  them.  * 

But  it  waB  contended  that;  putting  aside  the 
bill:  >of  lading,  the'  mere  shipment  of  the  goods 
raised  an  implied  cpptriK't'  by  th^  .shippers  to 
pay  a  reasonftble  freight  to  ;the  ma^te^  for  the 
carriage.  Under  certain  ciroumstanoeB  this  may 
be  80 ;  but  no  such  implication  can  arise  in  the 
present  case*'  The  diversity  of  mind  and  pur- 
pose which  vitiates  the  bill  of  lading  and  pre- 
vents, that  from  being  evidence  of  the  contrapt, 
existed  at  the  .time  of  the*  shipment*  The  goods 
were  put  on  board  in  the  supposed  fulfilment 
of  one  charter-party,  by  which  the  shippers 
wei'e  to  pay  8«.  per  ton  to  Lyth ;  and  they  were 
accepted  in  supposed  fulfilmept  of  another,  by 
^hich  .Lyth  was  to  pay  7$.  3(2.  p^  ton  to  the 
master.  At  no  stage  of  the  transaction  were  the 
parties  ad  idem. 

It  follows  that  there  was  no  contract,  express 
or  implied,  upon  which  the  plaintifi  can  recover 
against  the. defendants.  tHad  he  insisted  on  pay- 
ment on  signing  the  bill  of  ladinir,  as  be  might 
have  done,  or  had  he  enforced  his  lien  at  the  port 
of  delivery,  he  might  have  protected  himself 
from  loss ;  not  having  done  so,  he  has  no  ,m.eans 
of  obtaining  payment  from  the  defendant^. .  We 
therefore  give  judgment  for  the  defendants. 

<  Judgment  for  the  defendants. 

Attorneys  for  plaintiffs;  Hollama,  Sprit  and 
Coward,  .    ,  . 

Attorney  for  defendants,  B,  P.  Sharp, 
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Beported  by  ErHSBureroH  SmTH  and  J.  M.  Lblt,  Eiqn., 

Baxriiten-at>Law. 

Jan,  24  a^d  April  30, 1874. 

Pbtrocochiko  and  others  v.  Bott. 

Bill  of  lading — Besponeibility    of  ahipoumer  in 

respect  of  cargo — When  terminated — Delivery  of 

cargo  on  io  the  quay — Usage  ai  ike  port  as  to 

delivery  of  oargo-^**  Delivery  from  the  ^  ship  8 

deck,**' 

Goods  were  shipped  under  a  hiU  of  lading  whidh 

contained  these  words,  *'  io  be.  delivered  from  {he 

skip^s  deck,  where  the  shipls  responstbUUy  is  io 

cease.**     Tlie  usage  at  the  poH  required  thai  the 

unloading'  should  he  done  by  the,  d^ek^ompany, 

at  {he  expense  of  the  shipovhher  on  ioa  quay,  and 

then  that  the  consignee  should  send  lighters  inio 

which  the  goods  wete  delivered  also  by  the  dock 

company;  and  also,  if  within  a  specific  time,  at 

the  expense  of  the  shipowner.     The  usage  w(M 

followed,  but  one  bale  of  goods  was  lott  after 

delivery  on  to  the  'quay,  and  before  delivery  finto 

the'}igh^s.  '  -     1  .      r     > 

H^  by  Brett  arid  Denanan  J  J,  {Hoi/iyman  J.  d^i' 

tante)  that  the  shipowner  was^  not  responsible  for 

thfi  loss  to  the  oonsighee. . 

This  was  an  action  tried  before  Brett  J.  at  the 

sittings  in  London  after  Hilary  Term  1873,  when 

a  verdict  was'  directed  for  the  defendant,  leave 

being  i^esefved  to  tlie  plidntiffs  to  move  to  enter 

the  verdict  for  them  for  412;    Accordingly  a  role 

nisi  was  granted  onl8th  April,  against  whioh'birase 

was  shofrn  on •24th  Jan.  1874|.i    .  .< 

The  action  w^  «pon  a  b^U  of  .lading. by  the 
plaintiff*),  who;  if  ere,  merchants  in^  London  taod 
Oalcutta,.  and^^was  brought  ^r  ^he  non-delivery  of 
goods  '  by  the  -defendants^  ^.th^-'  shippwners,'  4n 
accordance  with  the  -billiofilading.  ^  the  bjll  of 
lading  the  goods  were  shipped. on .boimi.  the  Zft^ 
bound  for  the  port  of  London,  and  weser^to  be 
delivered  in  the  like  good  order  and  condition 
froni.  the  ship'i^  deck,  where  the  ship's. responsi- 
bility is  tO' cease.''.  The  cargo  oEvthe  plain- 
tiffs, consisted  of  hides,  and  one  bale  was 
lost.  It  appeared  that.Mthe  Zeno  was  reported 
aa  haying  arrived  in  I,iondon  on  4th  May  1872, 
and  the  custt^m  of  tnq  Port  of  London,  is.  that 
when  a  steamer  comes,  jnto  the.dpoka  she  has 
to  unload  on  to  a  quay,  and  the  goods  so  unloaded 
are  subsequently  fetched  a?fay  by  lighters  of  the 
consignee.  •  The  dock  company  unload  by  mew 
of  the^r  own  .servants,  but  the  shipowners  have 
to  pay  for  itbe  wor)£,ao.dQ^e.  Notice  is  se^it  to  the 
oonsignpiB  of  ^oods  immediately  on  a  abip'A  arrival, 
and  if  he  applies  within  twenty nfour  hours  the  qost 
of  delivering  th^m.  intp  his  lighters^  ,w^9h  i^  aiko 
done  by  nieans  of  the  dock  company's  servants, 
ia  defrayed  by  the  shipowner,  but,  if  there  is  ,anj 
delay,  beyona  that  tin^e,  them  the  goods,  a^re,  wace- 
housed  by  the  ,4ook  pompany^  and  tlie  owq^ts  of 
the  cargo  pay  tl^e  expenses  of  their  doing  so.  The 
employ  m^^t  of  tiie  se/ryants .  pf  th^  dock  com- 
pany is;  compulsoiry  npop  the  shipownersr  ^od 
the  freight  release  is  delivered  up  before  any  oC 
the  cargo  is  touched. 
,  Jn  thi9  ^ase  notice  was  duly,  sex^t  to  thetj>laintiffa, 

and  tf^^  agents  Qulyerf  ^(V  SiPP^^  ^°4  ^-f 
employed  a  man  callaa  Uray^  to  go  with^ligH^'^ 
and  bring  the  bales  from  the  docks.  It  was 
proved  that  the  cargo  was  in  the  ordinary  course 
unloaded  on  to  the  quay  on  4th  May,  that  every- 
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thing  wag  taken  ont  of  the  ship,  and  thah  all 
the  bales  were  delivered  on  to  the  quay.  The  plain- 
tiffs were  interested  in  sixty-nine  bales  only,  and  it 
was  proved  that  their  bales  were  taken  away  by 
6fs7*s  lighters  on  the  6bb,  8th,  14th  and  30th  of 
May ;  one  bale  was  lost,  but  there  was  no  evidence 
to  show  how. 

The  jury  were  asked:  First,  were  69  bales 
marked  P.  B.,  delivered  from  the  ship  to  the  dock 
company  on  the  qnay  ? — Answer,  Yes.  Secondly, 
were  69  bales  marked  P.  B.,  delivered  by  the 
dock  ooinpany  on  board  the  lighters,  sent  by 
Ci^herwi^,  Bivopks^  and  Company  P — Answer,  ^o. 

Oo  th^  answers  it  was  contendec}  that  t^e 
lecoad  finding  of  the  jury  was  eqaivalent  to  a 
▼erdiot  for  the  plaintiff,  and  the  rale  granted  was 
in  this  fonb,  "  Wbythe  verdict^  entered  for  the 
defendants  should  npt  he  ^et  aside  ^nd  eptered  for 
the  plaintiff  on  the  ground  that  tbe  second 
finding  of  the  jury  was  equivalent  to  a  verdict  for 
the  plaintiff,  and  why  a  new  trial  should  not  be 
had  on  thd  ground  that  tbe  first  finding  was 
against  the  weight  of  evidence." 

Cole,  Q.d.  and  B.  B,  Wehder,  for  the  defendant, 
showed  cause. — The  terms  of  tbe  bill  of  lading  are 
important ;  they  are  "  to  be  delivered  in  like  order 
and  condition  from  the  ship's  deck,  where  the  ship's 
responsibility  is  to  cease,"    Now  the  goods  were 
delivered  from  the  ship's  deck  within  the  true 
meaning  of  tbe  bill  of  ladine.     Tbe  jury  have 
found  that  they  were  delivered  on  to  the  quay,  and 
the  custom  of  the  port  of  London  was  that  they 
were  unloaded  by  the  dock  company's  servants, 
uid  were  fetched  |rom  the  quay  afterwards  by.  the 
plaintiffs'  lighters.    We  contend  therej^or|B  'that  as 
soon  as  the  shipowner  has  placed  the  goods  on 
the  quay,  his  dominion  over  them  ceases,  and  the 
dock  company  are  thenceforward  tbe  agents  of 
the  consignee.  It  in  true  that  if  application  be  made 
by  tbe  consignee  within  twenty-four  hours,  tbe  cost 
of  delivering  into  his  lighters  hati  to  be  defrayed  by 
the  shipowner.    This,  however,  does  not  make  the 
dock  company  agents  only  of  the  shipowner;  they 
are  the  agents  of  both  parties  for  the  purpose  of 
delivery.    For  to  whom  does  the  consignee  apply  P 
Not  to  the  shipowner,  but  to  tbe  dock  company. 
[BiETT,  J. — ^The  dock  company  insist  on  the  ship- 
owner employing  their  men  as  agents  in  unloading.] 
Tea,  that  is  so,  and  it  may  be  argued  thatimme- 
diately  upon  the  assumption  of  the  d,uty  of  unr 
loading  by  theip  the  dominion  over  tbe  goods,  ai^d 
the  responsibility  of  the  shipowner  is  at  an  end. 
All  this  is  prpved  to  be  in  accordance  with .  tbe 
usage  of  the  port  of  London,  and  the   charter- 
rarty,ma8t  be  taken  to  have  been  n^adjd  by  persqnp 
knowing  the  con^e.of  busii^esst  and  recognised 
cu^m  at.thepprt  of  di^harge^.  An4  the  fact 
tba^thie  biUpf  ladjng  is  not  in  tbe  ordinary  fon^, 
but  contains  the  Sitipulation  I  haye  read ;  agr^s 
exactly  with  the*  supposition  of  a  knowledge  of 
the  practice^     The  case    of  ,  G<^tliffe  v.  Bourne 
(Biog.  K.C.  3^4),  shows  tbat  unless  delivery  is 
controlled    by    special    limitations,  the  practice 
usuallv  obseryied  at  the  port  is  sufficient;  and 
here  the  practice  of,  the  port  of  London  has  been 
followed,  and,  taken  together  with  thi^  terms  of 
the  bill  of  l^iog,  absolve^  tbe  shipowner  from  all 
liability  after  the  good?  ^ve  been  delivered  from 
theship's  deck. 

U,  uraha^iTImiger,  Q.C.,  with  him)  in  support 
of  ibe  rnle.r— ^i^e  defendant'?  constifuctioyi  of  the 
bill  0^  lading  mvolvQ/f  ^  contradiction.    The  bill  of 


lading  says  the  delivery  is  to  be  to  Messrs.  Petro- 
coohino  Brothers  or  their  assigns.  Now  the  dock 
company  cannot  be  either,  and  at  the  most  a 
delivery  to  them  is  all  that  is  proved.  It  is  sug- 
gested that  they  were  agents,  and  this  would  not 
be  enough ;  but.  it  is  not  clear  that  they  were  even 
agents,  for  they  were  paid  by  the  defendant  en- 
tirely. *  They  were  not  employed  for  the  plaintiffs' 
convenience,  but  for  the  defendants'  in  order  that 
the  ship  might  be  cleared.  Then  the  defendants  do 
not  get  any  receipt  from  the  dock  company,  so  there 
cannot  be  a  complete  delivery  as  this  is  not  done. 
[Beett,  J. — The  consignees  do  not  give  areoeipt.1 
No,  bat  the  dock  company  were  throughout  treated 
as  the  agents  of  the  defendant,  and  this  shows 
thai  possession  by  them  was  possession  by  the 
defendants.  Then  the  clause  which  has  been  laid 
so  much  stress  on,  "  to  be  delivered  from  the  ship's 
deck,  where  the  ship's  responsibility  is  to  cease," 
applies  solely,  as  I  contend,  to  unloading  into 
lighters.  In  Gatley  v,  Wiritringham  (Peake's  N.P. 
Ca.  202)  it  appears  that  the  master  of  a  vessel 
is  bound  to  guard  goods  loaded  into  a  lighter  sent 
for  them  by  the  consignee  until  the  loading  is 
complete.  Gur,  adv.vtdt 

April  dO» — Beett,  J. — ^This  case  has  stood  over, 
owing  to  doubts  entertained  by  my  brother 
Hooyman ;  but  as  he  will  be  unable  to  be  present 
in  court  for  some  time  to  cbme^  we  must  act  upon 
our  own  judgment  without  hiff  as^stanoe; 

The  action  ^s  brought  upon  a  bill  of  lading :  .the 

goods  9i  jibe.  plaiQW^<;^?rG  P^  ^^(  t>oard  the  de- 
fendant's steamer  to  be  carried  from  Inaia  to  the 
Victoria  Docks  in  London.  The  case  was  tried 
before  me;  arid  it apoearod  from  the  facts  as  estab- 
lish^ by  the'  finding  of  thd  jurjr  that^iritt^^xiine 
bales  were  put  on  boiird  l^e  i^teamer  at  Calcutta, 
and  were  discharged  on  t^e  quay  ia.LoAdQQ; 
but  that  only  sixty-eight  were  loaded  on  board 
the  lighters  sent  to  receive  the  sixty-nine  bales 
on  behalf  of  the  plaintiffs.  The  value,  of.  ihe 
missing  bale  was  4U.  It  was  urged  before  us 
by.  the  pUuntiffs'  counsel,  that  the,  sbipowneir.wi^ 
liable  to  make  good  the  loss,  and  that  there  haid 
been  no  delivery  to  the.  consignees;  for  delivery 
to  the  dock  company  at  the  quay  was  a  delivery 
for  tbe  convenienoe  of  the  sbippwners.  The  de- 
fem^t  contended  that  he^asnot  lifbble  (o^  any 
loss  after  the  goods  had  left  the  ship^    ^ 

By  the  bill  of  lading  the  goods  were  to  be,-  de- 
livered in  London  to  ttie  plaintiffs  Irom  the  ship's 
deck«  where  the  ship's  liability  was  to  cease.  These 
last  words  are  very  important,  and  the  oon^tract  T't^s 
so  far  fulfilled  that  all  the  bsJes  were  delivered  jn 
London  from  the  ship's  deck.  The  general  rule 
is  that  where  goods  are  to  be  delivered  at  a  port, 
the  qsage  pt  that  port  js  to  be  followed :  and  when 
by  that  usage  delivery  is  to  be  made  in  a  prescribed 
manner^  that  manner  must..iM9  complied  wiijti, 
unless  it  be  inconsistent  with  fihe  teroia  of.thebill 
of  lading. ,  Jn  London  the  course  of  business  is  for 
a  steamship  to  unload  at  a  quay,  and  for  the  dock 
company  afterwards  to  put.  the  cargo  pn  board 
lighters:  the.  shipowner  pays, the  dock  charge^  if 
the  goods  are  applied  for  within  tv|;e^|(y-fpnr 
hours;*  otheirwise  the  ^ock  pompany,  pu^i  theni 
intQa  warehouse,  and  the  poi^signee  becoipes  lia}^le 
for  storage.  In  any  view  the  cargo  is  not  delivered 
(^irect  to  the  consignee.    ... 

Now  the  dock  company  seem  to  be  prcmer  in- 
tennediarieis  for  the  delivery  of  the  dargb  U)  the 
consignees :  the  goo^s  iqpe  forwarcledby  tw^  ^t^clp^ 
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viz.  delivery  on  the  quay,  and  delivery  from  the 
qaay.  The  bill  of  lading  evidently  refers  to  the 
course  of  basiness  in  the  port  of  London,  and  its 
terms  are  apt  and  well  chosen  for  that  purpose, 
and  it  follows  that  the  responsibility  of  the  ship- 
owner  ceased  when  the  goods  of  the  plaintiffs 
were  taken  off  the  steamer's  deck  and  pat  upon 
the  quay ;  he  is  not  liable  for  the  loss  of  any  part 
of  them  happening  after  the  cargo  was  unloaded. 
Whether  the  dock  company  are  liable  to  the  plain- 
tiffs, I  give  no  opinion. 

As  the  verdict  at  the  trial  was  entered  for  the 
defendant,  this  mle  must  be  discharged. 

Denman,  J.— -The  only  doubt  which  I  entertained 
was  occasioned  by  the  hesitation  of  my  brother 
Honyman ;  otherwise  I  see  no  reason  to  hesitate 
as  to  onr  decision.  I  entirely  agree  with  my 
brother  Brett,  and  I  need  say  no  more  than  this. 
I  do  not  know  what  would  now  be  the  opinion  of 
my  brother  Honyman;  but  I  am  sure  that  I 
should  not  adopt  any  other  conclusion  than  that 
arrived  at  by  my  brother  Brett, 

Rule  discharged  (a) 

Attorneys  for  plaintiffs,  Markby,  Tarry,  aud 
Stewairt, 

Attorneys  for  defendant,  Lowless,  Nelson,  and 
Jones, 


OS  appeal  from  the  court  of  common  pleas. 

Reported  by  J.  H.  Lilt,  Eeq.,  Berristertt-Law* 

May  12  and  June  24, 1874. 

Allison  v.  The  Bristol  Marine  Insurance 

Company. 

Marine  insurance— *' Freight**  and  "freight  pay ' 
able  in  advance  *' — One  half  freiaht  payable  in 
advance'-^  One  half  payable  on  delivery  of  cargo 
— Loss  of  ship— Half  cargo  saved — Total  or  par- 
tial  loss. 

The  plaintiff's  ship  was  chartered  to  carry  a  cargo 
of  coal  Jrom  Cfreenoek  to  Bombay,  where  the 
plaintiff  was  to  be  paid  at  the  rate  of  428.  a  ton 
'*onthe  quantify  delivered.**  It  was  also  agreed 
that  one  half  of  the  freight  should  be  paid 
"  on  signing  bills  cf  lading,**  and  the  remainder 
**  on  right  delivery  of  the  cargo,**  The  coal  was 
shipped,  and  one  hodf  the  freight  paid,  and  the 
plaintiff  afterwards  tffected  two  j^oUcies  of  insu* 
ra/nce  with  the  defendants,  one  being  for  500L  on 
**  freight  **  valued  at  20001,  the  other  being  for 
7001.  on  "freight  payable  abroad,**  vahted  at 
2000Z. 

During  the  voyage  the  ship  was  wrecked,  but  one 
half  of  the  cargo  was  saved  and  delivered  to  the 
consignees  at  Bombay. 

The  dffindants  refused  to  pay  for  a  total  loss,  and 
made  a  payment  into  court  of  440i.  tn  respect  of 
the  two  policies,  as  for  a  partial  loss,  on  the 
ground  that  one  lialf  the  freight  had  been  earned. 

The  Court  of  Common  Pleas  (Bovill,  CJ.,  and 
Brett  and  Qrove,  J  J.)  having  given  judgment  for 
the  plaintiff,  it  was  on  appeal : 

Held  by  Oockbum,  C.J.,  MeUor,  J.,  and  Amphlett, 
B.,  dissentientibus  Cleasby  and  Pollock,  BU., 
(reversing  the  decision  of  the  court  below), 
that  the  defendants  were  liable  <is  for  a  partial 

(a)  HoDyman  J.  was  present  during  the  argnment,  but 
in  ooneequenoe  of  iUseas  did  not  sit  during  JBaster  and 
Trini^  Terms. 


loss  only,  and  that  the  phUntiff  could  reoonter 
nothing  more  than  the  sum  of  4401.  paid  into 
court. 
Per  Coekbum,C.J.and  Amphlett,B.'-'AspaymerUof 
freight  in  advance  cannot  be  recovered  ba^k  in  case 
of  loss,  it  is  paid  in  respect  of  and  is  distribuiahU 
over  the  entire  cargo,  so  that  the  shipowner  cannot 
appropriate  the  whole  of  the  amount  prepaid  in 
that  portion  of  the  cargo  which  is  delivered,  but 
can  only  have  the  benefit  of  the  prepayment  pro 
rata. 
Per  Mellor,  J. — The  prepayment  of  the  freighi 
transferred  the  risk  from  the  shipovmer  to  <^ 
charterer,  and  the  shipowner,  thus  losing  only  one 
half,  could  recover  no  more  than  he  had  lost. 
Per  Amphlett,  B. — The  prepayment  of  the  freight 
was  ntjt  apa/yment  on  account  of  freight  oc/uoUy 
earned,  but  on  account  of  what  might  eoniingentiy 
be  earned  in  respect  of  the  whole  cargo. 
Per  Cleasby,  B. — The  shipowner  was  entitled  to 
recover  the  whole  of  the  unpaid  hdlfofthefreiglt, 
inasmuch  as  he  had  insured  and  lost  it. 
This  was  an  appeal  by  the  defendants  from  a  deci- 
sion of  the  Court  of  Common  Fleas  (Bovill,  C.J. 
and  Brett  and  Grove,  J  J.),  discharging  a  rule  to 
set  aside  a  verdict  entered  for  the  plaintiff  upoa 
admissions  taken  at  the  trial,  and  to  enter  instead 
the  verdict  for  the  defendants,  if  the  court  should 
think  there  was  no  loss  of  freight  beyond  what 
the  defendants  had  paid. 

The  facts  are  fully  stated  in  the  judgment  of 
Amphlett,  B.  For  a  full  report  of  the  case  below 
see  ante,  p.  54. 

The  plaintiffs  points  for  argument :— That  the 
policies  being  upon  freight  attached  to  such  in- 
terest as  the  plaintiff  in  fact  had  in  the  freight  of 
the  vessel  upon  the  insured  voyage  ;  that  the 
plaintiff  having  been  paid  half  the  freight  for  the 
insured  voyage  in  advanoe,  had  no  interest  in  such 
half,  and  that  his  interest  was  limited  to  the  re- 
mainder or  unpaid  half  of  the  freight  for  the  voy- 
age ;  that  the  policies  therefore  attached  to  the 
unpaid  half  of  the  freight  for  the  insured  voyage ; 
that  as  half  the  cargo,  and  consequently  half  the 
freight  upon  the  insured  voyage  was  lost,  the 
plaintiff  having  already  been  paid  half  the  freight 
for  the  voyage,  lost  the  whole  of  the  remaining  or 
unpaid  half  of  the  freight,  which  was  the  freight 
insured  by  the  defendant ;  that  there  was  there- 
fore, under  the  circumstances,  a  total  loss  of  the 
subject-matter  of  this  insurance. 

The  defendants'  points  for  argument. — On  the 
true  construction  of  tho  charter-party,  the  sum 
paid  in  advance  in  England,  namely,  one  guinea 
per  ton  of  coal  shipped,  was  not  freight  properly 
80  called.  It  was  compensation  paid  for  taking 
the  goods  on  board  and  undertaking  to  carry  them. 
The  only  freight  stipulated  for  was  one  guinea  per 
ton  on  each  ton  carried  and  delivered.  The  plaintiff 
having  carried  and  delivered  one  half  the  cargo, 
was  entitled  to  claim  freight  on  that  half,  and  his 
failure  to  collect  it  from  the  shipper  affords  no 
ground  of  claim  against  the  underwriter;  the 
contract  in  this  case  must  be  read  distributively. 
It  is  not  a  lump  sum  for  an  entire  cargo ;  it  is  a 
separate  contract  for  each  ton  of  coaL  The  shipper 
bound  himself  to  pay  one  guinea  on  each  ton 
rightly  delivered,  and  tho  court  below  has  by  its 
judgment  erroneously  absolved  the  shipper  from 
this  payment;  the  shipper  was  not  to  return  the 
one  guinea  received  in  advance  on  any  of  the  tons 
received  on  board,  but  the  judgment  appealed  from 
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compels  ibis  retam  by  allowing  the  advance  oa 
the  loBi  goods  to  be  set-off  against  the  freight  on 
(hose  dellTered.  The  plaintiff  has  repaid  the 
shipper  the  advanoe  of  one  gainea  per  ton  on  the 
last  half  of  the  cargo ;  for  the  plaintiff  has  (by  the 
payment  of  the  premiam  of  insaranoe)  provided  at 
his  own  expense  the  fond  out  of  which  the  shipper 
has  icot  back  one  gninea  per  ton  on  the  lost  half. 
Yet  the  conrt  below  has  decided  that  the  shipper  is 
entitled  to  set-off  against  the  plaintiff's  claim  the 
whole  of  the  advance,  and  has  thus  practically 
awarded  him  payment  twice  of  the  advance  made 
on  the  lost  half  of  the  cargo.  It  appears  from  the 
statement  of  facts  that  the  shipper  has  received 
from  his  underwriters  the  whole  cost  of  the  lost 
goods,  and  the  whole  amount  of  the  advances  made 
on  them  to  the  plaintiff,  so  that  as  to  the  lost  half 
of  the  cargo  he  is  in  the  same  position  as  if  he  had 
never  shipped  it.  If  he  is  now  allowed  to  take  the 
other  half  without  any  payment  for  carriage  and 
delivery,  he  will  make  a  clear  profit  of  one  guinea 
per  ton  on  this  second  half  at  the  expense  of  the 
shipowner,  a  result  that  seems  to  demonstrate  that 
there  is  error  in  the  judgment  appealed  from. 

Brnijamifiy  Q.O.  with  him  0.  Ruaeel,  Q.O.),  for 
the  appellants,  tne  underwriters,  the  defendants 
below. 

Waikin  WtUiams,  Q.O.  (with  him  McLeod),  for 
the  respondent,  the  shipowner,  the  plaintiff  below. 

Our.  adv.  vtUL 

June  24. — ^The  following  written  judgments  were 
delivered : 

Amphlbtt,  B. — The  action  in  this  case  was 
brought  by  the  plaintiff,  the  owner  of  the  ship 
Merchant  Prince,  on  two  policies  of  insurance  on 
the  freight  of  that  ship  on  a  voyase  from  Greenock 
to  Bombay,  to  recover  for  a  total  Toss. 

The  firsc  of  the  said  policies  was  dated  the  I3th 
April  1867,  whereby  the  defendants  insured  500(. 
on  "  freight  valued  at  2000Z. :"  and  the  second  policy 
was  dated  on  the  23rd  April  1867,  for  7002.  on 
''freight  payable  abroad  valued  at  2000L"  The 
plaintiff  also  effected  two  other  policies  with  two 
other  underwriters  on  the  freight  payable  abroad 
of  the  Merchant  Prince,  for  the  same  voyage  as 
above,  for  the  sums  of  500L  and  300Z.  respectively. 

The  said  ship  wss  chartered  for  the  voyage 
in  question  to  a  Mr.  De  Mattos,  by  a  charter- 
party  dated  the  7th  March  1867,  which  pro- 
videid  that  the  ship  should  load  a  full  car^o 
of  coals  at  Greenock  for  Bombav,  "freight  to 
be  paid  on  unloading  and  right  delivery  of  the 
cargo,  at  and  after  the  rate  of  42s.  per  ton 
Of  twenty  per  cent,  on  the  quantity  delivered." 
And  it  was  further  provided  that  such  freight  was 
to  be  paid,  say  one  half  in  cash  on  signing  bills  of 
lading,  less  four  months'  interest  at  bank  rate,  but 
at  not  less  than  five  per  cent,  per  annum,  five  per 
cent,  for  insurance,  and  2^  per  cent,  on  gross 
amount  of  freight  in  lieu  of  coiisignment  at 
Bombay,  and  the  remainder  on  right  delivery  of 
the  cargo,  less  cost  of  ooal  short  delivered,  in  cash, 
at  current  rates  of  exchange  for  bills  on  London  at 
six  months'  sight.  On  the  15th  April  1867,  bills 
of  lading  were  signed  by  the  captain  of  the  said 
ship  for  2178  tons  of  coals,  and  on  or  about  the 
same  day  the  plaintiff  received  from  De  Mattos 
22862. 18s.,  for  which  the  plaintiff  gave  the  follow- 
ing receipt,  indorsed  on  the  bill  of  lading: — 
**Beoeived  from  W.  N.  De  Mattos,  Esq.,  the  sum 
of  22862.  I8s.  sterling,  being  aidvance  of  half 
freight  on  within  shipment,  the  owner  having  paid 


I  all  charges,  including  consignment,  commission  at 
Bombay,  as  per  charter-party,  22862. 18ii."  On  the 
20th  April  1867,  De  Mattos  effected  an  insurance 
on  the  said  can^o  of  the  Merchant  Prince  for  the 
said  voyage.  The  insurance  was  stated  in  the  policy 
to  be  on  2178  tons  of  coal,  and  increased  value 
thereof,  by  prepayment  of  freight,  value  at  45002. 
On  the  27th  April  1867,  the  said  ship  lefb  Greenock . 
for  Bombay,  and  on  the  8th  Aug.  1867,  she  struck 
on  a  reef  and  there  became  a  total  wreck.  About 
1050  tons  (which  may  be  referred  to  as  a  moiety  of 
the  coals  forming  the  cargo)  were  saved  from  the 
wreck  and  ultimately  landed  at  Bombay.  At  the 
trial,  a  verdict  was  by  consent  entered  for  the 
plaintiff  for  the  full  amount,  with  leave  to  move  to 
enter  the  verdict  for  him  or  to  reduce  the  damages, 
and  a  rule  nisi  having  been  granted  by  the  Court 
of  Common  Fleas,  cause  was  show  against  it  in 
Trinity  Term,  and  the  same  was  discharged  and 
judgment  given  for  the  plaintiff  for  the  full  amount 
of  his  claim  with  interest. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas 
proceeded  upon  the  principle  that,  according 
to  the  true  construction  Qt  the  charter-party, 
the  prepaid  moiety  of  the  freight  was  to  be 
taken  in  payment  of  the  freight  upon  the  saved 
part  of  the  cargo,  in  which  case  the  latter 
would  be  satisfied,  and  there  would  be  a  total 
loss  of  the  other  moiety  of  the  freight  to  the  ship- 
owner :  and  the  question  we  have  to  determine  is, 
whether  that  judgment  is  correct. 

It  may  be  observed,  in  the  first  place,  that  the 
effect  of  that  judgment  is,  that  the  charterer,  while 
setting  off  the  whole  of  the  prepaid  moiety  of  the 
freight  against  the  freight  on  the  saved  moiety  of 
the  cargo,  is  at  the  same  time  entitled  to  recover 
a  moiety  of  what  he  so  paid  in  advance  from  his 
own  underwriters,  and  will  thus  obtain  for  him- 
self at  the  expense  of  the  shipowner  or  his  under- 
writers, a  bonus  or  profit  of  1^  a  ton  in  respect  of 
the  ooal  lost  over  and  above  the  value  of  such  coal. 
It  is,  I  think,  impossible  not  to  suspect  some  error 
in  a  judgment  wnich  has  led  to  a  result  so  strange 
and  inequitable.  It  was  said,  indeed,  in  argument 
before  us,  that  this  startling  result  arises  from  the 
mode  in  which  the  charterer  effected  his  insurance, 
and  that  the  apparent  anomaly  would  not  have 
existed  if  valued  policies  had  not  been  allowed  by 
our  law,  and  the  charterer  had  effected  an  insu- 
rance simply  on  the  prepaid  moiety  of  the  freight; 
but  I  cannot  concur  in  this  view,  for  suppose  he 
had  insured  separately  the  prepaid  moiety  of  the 
freight  in  identical  terms  with  the  insurance 
effected  by  the  shipowner  in  respect  of  the  other 
moiety  of  the  freight,  the  underwriters  of  the  last 
mentioned  moiety  would,accordingto  the  principle 
of  the  judgment,  have  borne  the  whole  loss,  and 
the  other  underwriters  nothing  ;  a  result  which 
appears  to  me  equally  strange  and  inequitable  as 
the  former.  ^  I  venture,  however,  with  great  de- 
ference, to  think  that  the  assumption  upon  which 
the  judgment  proceeds  is  erroneous,  and  that  the 
prepayment  of  a  moiety  of  the  freight  ought  not 
in  this  case  to  be  taken  as  a  payment  on  account  of 
the  freight  actually  earned  by  delivery  of  the  cargo, 
but  on  account  of  what  might  contingently  be 
earned  in  respect  of  the  whole  cargo. 

No  doubt  it  might  have  been  stipulated,  as  it  fre- 
quently and  perhaps  generally  is  m  practice  stipu- 
lated, that  the  prepayment  of  freight  should  be 
taken  as  a  payment  on  account  of  freight  actually 
earned ;  but  in  the  oharter*party  in  question  there  is 
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po  express prQviBioii  to  that  effc^t^aiul  I  am  of  opi- 
pion  that ther^ar^  ^officiput  iodio^tioDB  tq  he  foap4 
in  it  that  ^b  was  no^  ao  iuteDd(^d  bj  tbe  partieSf 
Freight  {s  by  t^ej  pl^art^r-party  to  be  paid  after 
the  rate  of  42«i  per  ton  on.  tl^p  qoantitj  deliyered, 
and  sQch  freight  ^  to  b^  paid  oj;i^  ha^f  in  cash,  on 
eiffning  bills  of  lading,  with  certain  deductions, 
and  the  ^emai^ider  on  tbe  delivery  of  the  cargo. 
Now  all  this^  proceeds  upon  the  assumption  that 
the  whole  freight  will  be  earned,  .and  <loes  not  con- 
template or  provide  for  tl;ie  case  of  a  loss  either 
total  or  partial.  It  is  clear  that  the  half  to  be 
prepaid  must  be  calculated  on  the  whole  cargo, 
without  reference  to  possible  loss,  and,  as  it  is  adr 
mitted  on  all  ban^s*  that>accordipgto  Eogliah  law, 
however  much  it  may  be  disapproved  of  by  high 
authority,  no  part  pf  such  prepayment  could  be  re- 
covered back'in  any  event,  it  appears  to  me  that  the 
most  reasonable  constructionof  the  charter-party 
is  to  hold  that  for  all  pujrpQses  the  prepayment 
should  be  taken  as  made  in  respect  of  ,tbe  whole 
cargo,  and,  consequently,  in  the  event  which  has 
happiened,  distributable  between  the  part  lost  and 
the  part  saved.  This  view  of  the  case  appears  to 
be  strengthened  by  the  deduction  .allowed  for  in- 
surance, which  denotes,  according  to.Ijord  Selbome 
in  Tfatson  and  Co.  (apps.)  v.  ShanJdand  (resp.)  (cmte, 
p..  115 ;  29  Xi.T.  Rep.  N.  &  349 ;  L.  Eep.  2  H.  of  h-  So. 
Ap.  304-)  (which  in  other  respects  has  not,  I  think, 
any  material  bearing  on  tbe  present  case),  that  ^t  was 
in  the  contemplation  of  both .  parties  th^it  each 
should  bear  the  risk  of  or  insure  for  one  moiety,  of 
the  freight,  ^is  coni^truction,  too,  has  at  least  the 
merit  of  doing  complete  justice  between  the  parties 
in  every  event.  In  the  actual  case  before  us,  the 
result  will  be  that  the  charterer  will  have  to  pay 
to  the  shipowner,  to  the  relief  of  the  latter's  un- 
der^writers,  one  moiety  of  tbe  freight  upon  the 
cargo  eayed,  and  be  recompeneed  for  the  same  out 
of  the  moneys  received  on  his  own  policy,  which 
virtually  oovers  freight  as  well  as  cargo.  If,  on 
the  other  h^id,  the  shipowner  and  charterer  bad 
each,  insured  for  the  value  of  moiety  of  the  freight, 
the  loss  would  have  fallen,  as  in  justice- it  ought, 
equally  between  the  respective  underwriters.  Or, 
lastly,  if  peith^  had  insured,  or,  in  other  words, 
if  .eacb  had  been  his  own  insurer*  each  would  have 
borne  a  moiety  of  the  loss,  which  again  would  be 
C[uite  just,  inasmuch  as  the  premium  of  insurance 
in  resi^ct  to  the  charterer's  moiety  was  allowed  to 
him  out  of  the  prepayvient  of  freight. 

For  these  reasons  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  plain- 
tiff was  "not  entitled  to  recover  from  the  def endcmts 
as  for  a  totfil  loss,  and,  it  being  admitted  that  in 
that  case  t^he  defendants  have  paid  into  oourt  all 
^hat  is,  due  from  them,  I  tlunk  that  the  judg- 
ment of  the  court  below  ought  to  be  reversed,  and 
the  rule  to  enter  a  verdict  for  the  defendants  made 
absolute. 

.  Oleasby,  B.  (delivering  the  judgment  of  himself 
and  Pollock,  B.)— In  this  case  the  phintff.a  ship- 
ownjsr,  claimed  a  total  loss  upon  valued  policies  on 
freight,  the  voyage  being  from  Greenock  to  Bom- 
bay. The  defendants  paid  into  court  half  thp 
amount.  The  plaintiff  alleged  that  he  had  insured 
the  freight  which  he  was  to  receive  at  tho; termi- 
nation of  the  voyage,  and  that,  in  consequence 
of  the  perils  insured  against  he  was  entitled'  to 
receive  none,  th6re  was  a  total  loss.  The  defen- 
dants contended*  that,  in  the  events  which  had 
happened,  the  plaintlS  was  entitled  to  receiye,  at 
the  termination  of  the  voyage»<half  the  freight 


insured,  so  that  there  was  a  partial  loss  os^j. 
Thus  the  subject  of  dii^pute  betwo^  the  parties, 
viz.,  t)ie  right  to  fr^i^htat  the .  termipation  ,  of  the 
voyage,  un4er  the  circumsti^ices;,  depende4  upon 
the  proper  const];'uction  of  the  charter-party,  which 
was  adnaittted  to  be  the  only  question  raisei|.  ip  the 
case,  and  was  the  only  one  argued  before  as. 

[The  learped  judge  recapitulated  the  leading 
terms  of  the  charter-party  and  the  facts,  with  dates^ 
and  proceeded  :]  The  question  is.  Was  the  captain 
bound  to  deliver  the  cc^rgo  which  arrived  free  of 
freight  beyond  that  already  paid,  or  could  he  have 
insisted  upon  payment  of  the  one  half  freight  upon 
the  quantity  delivered  P 

There  is  nothing  unusual  in  the  terms  of  this 
charter-party.  It  is  ouite  common  for  the  ship- 
owner to  be  put  in  lunds  by  a  prepayment  of 
freight,  although,  properly  speaking,  freight  is 
what  is  earned  by  the  carriage  of  goods  to  their 
destination,  and  when  that  is  done  the  deduc- 
tions madci  in  the  present  case  are  intended  to 
put  tbe  shipowner  in  \hf^  same  position  as  if 
the  freight  bad  been  paid  at  the  end  of  the 
"^oyagq,  the  first  deduction  being  interest  for  the 
estimated  duration  of  the  voyage,, of  four  month«t 
which  thei  owner  gained  by  the  prepavmezxt ;  the 
second  the  amount  of  insurance  which  he  saved  by 
having  the  paypient  actually  made,  apd  np  lon^r 
subject  to  risk  requiring  insurance ;  and  the  thirds 
the  consignment  commission,  or  the  commission 
which  he  would  have  to  pay  to  the  broker  to  whom 
the  ship  was  consigned  ^t  the  other  end  for  col- 
looting  the  freight. .  All  this  is  only  a  mode  of 
calculating  the  amount  to  be  paid  for  one  half  the 
freight,  and  clearly  imposes  no  obligation  upon  the 
charterer.  According  to  the  law  of  Eoffland,  a 
payment  made  in  advance  on  account  of  freight 
caapot  be  recovered  back  in  the  event  of  the  goods 
being  lost  and  incapable  of  delivery.  This  mast 
be  considered  as  settled,  having  been  decided  as 
long  ago  as  1683,  and  not  departed  from  since, 
though  Oockburn,  O.J.,  has  expressed  a  wish 
that  the  law  was  otherwise,.and  in  conformity  with 
the  law  of  most  other  countries :  (see  Byrne  v. 
Schiller,  anle,  vol.  l.p.  Ill;  23  L.T.Kep.N.  S.741; 
L.  Hep.  6  Ex.  325.)  And  the  consequence  is, 
that  the  amount  so  prepaid  for  freight  is-  .no 
longer  at  the  risk  of  theshipowner,  but  at.  the 
risk  of  the  charterer, -and  he  has  an  insurable  in- 
terest which  he  may,  if  he  thinks  proper,  insure 
as  a  part  of  his  insurance  on  the  cargo  or  other- 
wise. '  But  whether  he  does  or  not  can  make  no 
difEerenoe  as  to  the  freight  which  becomes  payable 
upon  the  shipowner,  being  ready  to  deliver  at  Uie 
port  of  destination.  If  there  had  been  a  charter  in 
the  present  case  without  any  clause  for  prepay- 
ment of  one  half,  and  the  goods  had  been  pat  on 
board  and  half  lost,  what  would  have  been  the 
freight  payable  P  Undoubtedly  freight  at  the 
stipulated  rate  upon  the  half  cargo  carried  to  its 
destination. 

The  meaninfli^  of  the  word  "  freight "  must  be 
tlie  same,  in  my  opinion,  whether  there  be  a 
prepayment  or  not,  and  thus  in  the  present  case 
all  the  freight  which  became  payable  was  the 
one  half  which  bad  already  been  satisfied,  and  so 
the  other  half  which  was  insured  was  totaUy  lost. 
And  this  is  the  meaning  of  the  word  "  freight  " 
expressed  in  the  charter-party — "  freight  to  be  piud 
upon  unloading  and  •  right  delivery  of  the  cargo 
at  and  after  the  rate  of  42^.  per  ton  upon  the 
•  quantity  delivered*** 
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Some  confuBion  is  introduoed  into  the  case  by 
ihe  ciroumstaDoes  thaw  the  payment  to  be  made 
is  of  one  half  of  the  freight,  and  this  gives  rise 
to  the  idea  that  there  is  afterwards  a  joint  risk  in 
the  whole  freight,  whereas  it  is  in  reality  a  case 
of  debtor  and  creditor,  and  not  of  joint  risk 
and  a  payment  of  a  sum  on  aocoant  of  freight  to 
be  earned  and  fixed  by  agreement  of  the  parties 
at  half  the  estimated  freight.  Bat,  to  get  rid  of 
this  sonroe  of  error,  suppose  that  the  payment  was 
of  lOOOf.  on  aooonnt  of  freight.  The  o^ner  woald 
make  certain  deductions  on  account  of  the  earlier 
fMid  sure  paym^it,  and,  reoeiying  the  balance,  which 
might  be  950L,  would  give  a  receipt  for  lOOOL  on 
aooonnt  of  freight  (as  he  has  in  the  present  case 
for2286Z.  18«.)  Upon  the  arrival  of  the  ship,  it  mast 
appear  that  the  freight  earped  came  to  1500L  The 
charterer  gets  tjbe  full  benefit  of  the  lOOOL  paid, 
and  pays  the  balance  500L  If  he  hasinsured  his  pre- 
paid freight  for  lOOpZ.,  he  can  be  entitled  to  receive 
nothing,  because  he  has  lost  nothing  .by  perils,  but 
had  the  fall  benefit  of  l^s  prepayment.  If  the 
^ight  due  on  the  arrival  of  tbe  ship  had  been 
750Z.  horn  cargo  beim;  lost  to  a  larger  amount,  he 
would  have  tbe  benefit  of  his  prepayment  to  the 
extent  of  750L,  and  would  be  entitled  to  receive 
tbe  250Z.  lost  from  the  underwriters  as  a  partial 
loss.  The  case  here  is  the  same.  There  is  a  re- 
ceipt for  22861. 18«.,  the  amount  of  half  the  esti- 
mated freight.  It  is  still  a  payment  on  account  of 
freight,  and  Be  Mattos  was  entitled  to  and  had 
the  full  benefit  of  it. 

I  will  only  add  upon  this  part  of  the  case, 
tiiat  tl»  error  (if  I  may  be  allowed  the  expression) 
is  in  concluding  that  because  the  shipowner 
and  charterer  are  each  interested  in  one  half 
of  the  freight,  therefore  their  interest  in  the 
whole  is  the  same.  But  that  is  not  the  casd, 
because,  indep^dent  of  the  equality  of  amount, 
there  is  a  priority  of  payment.  The  prepayment 
should  satisfy  that  which  was  first  earned  to  the 
amdunt  of  the  prepayment.  It  is  like  the  case  of  a 
mortg^e  for  20001.,  to  which  t#o  persons  are  en- 
titled in  halves,  but  one  not  to  be  paid  olE  in  pre- 
ference to  the  other,  so  that  if  the  security  is  insuffi- 
cient, the  part  only  should  be  paid.  Each  is  in- 
terested to  the  same  extent  by  half,  but  they  hav^ 
not  the  same  interest  in  the  whole. 

The  learned  counsel  for  the  defendants  relied 
very  much,  in  the  course  of  his  argument,  upon  the 
deduction  o(  tho  $ve  per  ceu6.  for  insurance.of  the 
half  freight,  whiph  he  repeatedly  described  as 
money  paid  to  the  charterer,  to  be  applied  for  that 
purpose!  so  as  to  give  the  shipowner  an  itit^restin 
its  being  so  applied,  and  make  the  insurance 
accrue  to  his  benefit.  But  this  appears  to  us 
to  be  a  mistaken  view  of  that  deduction,  which 
is  in  reality  only  a  mode  of  arriving  at  an 
equivalent  for  what  the  shipowner  would  re- 
ceive at  the  end  of  the  voyage,  and  placing 
the  charterer  in  the  same  position  as  the  ship- 
owner would  have  been  in  as  regards  inSuraboe, 
and  with  the  same  option  to  insure  or  not.  The 
learned  counsel  also  relied  very  much  upon  the 
obvious  gain  to  the  charterer,  if  he  insured  his 
cargo  at  a  value  increated  b^  the  prepayment,  in 
the  event  which  happened,  viz.,  of  one  half  being 
lost  by  the  perils.  It  was  said  that  he  would  be 
repaid  one  half  of  his  advance  by  the  underwriters 
OQ  the  goods,  and  then  have  got  the  one  half  of 
bis  goods  delivered  free  of  freight;  and  sd  have  the 
ben^t  of  tbe  whole  advance.    This  was  explained 


by  the  learned  counsel  for  the  defendants,  but  not 
so  fully  as  it  might  have  been,  probably  because 
he  thought  the  matter  t^pp  cl^ar  to,  nej^  farther 
explan^ition.  It  is  apcoAuted  for  in  tius  way. ,  Xi 
the  charteir^r  hfiA  insuped  his  reatinter^t  at  riski 
viz.,  tbo'pJ^P&id  freight,  2268L,  then,  if  at  the  end 
of  the  voyage  the  freight  payable  had  amounted 
only  to  that  sum,  h&  would  have  had  the  full  benefit 
of  the  payipent  m^da  i^  disc^hfurge  of  the  freight, 
and  would  of  course  ihaye  rpcov/ered  nothingfUndar 
his  policy,  and  no.  profit  could  have.beea  made. 
But  by  means  of  a  vs^ued  policy  on  the  goods  in 
which  the  value  of  the  goods  is  increased  by  the 
amount  of  prepaid  ^eigUt,  this  falsebpod  (as  it 
may  be  called)  is  iptroduced,  viz.,  that  all  the  goods 
are  supposed  to  be  so  increased  in  value,  whereas 
in  reality  those  only  are  increased  in  value  which 
arrive  at  their  destination  y  ai^d  thus,  if  any  be 
lost,  the  cb«ArteriBr  i^ecoyers  na&  upon  the  real 
value,, btit  ^pon  that  v,^ui&  inccea^d;  by  .the  pro- 
portions of  ^eigbjb,  and  he  so  makes  a  .prpfit  by 
insaring  tiae  goods  beyond  their  vahio.  He  may 
do  this  in  any  case  by  insuring  beyond  ^he  'value, 
if  the  underwriters  agree  to  it,  and  they  ^m^ot 
object  to  it  because  they  get  paid  tt^  prem^ui^  ia 
proportion.  .  This  is  the  explanation  of  the  proBt 
made  by  Mr.  De  Mattes,  viz.,  that  the  goods  lost 
were  insured  beyond  their  value,  so  as  to  secure  a 
profit  instead  of  a  mere  indemnity. 

We  cannot  depart, from, the  settled  meaning  of 
the  word  **  freight,"  and  the  meaning  expressly 
given  to  it  in  this  oharter-party,  viz.,  the  amount>to 
be  paid  at  the  end  of  the  voyage  for  what  is  ready 
for  delivery  at  the  stipulated  rate.  This  had  been 
wholly  satisfied  by  the  advance  made,,  and  90  tbe 
shipowner  was  entitled  to'  receive  no  more,  fmd 
the  captain  was  right  in  delivering  the  half  cargo 
free  of  freight. 

The  case  of  Watson  and  Oo,  v.  Shankldnd  {ante, 
p.  X15 ;  29  L.  T.  Rep.  N.  S.  349;  L.'  Rep.,2  H.  of  L. 
Sq.  App,  304)>  was  referreid  to  on,  the  argun^ent  by 
Mr.  Benjamin.  In  that  case  a  question  of  Sootch 
law  arose  upon  a  charter  in  similar  terms  to  the 
present,  and  the  question  was,  whether  a  sum  paid 
on  account  of  freight  cou]d«  \ipon  a  loss  of  the 
cargo,  be.  recoyered.  The  argument  appfars ,  to 
have  been,  that  acqordiog  to  Scotch  law  it  must 
be  to^en  to  be  not  a  prepayment  of  freight  pro- 
perly so'called,  but  an  advaaceon  account  of  freight. 
The  judgment  of  the  house  of  Loords  was,  that  it 
was  uaneoessary  to  decide  whether  U*  was  a  pre- 
payment or  an  advance,  because,  assuming  for. the 
sake  of  argament  that  it  was  not  a  prepayment, 
but  an  advance,  still  it  cpuldnot  be  recovered  back 
by  reason  of  the  neglect  to  insure*  And  upon^he 
assumption  that  it  was  not  a  prepayment  but  an 
advance,  it  waeinecess^ry  ta  account  for  thededuc-« 
tion  Mid  give  some^' meaning,  and  the  meaning 
given  would  be  an  improper  one  iC  it  was  founded 
upon  the  assumption,,  ar^umdrt^i  can9d,  unless  the 
assumption  agreed  with  the  real  fact.  In  the  pre- 
sent caso  we  know  that  the  oommission  deducted 
was  not  upon  the  assumption  referred  tOy  but  upon 
the  fact  of  prepayment,  and  that  it  was  not  in 
reality  what  was  suggested  in  that  case,  but  was, 
as  it  is  called  in  the  receipt,  consignment  commls^ 
sion,.  which  is  saved  by  the  prepayment.  The 
result  is,  that  the  freight  which  was  insured  was 
wholly  lost  by  the  perils,  and  the  judgment  of  the 
court  below,  which  is  founded  upon  that  conclu- 
sion, must  in  our  opinion  be  a^rmed. 

I  beg  to  add  one  other  remark  upon  the  ooAstruc- 
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tion  of  this  oontraofc.  Oharter-parties  containiiii^ 
provisioDB  for  pTepayment,  or  advances  to  the 
masters  with  the  same  effect  as  prepayment,  have 
been  nsual  as  long  as  I  remember,  and  it  is  not  too 
mnoh  to  say  that  thousands  of  each  charters  have 
been  effected  npon  which  the  captains  of  vessels 
have  acted  in  all  parts  of  the  world,  with  the  re- 
sponsibility of  delivering  or  refusing  to  deliver  the 
cargoes;  and  in  order  to  discharge  their  duty, 
they  must  have  made  themselves  more  or  less 
acquainted  with  the  effect  of  prepayment.  And 
thoir  duty  onght  to  be  a  plain  one,  and  not 
depend  npon  nice  distinctions,  and  it  is  a  plain 
one  if  they  have  to  consider  only  what  is  the 
freight  earned  and  what  amount  has  been 
prepaid.  In  the  present  case  there  appears  to 
nave  been  no  question  between  the  shipowner 
and  the  charterer  as  to  the  proper  mode  of  per- 
forming the  contract.  The  captain  delivered  the 
goods  free  of  freight,  because  a  sum  of  money 
equal  to  the  freight  earned  had  been  paid.  But  a 
third  party,  the  present  defendants,  now  say  that 
the  captain  was  so  ignorant  of  his  rights  as  to  have 
delivered  goods  free  of  freight  when  he  had  a  claim 
of  10002.  It  would  be  strange,  and  he  may  have 
acted  in  ignorance  of  the  proper  effect  of  the 
agreement.  I  could  not  properly  construe  an 
agreement,  especially  in  a  court  of  error,  by  what 
the  partibs  understood  to  be  the  effect  of  it,  but  I 
must  say  my  own  clear  view  of  the  legal  effect  of 
an  agreement  in  common  use  is  confirmed  by  find- 
ing that  the  parties  to  it,  who  may  be  taken  to  be 
well  acquainted  with  such  agreements,  acted  in 
conformity  with  that  view. 

Mellob,  J. — The  plaintiff  was  the  owner  of  the 
ship  Merchant  Frince,  and  the  defendants  are  an 
insurance  company.  The  action  is  brought  to 
recover  against  the  defendants,  as  for  a  total  loss, 
on  sevend  policies  of  assurance  effected  by  the 
plaintiff  with  the  defendants,  on  freight  valued  at 
20001.,  and  if,  under  the  circumstances  of  the  case, 
the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover  as  for  a  total 
loss,  the  judgment  of  the  court  below  must  be 
affirmed ;  but  if  the  loss  is  to  be  considered  as  a 
partial  loss  only,  the  defendants  have  paid  into 
court  sufficient  to  cover  such  partial  loss,  and  the 
judgment  of  the  court  below  must  be  reversed.^ 

The  facts  are  singularly  few,  and  the  question 
turns  entirely  on  the  true  construction  of  a 
charter-party,  dated  the  7th  March  1867,  made 
between  the  plaintiff  and  one  W.  N.  De  Mattos. 
[Terms  of  charter-party,  &c,  recapitulated.] 

It  was  admitted,  on  the  argument  before  us,  that 
the  question  turned  upon  the  proper  oonstruction 
of  the  charter-party,  and  the  payment  of  one  half 
freight  in  advance  on  the  signing  of  bills  of  lading. 
It  was  contended  for  the  plaintiff  that  the  freight, 
being  made  payable  on  unloading  and  right  delivery 
of  the  cargo,  at  and  after  the  rate  of  42«.  per  ton, 
was  a  mere  mode  of  estimating  the  total  freight, 
and  that  the  words  such  freight  is  to  be  paid, 
"  say  one  half  in  cash  on  signing  bills  of  lading, 
less  four  months'  interest,"  &o.,  secured  as  a  pay- 
ment of  the  total  freight,  and  assuming  the  total 
freight  to  which  he  would  have  been  entitled  on 
unloading  and  right  delivery  at  Bombay  to  be 
4000Z.  in  round  numbers,  he  had  only  received 
2000Z.,  and  was  entitled  to  claim  from  the  defen- 
dants for  the  residue,  as  representing  his  loss  by 
the  perils  insured  against.  I  cannot  accede  to 
that  view  of  the  case,  and  I  do  not  think  such  is 
the  true  effect  of  the  charter-party.    The  agree- 


ment that  the  freight  waa  to  be  paid  on  unloading 
and  right  delivery  of  the  cargo,  at  and  after  the 
rate  of  42«.  per  ton  of  20cwt.  on  the  quantity  deli- 
vcFBd,  is  followed  by  a  stipulation  that  such  freight 
"  was  to  be  paid,  say  one  half  in  cash  on  signing 
bills  of  lading,  less  four  months'  interest  at  bank 
rate,  but  not  less  than  five  per  cent,  per  annum,  five 
per  cent,  for  insurance,  and  2^  on  gross  amount  of 
freight  in  lieu  of  consignment*  commission  at  Bom- 
bay, and  the  remainder  on  right  delivery  of  the 
cargo,"  4&C.  Not  only,  tlierbfore,  was  one  half  of 
such  freight  to  be  paid  in  case  on  signing  bills  of 
lading,  but  there  was  a  deduction  ol  five  per  cent 
for  insurance  in  respect  of  the  amount  paid  in 
advance.  And  the  charterer  did  accordingly,  on 
the  20th  Aug.  1867,  effect  an  insurance  "on 2178 
tons  of  coal,  and  increased  value  thereof,  by  pre- 
payment of  freight,  valued  at  45001."  It  was 
agreed  on  all  hands  that  no  part  of  the  freight  so 
paid  in  advance  could  ever  thereafter  be  recovered 
back  from  the  plaintiff  by  the  charterer,  and,  con- 
sequently, the  sea  risk  of  so  much  of  the  freight  as 
was  paid  in  advance  was  transferred  from  the 
plaintiff  to  the  charterer.  It  seems  to  me  that  the 
effect  of  the  contention  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff 
must  be  that  the  payment  in  advance  was  really  a 
payment  of  the  freight  upon  one  half  of  the  cargo, 
leaving  the  freight  on  the  other  half  of  the  cargo 
to  be  paid  on  ricbt  delivery.  The  agreed  freight 
was  to  be  at  and  after  the  rate  of  428.  per  ton  on 
the  quantity  delivered,  but  there  is  nothing  by 
which  half  the  cargo  can  be  separated  from  the 
remainder,  and  ear-marked  as  the  portion  in  re- 
spect of  which  the  freight  was  paid  in  advance. 
The  whole  cargo  was  insured  by  the  charterer  as 
made  more  valuable  by  the  prepayment  of  half 
freight  in  advance,  and  it  appears  to  me  that  under 
the  words,  *'  at  and  after  the  rate  of  42«.  per  ton 
on  the  quantity  delivered,"  both  the  freight  and 
payment  must  be  distributed  over  the  entire 
cargo,  and  that  the  payment  in  advance  was  equi- 
valent to  the  payment  of  11,  Is,  on  every  ton  of  the 
cargo,  so  as  to  reduce  the  amount  of  the  freight 
payable  by  the  charterer  on  delivery  to  the  like 
sum  per  ton. 

I  cannot  agree  that  the  true  mode  of  estimating 
the  loss  sustained  by  the  plaintiff  is  to  lump  the 
freight  at,  say  4000Z.  for  the  voyage,  and  seeing 
that,  inasmuch  as  he  received  payment  in  advance 
of  20001.  only,  that,  therefore,  his  loss  is  the 
difference  between  that  sum  and  40002.  I  think 
that  he  lost  by  the  perils  of  the  sea  17.  Is.  upon 
all  the  coals  that  were  lost,  and  became  inca- 
pable of  delivering  by  reason  of  such  perils,  and 
that,  under  the  circumstances,  it  constituted  a 

Cartial  loss  only,  and  that  he  was  only  entitled  to 
e  indemnified  by  the  defendants  to  that  extent. 
And  as  the  amount  paid  into  court  oovers  that 
loss,  the  defendant  is  entitled  to  succeed,  and  the 
judgment  of  the  court  below  ought  to  be  reversed. 
OocKBUKN,  C.J. — I  concur  in  the  conclusion  of 
my  brothers  Mellor  and  Amphlett  in  this  case. 

The  facts  are  simple.  The  plaintiff  claims  for  a 
total  loss  on  a  policy  of  insuranoe  on  freight  to  be 
earned  on  a  voyage  of  the  ship,  the  Merehawt 
Prince,  from  Greenock  to  Bombay.  If,  according 
to  the  terms  of  the  charter-party,  the  plaintiff,  as 
between  himself  and  the  charterer  of  the  ship,  was, 
under  the  circumstances,  entitled  to  claim  a  por- 
tion of  the  freight,  he  cannot  recover  on  a  claim 
for  a  total  loss.  The  question  turns,  therefore,  on 
his  right  under  the  charter-party ;  in  other  words 
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on  the  troe  oonfltmodon  of  the  cbarfcer-party 
[Tenns  of  the  diarter-p&rty  reoapitnlatecL]  Bills 
of  kding  were  signed  by  the  captain  for  a  certain 
amoont  of  ooals,  and  a  som  was  therenpon  paid  by 
ihe  obarter  to  the  owner,  calonlated  to  amount 
to  one  half  of  the  freight  so  as  to  satisfy  the  sti- 
palation  of  the  charter-party.  A  portion  of  the 
cMgo  was  lost  on  the  voyage  by  the  perils  in- 
Borod  against.  The  remaining  portion  was  deli- 
yered  up  by  the  captain  on  the  completion  of  the 
▼oyage  to  the  consignees  of  the  charterer,  without 
soy  ferther  demand  of  freight,  on  the  assumption 
that  Uie  freight  was  only  demandable  in  respect  of 
the  portion  actually  delivered,  and  that  such  freight 
was  satisfied  by  the  amount  paid  in  advance  on 
account  of  freight.  But  the  insurers  are  not  bound 
bv  the  acauiescence  of  the  shipowner  in  this  view 
of  his  rights,  and  if  the  shipowner  was  entitled  in 
point  of  lavr  on  the  true  construction  of  the  charter- 
party  to  claim  additional  freight,  the  insurer  is 
justified  in  insisting  that  there  has  not  been  a  total 
loss  of  freight ;  and  if  this  contention  is  right,  the 
loss  can  only  be  a  partial  loss,  in  which  case,  there 
having  been  a  payment  into  court  as  on  a  partial 
loss,  the  defendants  will  be  entitled  to  our  judg- 
ment. 

The  question  depends  on  whether  the  remainder 
of  the  freight  being  payable  on  the  right  delivery 
of  the  cargo,  the  portion  of  the  freight  paid 
in  advance  can  be  appropriated  to  the  amount 
of  cargo  actually  delivered,  or  whether  the  amount 
BO  prepaid  must  be  considered  as  paid  in  respect  of 
the  entire  cargo  and  distributed  over  the  whole 
cargo,  including  the  part  of  it  which  was  lost,  as 
well  as  the  part  delivered.  It  appears  to  me  that 
this  question  must  be  considered  irrespectively  of 
the  insurance  which  the  shipowner  or  the  char- 
terers may  have  effected  for  tbe  protection  of  their 
actual  or  supposed  interests;  in  other  words, 
according  to  the  terms  of  the  charter-party, 
and  the  rights  and  liabilities  of  the  parties 
an  thereby  created.  Now  I  cannot  but  sup- 
pose that,  on  a  charter-party  of  this  description, 
a  payment  of  freight  in  advance,  which,  by 
tbe  English  law,  in  case  of  the  loss  of  the  cargo, 
cannot  be  recovered  back,  presupposes  in  the  con- 
templation of  the  parties,  a  delivery  of  the  entire 
cargo,  and  is  paid  in  respect  of  the  entire  cargo, 
and  is  therefore  distributable  over  the  entire  cargo ; 
for  which  reason  it  is  not,  as  it  appears  to  me, 
competent  to  the  owner  of  the  cargo  to  appropriate 
the  whole  of  the  amount  prepaid  to  that  portion  of 
the  cargo  which  is  actually  delivered,  and  he  can 
only  have  the  benefit  of  each  prepayment  pro 
raid  on  the  cargo  delivered. 

On  this  short  ground  I  am  of  opinion  that  one 
half  of  the  freight  remained  payable  on  the  cargo 
delivered,  and  that,  consequently,  there  was  no 
total  loss,  so  that  the  claim  of  the  plaintiff,  as  for 
a  total  loss,  fails. 

Pollock,  B.  concurred  in  the  judgment  of 
Gleasby,  B.  Judgment  reversed. 

Attorney  for  the  plaintiff,  Nash, 

Attorneys  for  defendants,  Argles  and  Bawlins, 
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Beported  by  J.  P.  Asfivall,  Eiq.,  Barrister-at-Law. 

Saiurday,  May  9, 1874. 

The  Kacer. 

Sdlvage^PHotage— Ambiguous  signal— Interpreta' 

tion-^OondUion  of  vessel,  ^ 
Where  a  vessel  makes  an  ambiguous  signaU  it  will 
he  construed  by  the  Oourt  of  Admiralty  according 
to  the  condition  of  the  vessel  when  boarded ;  if 
she  is  damaged  and  is  in  need  of  wsistance,  the 
signal  wiU  he  treated  as  signal  for  assistance^ 
and  tjhose  answering  it  as  salvors;  if  she  is  not 
damaged  and  wants  only  a  pilot,  the  signal  will 
be  treated  as  a  signal  for  apUot  only. 
Tins  was  a  cause  of  salvage  instituted  on  behalf  of 
the  owner,  master,  and  crew  of  the  Ingeer  Stag,  of 
Dover,  against  the  schooner  Eacer,  her   tackle, 
apparel,  and  furniture,  and  the  cargo  now  or  lately 
laden  tboreon,  and  the  freight  doe  for  the  trans- 
portation thereof,  and  against  the  owners  of  the 
said  schooner,  her   cargo  and  freight,  and  their 
bail  intervening. 
Tbe  petition,  which  sets  out  the  facts  of  the 

case,  was  as  follows : 

1.  The  8t€ig  ia  a  logger  belonging  to  the  port  of  Dover, 
of  about  16  tons  boildera'  measarement,  and  of  the  value 
of  1701. :  on  the  oooailon  hereinafter  mentioned  she  waa 
manned  by  a  orew  of  five  hands  all  told. 

2.  About  7  a.m.  on  the  20th  Jan.  1874,  the  Stag  waa 
cmiaing  between  Sandgate  and  Folkestone ;  the  wind  at 
the  time  waa  blowing  a  strong  gale  from  the  S.W.,  ao- 
oompanied  with  thick  driving  rain,  and  there  was  a  heavy 
sea.  Under  these  oiraamstancea  the  crew  of  the  Slag 
aighted  the  schooner  Racer,  the  vessel  proceeded  againat 
in  this  oanse ;  she  was  then  about  four  miles  from  and 
standing  in  towards  the  land  with  her  ensiga  flying  just 
above  her  topgallant  yard,  as  a  signal  for  assistanoe. 
Those  on  board  the  Stag  at  onoe  made  for  the  Batcer, 
and  about  8  a.m.  came  np  with  and  spoke  her.  The 
master  of  the  Ba^r  said  he  wanted  to  go  to  Dover,  and 
requested  some  of  the  logger's  crew  to  come  on  board. 
The  orew  of  the  logger  told  him  it  was  impossible  for 
them  to  board  where  they  then  were,  and  said  he  moat 
follow  in  toward  the  land  where  they  woold  make  ao 
attempt  to  do  so ;  accordingly  the  Stag,  follow  by  the 
Racer,  stood  in  toward  the  lama. 

3.  The  Racer,  at  thia  time,  had  lost  her  topsail,  main- 
sail,  and  main  boom,  her  boat  was  atoTC  in  and  nseleas, 
the  cooking  galley  washed  down,  her  bulwarks  started 
from  stem  to  stem,  and  part  of  her  steering  gear  had 
been  carried  away. 

4.  After  some  time  some  of  the  orew  of  the  Stag  ven- 
tored,  at  great  risk  to  their  lives,  into  the  logger's 
boat,  and  after  oonsiderable  diiBooUy  managed  to  get 
under  the  achooner'a  lee.  The  Racer  was  at  the  time 
rolling  nearly  gunwale  under;  the  waves  on  several 
oooasions,  nearly  threw  the  lugger's  boat  on  to  the 
achooner'a  deck  and  it  was  only  by  great  exertions  that 
the  men  in  the  boat  were  able  to  keep  her  clear.  After 
same  time  the  captain  of  the  Racer,  ohooaing  his  oppor- 
tunity, caught  hold  of  Henry  Landall,  oneof  the  lugger's 
men,  by  the  shoulders,  and  Landall  managed  to  get  on 
board.  When  Landall  got  on  board,  he  told  the  master 
of  the  Racer  to  get  his  tackle  and  hoist  the  boat  in,  or 
the  boat's  crew  could  not  possibly  get  on  board,  but 
while  the  master  of  the  Racer  was  getting  the  tackle 
ready  the  sea  was  such  that  it  was  found  impossible  to 
keep  the  lugger's  boat  near,  and  she  was  obliged  to  re- 
turn to  the  lugger.  In  getting  on  board  the  lugger,  the 
men  in  the  boat  ran  oonsiderable  risk,  and  in  securing 
the  boat  her  main  thwart  was  broken,  three  of  her  planks 
and  ber  gunwale  were  stove,  and  two  oars  were  lost. 
When  the  boat's  crew  had  succeeded  in  getting  on  board 
the  lugger,  she  bore  op  for  Dover,  and  arrived  there 
aboutila.m.  ^  ,,     _ 

5.  The  said  Henry  Landall  took  charge  of  tbe  Racer, 
He  found  only  one  seaman,  a  Portngoese,  aod  two 
coloured  boys  on  deck,  and  thereupon  asked  the  master 
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where  the  ovew  were.  The  mester  replied  that  they  were 
asleep ;  but  on  gcing  down  below,  the  eeid  Henry  Londall 
found  only  a  boy.  wno  was  lying  on  the  cabin  floor,  com- 
pletely disabled  from  a  severe  'injory  to  his  head,  having 
been  knocked  down  by  the  main  boom.  The  said  Henry 
Landall  also  learned  tliat  the  mate  of  the  vessel  had  been 
washed  overboard  and  drowned  in  the  oonrse  of  the  voyage. 

6.  Abont  11  a.m.  Henry  Landall  gave  orders  to  get 
ready,  and  assisted  himseu  to  dear  away  the  starboard 
anoher  and  chain.  He  then  made  for  Dover  under  fore- 
topmaBt-Bta;^8ail,  fore-trysail,  and  square  topsail,  the 
later  being  in  ribands.  All  the  other  sails  had  been 
blown  away ;  and  the  vessel  being  so  shorthanded,  and 
without  proper  sails,  Landall  bad  the  greatest  difiSoulty 
in  making  Dover  Harbour;  but  beinff  thoroughly  ac- 
quainted with  tbe  locality,  he  was  ent&led  to  steer  the 
Racer  through  the  broken  water  dose  to  the  Admiralty 
Pier  and  so  make  the  harbour.  The  master  of  the  Rarer 
was  utterly  unable  to  have  taken  tiie  vessel  in  himself, 
as  he  was  wholly  ignorant  of  the  set  of  the  tides  ana 
currents. 

7.  As  the  Racer  entered  the  harbour  she  was  boarded 
by  two  more  of  the  lugger's  ,'orew,  who,  with  Landall, 
took  her  through  the  Wellington  Bridge  gates,  and 
moored  her  in  safety. 

8.  It  is  always  a  matter  of  difficulty  to  make  Dover 
Harbour  with  a  south-westerly  gide,  and  the  difficulty 
was  on  this  oocasion  greatly  increased  by  the  strong 
flood  tide  which  was  running  tending  to  set  the  ship 
past  the  entrance,  and  also  by  the  vessel  being  short- 
handed  and  almost  crippled. 

9.  By  the  aforesaid  services,  which  were  promptly  and 
effidently  rendered,  the  Racer,  her  nargo  and  orew,  were 
rescued  from  a  position  of  considerable  dMigerand  placed 
in  perfect  safety.  In  her  then  condition,  if  she  had  failed 
to  make  the  harbour,  she  would  undoubtedly  have  been 
carried  out  into  the  North  Sea,  as  it  would  have  been 
imposdble  for  her  to  get  into  Bamsgate  or  any  other 
neighbouring  port. 

10.  In  rendering  the  aforesaid  services,  the  plaintiffs 
ran  condderable  ^isk  both  to  their  lives  and  property. 

11.  The  Racer  is  a  schooner  of  149  tons  register,  and 
was  bound  on  a  voyage  from  Bahia  to  London,  laden 
with  a  oargo  of  coffee.  The  value  of  the  ship  was  9502., 
and  her  cargo  and  freight  6000L 

The  aDBwer  filed  on  behalf  of  the  defendants 
was  as  follows : 

1.  On  the  morning  of  the  20th  Jan.  1874,  the  Racer, 
being  bound  on  a  voyage  from  Bahia  to  Antwerp,  was  off 
Folkestone,  and  as  she  reqnired  certain  repairs,  the 
master  determined  to  put  into  Dover,  and  accordingly 
made  the  ordinary  eignial  for  a  pilot. 

2.  Soon  afterwards  the  lugger  Stag  came  up  and  hailed 
the  Racer,  and  those  on  board  her,  on  being  faaformed 
that  the  master  of  the  Racer  wanted  a  pilot  for  Dover, 
offered  their  services  as  pUots. 

3.  The  wind  was  in  the  south-west,  with  a  fresh  breeze, 
and  there  was  some  sea.  The  Stag  and  the  Racer  stooa 
in  together  towards  the  land,  and  then  a  boat  from  the 
Stag  put  off  to  tbe  Racer ^  and  one  of  the  plaintiffs,  with 
no  serious  difficulty  or  nsk,  boarded  the  Racer  from  the 
boat. 

4.  The  said  plaintiff  then  proceeded  to  pilot  the  Racer 
into  Dover  Harbour.  The  Racer  had  suffered  certain 
damage,  but  there  was  no  difficulty  in  bringing  her  to 
the  harbour,  and  she  sailed  into  the  harbour  with  great 
ease.  The  steam  tug  of  the  harbour  was  at  hand,  and 
her  services  were  offered  to  the  master  of  the  Racer,  but 
the  master  of  the  Racer  declined  them  as  being,  as  they 
in  fact  were,  unnecessary.  Some  damage  had  been  done 
to  the  steering  gear  of  the  Racer,  but  that  .was  repaired 
before  the  said  plaintiff  came  onboard. 

5.  The  allegations  contained  in  articles  1,  8,  and  11  of 
the  petition  are  true,  except  that  the  Racer  was  bound 
to  Antwerp  and  not  to  London,  and  it  is  true,  as  stoted 
in  article  5  of  the  petition,  that  one  of  the  seamen  had 
been  disabled  from  a  severe  injury  to  his  head,  having 
been  knocked  down  by  the  main  boom,  and  that  the  mate 
of  the  Racer  had  been  washed  overboard  and  drowned  in 
the  oourse  of  the  voyage,  namdy,  on  the  3rd  Nov.  1878. 

6.  Save  as  hereinbefore  appears,  the  several  allega- 
tions contained  in  the  petition  are  untrue 

7.  The  service  rendered  by  the  plaintiffs  was  nothing 
more  than  pilotage  service  rendered  to  a  vessel  which 
had  suffered  some  damage. 


Tbe  plaintiff  filed  aconclasion  admitting  that 
the  Bacer  was  bound  for^Antwerp,  but  denying 
tbe  other  statements  in  the  answer,  except  so  far 
as  they  were  consistent  with  the  plaintiff's 
petition. 

Evidence  was  called  for  both  plaintiffs  and  de- 
fendants, and  it  resulted  in  substantially  establish- 
ing tbe  allegations  in  the  plaintiff's  petition. 

B,  E.  Webfter,  for  tbe  plaintiffs,  submitted  that 
on  the  facta  there  was  a  salvage  service  entitling 
the  plaintiffs  to  salvage  reward. 

W.  Q,  F,  Phillimore,  for  the  defendants. — On  the 
facts  it  is  dear  that  there  was  no  salvage  service. 
The  service  was  pilotage  to  a  damaged  ship 
entitling  the  plaintiffs  only  to  double  pilotage  and 
tbe  amount  of  damage  done  to  their  boat:  (The 
EfUerprise,  2  Hi^^g.fAdm.  B.ep.  178n.)  Tbe  signal 
was  r^dly  a  signal  for  pilot  and  not  for  salvage 
assistance.  At  any  rate  it  cannot  be  put  higher 
than  an  ambiguous  signal;  and  where  such  a  signal 
is  g^ven  the  question  whether  the  service  is  to  be 
considered  salvage  or  pilotage  most  be  judged  by 
the  result.  In  The  LiiUe  Joe  (Lush,  88),  the  salvors, 
who  went  out  to  a  vessel  hoisting  an  ambiguous 
signal,  recovered  no  remuneration,  because  they 
rendered  no  service.  Here  they  are  entitled  to 
pilotage  only,  as  they  have  rendered  only  pilotage 
service. 

B.  E.  Webster^  in  reply. — ^The  true  rule,  as  laid 
down  in  The  Little  Joe  (tibi  eup.)  and  other  oases, 
is,  that  an  ambiguous  signal  is  to  be  interpreted 
according  to  the  state  of  the  ship  at  the  time  it  is 
given,  u  the  ship  really  wants  no  more  than  a 
pilot,  she  is  liable  only  for  pilotage ;  but  if  her 
condition  is  such  that  she  requires  further  as- 
sistance, the  signal  is  to  be  read  as  a  signal  of 
distress.  The  EfUerprise  {uhi  sup.)  is  only  a  very 
short  report,  and  does  not  disclose  the  facts  upon 
which  it  was  decided.  In  The  Aztecs  (21  L.T.  Bep. 
N.  S.  797 ;  3  Mar.  Law.  Cas.  O.  S.  326),  it  was 
argued  that  because  the  salvors  rendered  assist- 
ance at  the  master's  request  to  a  vessel  damaged 
but  not  actually  in  distress  at  the  time  they 
boarded  her,  they  could  not  recover,  but  it  was 
held  that  it  was  impossible  to  get  rid  of  the  sal- 
vage character  of  the  service  when  they  had  once 
been  engaged  as  salvors.  The  Bomarsund  (Lash. 
77)  shows  that  the  condition  of  the  ship  to  whioh 
the  services  are  rendered  is  the  main  point  to  be 
considered  where  the  signal  is  ambiguous : 
The  Hedwig,QpuikB  Eoo.  A  Adm.  Bep.  21 ; 
The  Doeeeter,  10  Jur.  865. 

These  men  get  their  living  in  the  meritorioos 
occupation  of  rendering  assistance  to  vessels  in 
distress,  and  this  court  always  encourages  them 
and  does  not  criticise  their  acts  too  narrowly. 

Sir  B.  Phillimore. — ^The  first  question  which  I 
have  to  consider  is,  whether  the  service  rendered 
by  the  plaintiffs  was  purely  pilotage  or  partakes 
of  a  salvage  character. 

There  is  no  dispute  that  a  signal  was  made 
from  the  Bacer;  that  signal  was  a  Union  Jack 
with  a  portion  of  the  ensign  torn  away  and 
hoisted  above  her  topgallant*  yard.  This  signal, 
I  am  of  opinion  was  an  ambiguous  signal;  and 
my  predecessor,  veiy  early  in  the  exercise  of 
his  jurisdiction  in  this  court,  laid  down  a  rule — Ui 
which  I  think  he  always  adhered — as  to  the  cha- 
racter he  should  give  to  an  ambiguous  signal,  and 
the  interpretation  he  should  put  upon  services 
reddered  under  such  a  signal.  In  The  Hedwig 
(Spinks  Ecc.  &  Adm.  21),  Dr.  Lushington  said : 
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"Now  toe  vessel  having  sustained  damage*  and 
two  of  her  crew  having  received  considerable  in- 
jury, a  signal  was  hoisted ;  and,  according  to  the 
role  which  I  laid  down  on  a  former  occasion,  I  hold 
it  to  be  a  signal  for  assistance  and  not  for  a  pilot. 
Bat,  again,  what  was  the  nature  of  this  case  P  Was 
it  a  case  in  which  the  words  '  pilotage '  or  '  pilot ' 
could  with  safety  and  propriety  be  applied? 
Why,  the  vessel  was  thirty-five  miles  out  at  sea. 
There  are  no  pilots  to  be  found  there ;  that  is  out 
of  pilotage  ground  altogether.  It  is  true  the 
vessel  might  require  nothing  but  to  be  oonducted 
to  a  place  of  safety ;  but  that  is  not  pilotage,  it  is 
salvage  assistance."  And  in  the  note  to  that 
case,  there  are  these  words :  "  In  the  case  of  the 
Felix  (April  4),  the  court  said,  I  have  determined 
to  decide  the  questions  in  this  way :  if  a  vessel  is 
in  a  damaged  state  I  shall  determine  that  it  is  a 
signal  for  assistance,  because  the  vessel  wants  it ; 
bat  where  the  vessel  is  not  in  a  damaged  state,  and 
a  pilot  only  is  wanted,  I  shall  construe  it  to  be  a 
signal  for  a  pilor.  That  seems  oonsistent  with 
probability."  To  that  ruling  the  learned  judge 
substantially  adhered  in  subsequent  cases.  It  is 
true  that  the  circumstances  in  the  various  oases 
before  him  might  vary,  but  to  the  rule  there  laid 
down  he  adhered. 

The  condition  of  the  Racer  at  the  time  of  the 
services  appears  fromlthe  petition.  That  condi- 
tion is  there  pleaded,  and  has  been  admitted 
by  the  defendants ;  and,  moreover,  it  was  proved 
io  evidence  that  her  master  thought  bis  iship 
io  such  a  condition  as  to  compel  him,  although 
on  a  voyage  to  Antwerp,  to  put  into  Dover 
for  repairs.  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  service  must 
thererore  be  considered  a  salvage  service  and  not 
mere  pilotage.  But  at  the  same  time,  the  services 
were  of  a  very  simple  and  ordinary  character,  and 
do  not  call  for  large  remuneration.  In  truth,  the 
case  ought  not  to  have  been  brought  into  court  at 
all,  and  I  can  only  express  my  regret  that  no 
tender  has  been  made ;  if  there  had  been  a  tender 
I  should  not  have  thought  it  right  to  allow  all 
costs,  but  only  a  sum  nomine  esspensa/rum.  But  I 
have  to  deal  with  the  facts  of  the  oase  as  they  are 
before  me ;  and,  looking  ac  the  damage  sustained 
by  the  salvors  and  the  values  at  risk,  I  shall  award 
302.  and  costs. 
Solicitors  for  the  plaintifEs,  Fox  and  Carder, 
Solicitor  for  the  defenduits,  WoUaaton  Knocker, 
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(Present :  The  Right  Hons.  Sir  J.  W.  Oolvile, 
Sir  Babkss  Pjsacock,  Sir  Montague  Smith, 
Sir  R.  P.  Collier.) 

The  Pisve  Suferiore. 

Bawiage  to  cargo— Jurisdiction — Adtniralty  Oourt 
Act  1861  (24  Vict.  c.  10),  sect.  6—**  Goods  carried 
into  any  port  in  England  or  Wales** — Ship 
edUmg  for  orders — Qoods  delivered  at  foreign 
port 

When  a  foreign  ship  carrying  cargo,  acting  in 
pursuance  of  the  contract  of  affreightment,  which 
gives  the  option  of  several  ports  of  eaU,  English 
and  foreign,  puts  into  an  English  port  of  call  ; 


for  orders,  she  carries  her  carao  into  the  English 
port  toithin  the  meaning  of  the  Admiralty  Court 
Act  1801  (24  Vict.  c.  10),  sect.  6  ;  and  though  she 
he  ordered  to  a  foreign  port,  and  there  discharge 
her  cargo,  live  Oourt  of  Admiralty  has  jurisdiction 
to  entertain  against  her  a  suit  by  the  assignees  of 
the  bills  of  lading  of  the  cargo,  for  damage  to 
cargo,  and  to  arrest  her  on  her  return,  after  dis' 
cJuirging,  to  this  country. 

This  was  an  appeal  from  an  order  of  Sir  Robert 
Joseph  Phillimore,  the  learned  Judge  of  the  High 
Oourt  of  Admiralty  oi  England,  made  in  a  cause  of 
damage  to  cargo,  and  reiecting  the  admission  of 
a  petition  on  protest  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court 
filed  by  the  appellant. 

The  appellant  is  the  owner  of  an  Italian  barque 
called  the  Pieve  Buperiore.  The  Pieve  Superiore 
having  been  arrested  by  the  respondents,  the 
appellant  appeared  under  protest  to  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  court,  and  filed  the  petition  in  question, 
setting  out  the  grounds  on  which  he  submitted 
that  the  High  Court  of  Admiralty  had  no  jurisdic- 
tion in  the  suit. 

The  petition  was,  so  far  as  material,  as  follows : 

1.  By  oharter-party,  dated  London,  the  30th  March, 
1872,  and  Genoa,  the  6th  April,  1872.  between  the 
defendant  and  Ferdinald  SohUler,  for  self  and  partners 
of  Messrs.  Borradaile,  Schiller,  and  Co.,  of  Caloatta, 
merchants  and  freighters,  it  was  mntoaUy  agreed  that 
the  above-named  ship  ehonld,  with  all  oonTenient  speed, 

having  liberty  to  take  outward  cargo  ^  passengers  from 

Europe  to  a  port  on  the  way  for  owner's  beneflt,  sail 
and  proceed  thence  to  Akyab,  for  orders  to  load  at 
either  Akyab,  Bangoon,  or  Baesein,  and  there  load  from 
the  agents  of  the  said  freighters  a  cargo  of  rice  in  bags, 
which  the  said  freiffhters  bonnd  themselves  to  ship,  and 
being  so  loaded,  should  proceed  therewith  to  Belle  Isle, 
Soilly,  Qneeostown,  or  I^almoath,  at  the  option  of  the 
master,  for  orders  whether  to  discharge  at  a  good  and  safe 
port  in  the  United  Kingdom,  or  on  the  Continent  between 
Havre  and  Hamburg,  both  ports  indnsive,  or  so  near 
thereonto  as  she  might  safely  get  and  deliver  the  same  in 
any  dock  freighters  might  appoint  agreeably  to  bills  of 
ladiDg,  on  bemg  paid  freight  as  therein  mentioned,  the 
master  to  sign  bills  of  m^ng  at  any  current  rate  of 
freight  required  without  prejudice  to  such  charter-party, 
but  not  under  chartered  rate. 

2.  Porsuant  to  the  said  charter-party  the  said  ship 
proceeded  to  Bangoon,  and  there  loaded  a  cargo  of  rice 
in  bags,  for  which  the  master  of  the  said  vessel  signed 
and  delivered  a  bill  of  lading,  which,  so  far  as  material, 
was,  and  is  in  the  words  and  figures  following,  that  is  tp 
say: 

Shipped  in  good  order  and  well  conditioned,  by  Olad- 
stcme,  Wyllie  and  Co.,  in  and  upon  the  good  ship  or 
vessel  called  the  Pieve  Superiore,  whereof  is  master  for 
this  present  voyage  Consigliere,  and  now  riding  at 
anchor  in  the  Bangoon  Biver,  and  bound  for  Belle  Isle, 
Scilly,  Qaeenstown,or  Falmouth,  for  orders  to  discharge 
at  a  port  in  the  United  Kingdom,  or  on  the  Continent 
between  Havre  and  Hamborg,  both  inclusive,  5000  bags 
rice,  each  2101b.  net,  5300  bags,  each  1981b.  net,  being 
marked  and  numbered  as  per  margin,  and  are  to  be 
delivered  in  the  like  good  order  and  condition  at  the 
aforesaid  port  of  .as  ordered  (all  and  every 

the  dangers  and  accidents  of  the  seas,  rivers,  and  navi- 
gation of  whatever  nature  or  kind  soever  excepted), 
unto  order  or  to  its  assigns,  he  or  they  paying  freight 
for  the  said  goods  at  the  rate  of  3{.  15«.  (three  pounds 
fifteen  shillings)  sterUng  per  ton  of  20cwt.  net  weight, 
delivered  with  average  accustomed.  In  witness  whereof, 
the  master  or  purser  of  the  said  ship  or  vessel  bath 
affirmed  to  three  bills  of  lading  all  of  this  tenor  and  date, 
one  of  which  being  aooompUshed,  the  others  to  stand 
void. 

Dated  in  Bangoon,  this  26th  March,  1873. 

V.  COMSiaLDERB. 

3.  The  said  vessel  sailed  with  the  said  cargo  from 
Bangoon,  and  the  master,  in  the  exerciBe  of  his  said 
option,  proceeded  therewith  to  the  said  port  of  Falnoatii 
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for  orden,  Mid  there  received  orders  from  the  pUdntifFs 
or  their  agents  to  proceed  with  the  said  cargo  to  Bremen^ 
which  is  a  port  on  the  Continent  between  Havre 
and  Hamborg,  and  to  discharge  the  said  cargo  at 
Sremen. 

4.  The  said  master  accordingly  sailed  from  Falmonth 
in  the  said  vessel  wiUi  the  said  cargo  to  Bremen,  and 
there  delivered  the  said  cargo. 

5.  The  said  vessel  after  having  discharged  her  said 
cargo  of  rioe  at  Bremen  left  Bremen  on  a  new  vojrage 
for  Cardiff,  to  load  coals  there,  and  subsequently  arrived 
at  Cardiff,  where  she  has  been  arrested  by  the  plaintiffs 
in  this  snit. 

6.  The  plaintiffs  allege  themselves  to  be  assignees  for 
valuable  consideration  of  the  said  bill  of  lading,  and 
alleged  that  the  said  cargo  of  rioe  suffered  damage  in  the 
■aid  vessel,  and  th^  have  instituted  this  suit  as  such 
assig^nees  for  the  recovery  of  losses  which  they  alleged 
themselves  to  have  sustained  by  negligence  or  misconduct, 
or  by  breach  of  duty  or  breach  of  contract  on  tiie  part  of 
the  master  or  crew  of  the  said  vessel. 

7.  Save  as  aforeeaid,  the  said  cargo  of  rice  was  never 
brought  into  any  port  in  England  or  Wales. 

8.  The  defendants  submits  that  the  said  cargo  of  rice 
was  not  carried  into  any  port  in  England  or  Wales  within 
the  true  intent  and  meaning  of  the  6th  section  of  the 
Admiralty  Court  Act,  1861,  and  that  hjf  reason  thereof 
this  honourable  court  has  not  jurisdiction  to  entertain 
this  suit. 

The  petition  oondaded  with  a  prayer  to  the 
jadge  to  proDonDoe  against  the  jurisdiotion  of  the 
court,  and  to  dismisB  the  suit  with  damages  and 
costs. 

The  respondents  thereapon  gave  notice  that  they 
shonld  move  the  judge  in  court  to  reject  the  ad- 
mission of  the  petition  by  reason  that  under  the 
circumstances  therein  stated  the  court  had  juris- 
diotion to  entertain  the  cause. 

The  6th  section  of  The  Admiralty  Court  Act 
1861,  is  as  follows : — 

The  High  Court  of  Admiralty  shall  have  jurisdiction 
over  any  claim  by  the  owner  or  consignee  or  assignee  of 
any  bill  of  lading  of  any  goods  carried  into  any  port  in 
England  or  Wales  in  any  ship,  for  damage  done  to  the 
goods  or  any  part  thereof,  by  the  negligence  or  miscon- 
duct of  or  for  any  breach  of  duty  or  breach  of  contract 
on  the  part  of  the  owner,  master,  or  crew  of  the  ship, 
unless  it  is  shown  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  court  at  the 
time  of  the  institution  of  the  cause,  any  owner  or  part 
owner  of  the  ship  is  domidled  in  England  or  Wales :  Pro- 
vided,  always,  that  if  any  such  case  the  plaintiff  do  not 
recover  201,  he  shall  not  be  entitled  to  any  coats,  charges, 
or  expenses  incurred  by  him  therein,  unless  the  judge 
»hall  certify  that  the  cause  was  a  fit  one  to  be  tried  in  the 
ssid  court. 

It  was  admitted  by  the  respondents  that  the 
Conrt  had  not  any  jurisdiotion  to  entertain  the 
cause,  unless  such  jurisdiotion  was  conferred  by 
sect.  6  of  the  Admiralty  Conrt  Act  1861. 

The  motion  came  on  for  argument,  an  d  the  learned 
judge  of  the  Court  below,  after  hearing  counsel  on 
Doth  sides,  made  an  order  on  snch  motion  rejecting 
the  admission  of  the  petition  with  costs,  and 
ordering  the  appellant  to  enter  an  absolute  appear- 
ance in  the  cause,  but  he  gave  leave  to  the  appellant 
to  appeal :  (See  ante,  p.  162 ;  29  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S. 
702.) 

From  this  order  the  shipowner  appealed,  and 
submitted  that  the  order  appealed  from  ought  to 
be  reversed,  and  that  the  motion  ought  to  have 
been  rejected  with  costs  for  the  following  amongst 
other  reasons, 

1.  Because  upon  the  facts  stated  in  the  said  peti- 
tion the  High  Conrt  of  Admiralty  has  not  juris- 
diction to  entertain  the  cause. 

2.  Because  upon  the  facts  stated  in  the  said 
petition  the  cargo  of  rice  therein  mentioned  was 
not  carried  into  any  port  in  England  or  Wales 


within  the  true  intent  and  meaning  of  the  6th  sect 
of  "  The  Admiralty  Court  Act  1861.*' 

Milward,  Q.C.  and  Clarkson. — ^The  words  of 
this  section,  although  general  in  terms,  must 
receive  some  limitation ;  if  they  do  not,  then  a  ship 
chartered  to  carry  goods  from  one  foreign  port  to 
another  foreign  port,  and  compelled  to  put  mto  ao 
English  port  by  stress  of  weather,  would  be 
amenable  to  the  jurisdiction  for  a  breach  of  con- 
tract committed  on  the  voyage,  although  the*iB 
was  no  contract  obligation  to  put  into  the  English 
port  at  all.  The  mere  accident  of  putting  into  an 
JSnglish  port  can  give  no  jurisdiction.  The  ques- 
tion to  be  considered  is  whether  there  is  anv 
intention  of  dealing  with  the  cargo  within  British 
territory.  The  waiting  for  orders  in  an  English 
port  is  a  mere  accident  of  the  voyage,  and  if  a 
ship  waits  without  injury  to  her  cargo,  or  without 
breach  of  contract,  she  does  notoarry  her  cargo  into 
an  English  port  within  the  meaning  of  the  words  of 
the  Act.  Where  a  contract  is  entered  into  for  the 
carriage  of  goods  from  this  country  to  a  foreign 
port,  and  is  broken  by  the  shipowner,  the  Ad- 
miralty Court  has  no  jurisdiotion,  even  if  the  ship 
returns;  how  can  there  be  any  jurisdiction,  then, 
ever  a  foreign  contract  to  deliver  abroad  where 
there  is  no  breach  connecting  the  ship  with  this 
country?  The  inconvenience  of  holding  other- 
wise would  be  immense  to  shipowners  and  shippers 
by  general  ships.  There  must  be,  as  we  submit 
a  contract  to  deliver  in  this  country  before  the 
mere  bringing  into  an  English  port  will  give  juris- 
diction to  the  court ;  but  even  if  the  meaning  of 
the  words  is  more  extensive,  there  must  be  sach  s 
carrying  into  port  as  shows  an  intention  to  deal 
with  the  goods  there  in  a  way  which  gives  a  right 
of  action. 

The  Bahia,  Br.  &  Lush.  61 ; 

The  Irontides,  6  L.  T.  Eep.  N.  S.  59 ;  Luih.  458 ; 

1  Mar.  Law  Cas.  O.  S.  200 ; 
2716  Danzig,  9  L.  T.  Eep.  N.  S.  236 ;  Br.  A  Lush, 

102;  IMar.LawOas.O.  S.  892; 
The  Kasan,  Br.  &  Lush.  1 ; 
The  Patrxa,  ante,  vol.  1,  p.  71 ;  24  L.  T.  Eep.  N.  S. 

849 ;  L.  Eep.  3  Adm.  A  Ecc.  436. 

Butt,  Q.  0.  and  Cohen,  Q.  C.  {Gain$ford  Bruce 
with  them)  for  the  respondents. — There  can  be  no 
doubt  that  these  goods  were  carried  into  an  Eng- 
lish port  within  the  literal  meaning  of  the  Act, 
and  the  defendants  have  failed  to  shew  a  more 
restricted  meaning,  stopping  our  right  of  reoo?er^. 
The  mere  fact  of  the  port  into  which  this  ship 
came  beinir  a  port  of  call  only  will  not  deprive  the 
court  of  jurisdiction,  as  a  breach  of  contract  oc- 
curring in  or  before  putting  into  snch  a  port 
might  give  a  right  of  action  covered  by  the  Act 
In  The  Buhia  (Br.  &  Lush,  61)  the  ship  put  into  an 
English  port  by  accident  only,  and  yet  it  was  held 
that  there  was  jurisdiotion.  The  Ka$an  (ubi  sup.) 
and  The  Ironsides  {ubi  sup.)  at  most  show  that  there 
must  be  a  carrying  into  an  English  port  from  a 
foreign  port  by  the  ship  proceeded  against.  There 
is  no  greater  inconvenience  in  arresting  a  ship  in 
the  middle  of  her  voyage  in  such  a  case  as  this, 
than  in  arresting  a  general  ship  at  a  port  of 
call  in  a  case  where  there  is  undoubtea  juris- 
diction; the  same  argument  would  apply  to 
all  cases  of  collision,  salvage,  &o.  The  in- 
convenience does  not  counterbalance  the  advan- 
tages given  by  the  Act  to  British  owners  of 
oargo.  If  the  defendant's  contention  is  right,  the 
master  might,  after  leaving  Falmouth,  have  trans- 
shipped his  cargo,  and  returned  to  this  country 
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without  proceeding  to  Bremen,  and  yet  the  Ad- 
miralty Coart  would  have  no  jarisdiotion.  The 
cue  has  Id  effect  been  decided. 

Ths  Teutonia,  ante,  toI.  1,  p.  214 ;   24  L.  T.  Bep. 

N.  S.  521 ;  26  L.  Bep.  N.  S.  48 ;  L.  Bep.  3  Adm. 

A  Eec.  894 ;  L.  Bep.  4  P.  0. 171 ; 
Th0  Patria.  ante,  vol.  1,  p.  71 ;  24  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S. 

849 ;  L.  3  Bep.  Adm.  A  Eoo.  436 ; 
The  Heinrich,  ante,  toI.  1,  p.  79 ;  24  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S. 

915 ;    L.  Bep.  3  Adm.  A  Eoe.  424  ; 
The  Wilhehn  Behmidt,  ante,  toL  1,  p.  82 ;  25  L.  T. 

Bep.  N.  S.  82. 

MUward,  Q  C,  in  reply. 

The  argaments  will  befonnd  more  fully  reported 
in  the  report  of  the  case  in  the  Court  below,  where 
they  were  substantially  the  same  as  on  appeal. 

May^  12, 1874. — ^Tbe  judgment  of  the  court  was 
ddivered  by  Sir  Montaoub  E.  Smith. — This  is  an 
appeal  from  an  order  of  the  Jud  j^  of  the  High  Court 
of  Admiralty,  rejecting  a  petition  on  protest  to  the 
jurisdiction  ai  the  court,  in  a  cause  inrem  instituted 
accainst  the  ship  Pieve  Su^periore,  for  dama^^e  to 
cargo  under  the  6th  section  of  The  Admiralty 
Gonrt  Act  1861. 

The  facts  alleged  in  the  petition  on  protest 
are :  that  the  appellant,  the  owner  of  the  ship, 
lired  in  Grenoa;  and  that,  on  the  30th  March 
1872,  a  charter-party  was  made  in  London  between 
him  and  Mr.  Schiller,  on  behalf  of  the  house 
of  Borrodaile,  Schiller  and  Co.,  merchants  of 
CSalcutta,  by  which  it  was  agreed  the  ship  should 
proceed  to  one  of  certain  named  ports  in  India,  and 
there  load  a  cargo  of  rice  in  bags,  for  which  the 
master  was  to  deliver  bills  of  lading.  The  ship 
accordingly  went  to  Bangoon,  and  was  there  loaded 
by  Messrs.  Gladstone,  Wyllie,  and  Co.,  with  a 
cargo  of  rice ;  and  in  pursuance  of  the  charter,  the 
master  signeid  bills  of  lading,  describing  the  ship 
to  be  **  hound  for  Belle  Isle,  Scilly,  Queenstown, 
or  Falmouth,  for  orders  to  discharge  at  a  port  in 
the  United  Kingdom,  or  on  the  continent  biBtween 
Havre  and  ELamburg,"  and  making  the  cargo 
deliverable  to  order,  or  assigns,  on  payment  of 
freight  at  the  rate  of  32.  lbs.  sterling  per  ton.  It 
is  farther  alleged  that  the  ship  went  into  the  port 
of  Falmouth,  with  her  cargo,  for  orders;  and 
whilst  lying  in  that  port,  the  master  received 
orders  to  go  to  Bremen  to  discharge ;  thac  she 
went  there  and  discharged  her  cargo,  and  after- 
wards sailed  to  Cardiff  on  a  new  voyage,  and  was 
arrested  in  that  port  in  the  present  suit. 

Tbeconoluding paragraphs  of  the  petition  are  the 
following :  "  The  plaintiffs  allege  themselves  to  be 
assignees  for  valuable  consideration,  of  the  said  bill 
of  lading :  and  allege  that  the  said  cargo  of  rice 
suffered  damage  in  tue  said  vessel ;  and  they  have 
instituted  this  suit  as  such  assignees  for  the  re- 
covery of  losses  which  they  allege  themselves  to 
have  sustained  by  negligence  or  misconduct,  or  by 
hreach  of  duty,  or  breach  of  contract,  on  the  part 
of  the  master  or  crew  of  the  said  vessel.  Save  as 
•foresaid,  the  said  cargo  of  rice  was  never  brought 
into  any  port  in  England  or  Wales.  The  defen- 
dants submit  that  the  said  cargo  of  rice  was  not 
Cttriud  into  any  port  in  England  or  Wales  within 
tile  true  ini^nt  and  meaning  of  the  6th  section  of 
tile  Admiralty  Court  Act,  1861;  and  that  by 
resson  thereof  this  honoarable  court  has  not  juris- 
diction to  entertain  this  suit." 

The  petition  on  protest  being  filed  before  the 
plaintiffs  petition  setting  forth  the  particulars 
of  bis  damage,  ought  to  state  the  facts  which 
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show  want  of  jurisdiction.  But  this  petition 
does  not  allege  whether  the  misconduct  or  breaohes 
of  contract  complained  of  arose  i)efore  or  after 
the  ship  left  the  port  of  Falmouth.  It  is  con- 
sistent with  it  that  the  causes  of  complaint  or 
some  of  them,  arose  before  she  left  that  port,  and 
their  Lordships  think  it  mast  be  assumed  that 
this  may  have  been  so  in  dealing  with  theqaestion 
raised  by  the  protest.  The  only  objection  taken  to 
the  jurbdictiou  is ''that  the  said  eargo  of  rice  was 
not  carried  into  any  port  in  England  or  Wales 
within  the  true  intent  and  meaning  of  the  6th 
section  of*  The  Admiralty  Court  Act  1861."' 

The  section  is  as  follows :  "  The  High  Court  of 
Admiralty  shall  hate  jurisdiction  over  any  claim  by 
the  owner  or  consignee,  assignee,  or  of  any  bill  of 
lading  of  any  goods  carried  into  any  port  in  England 
or  Wales  in  anv  ship,  for  damage  done  to  the  gjoods, 
or  any  part  thereof,  by  the  negligence  or  miscon- 
duct of,  or  for  any  breach  of  duty  or  breach  of  con- 
tract on  the  part  of  the  owner,  master,  or  crew  of 
the  ship,  unless  it  is  shown  to  the  satisfaction 
of  the  Court,  that  at  the  time  of  the  in- 
stitution of  the  cause,  an^  owner  or  part  owner 
of  the  ship  is  domiciled  m  England  or  Wales." 

Their  Lordships  are  satisfied  that  this  enactment 
does  not  confei  a  maritime  lien,  for  the  reasons 
given  in  the  judgment  of  this  committee  upon  the 
effect  of  the  previous  dau-e  of  the  Act  (the  5th)  in 
the  case  of  the  Two  Ellene  {ante,  vol.  1, pp.  40, 208 ; 
24  L.  T.  Rep.  N.  S.  592 ;  L.  Bep.  4  P.  0. 169).  The 
clause  in  question  does  no  more  than  give  to 
the  Court  of  Admiralty  jurisdiction  to  entertain 
suits  in  cases  that  can  be  brought  within  its  scope, 
and  which,  it  is  to  be  observed,  may  be  instituted 
tn  personam  as  well  as  in  rem. 

The  clause  is  undoubtedly  framed  in  large  and 
general  terms,  and  Dr.  Lushington,  a  judge  of 
high  authority,  in  a  judgment  delivered  soon 
after  the  passing  of  the  Act,  thought  it  was  in- 
tentionally so  framed :  (The  Bahia,  Br.  &  Lush,  61.) 

It  was  insisted  for  the  appellant,  and  not  denied 
by  the  respondent's  ooansel,  that  the  words 
'*  carried  into  any  port "  must  receive  some 
limitation,  otherwise,  it  was  said,  if  a  ship  with 
cargo  on  board,  being  under  no  obligation  to 
enter  an  English  port,  was  driven  to  take  re- 
fuge in  such  a  port  by  stress  of  weather  or 
other  accident,  the  jurisdiction  will  be  founded. 
The  learned  counsel  for  the  appellant,  however, 
felt  great  difficulty  in  defining  what  the  limitation 
should  be,  but  ultimately  contended  that  to  bring 
a  claim  within  the  clause,  the  goods  must  be 
carried  into  a  port  in  England  or  Wales,  for  the 
purpose  of  delivery,  or  in  which,  from  circam- 
stances,  they  become  deliverable.  The  latter 
branch  was  introduced  with  reference  to  some 
decisions  which  had  upheld  the  jurisdiction,  not- 
withstanding that  the  entry  into  an  English  port 
was  not  contemplated  by  the  contract  But  sup- 
posing the  suggested  definition  to  be  correct  so 
far  as  it  goes,  their  Lordships  are  not  prepared^  to 
hold  that  it  contains  an  exhaustive  interpretation 
of  the  clause. 

Cases  must  frequently  arise  at  ports  of  call 
and  intermediate  ports,  giving  occasion  for  the 
remedy  it  was  intended  to  afford  to  English 
merchants  against  foreign  shipowners,  by  pro- 
ceedings in  the  English  Court  of  Admiralty. 
Besides  the  instances  where  causes  of  action  have 
arisen  before  the  arrival  of  the  ship  at  such  ports, 
take  the  oases  of  damage  done  to  goods,  or  of  un- 
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JTiBtifiable  delay,  in  the  port  of  call  itself;  or  the 
oase  of  a  ship  bonnd,  withoat  calling  for  orders,  to 
go  direct  to  Jjondon  to  discharge  her  cargo,  and 
the  master  improperly  patting  into  some  other 
English  port,  and  refosmg  to  take  the  cargo  on. 
Instances  of  this  kind  would  certainly  be  within 
the  scope  of  the  mischief  intended  to  be  dealt 
with;  and  their  Lordships  are  reluctant  in  con- 
struing the  Act  so  to  interpret  words,  large 
enough  in  their  ordinary  meaning  to  embrace  such 
oases,  as  to  exclude  them  from  its  operation,  and 
thus  leave  foreign  masters  who  may  nave  broken 
their  contracts  Iree  to  take  away  their  ships  from 
this  country  in  the  sight  of  IJuglish  consignees, 
who  would  be  powerless,  as  they  were  before  the 
Act,  to  stop  them. 

The  Legislature  has  used  the  words  "  carried 
into  any  port  in  England  or  Wales,"  and  may 
have  done  so  desicoiedly  to  meet  cases  of  the 
kind  to  which  reference  has  just  been  made. 
It  has  said  nothing  of  delivery,  nor  of  the  pur- 
pose for  which  the  goods  may  be  carried  into 
port.  The  general  words  of  the  clause  ''any 
daim  .  .  .for  any  breach  of  contract  on  the 
part  of  the  owner,  &o^  of  the  ship "  must  un- 
doubtedly be  construed  to  have  relation  to  the 
contract  in  the  bill  of  lading :  and  it  may  have 
been  the  intention  of  the  Legislature  to  give  the 
jurisdiction  only  in  the  oase  of  claims  arising  on 
contracts  to  carry  the  cargo  to  some  port  in  Eng- 
land or  Wales.  It  is  not,  however,  necessary  to 
consider  whether  the  operation  of  the  Act  ought 
to  be  limited  to  this  extent,  for  if  it  were  there 
would  not  be  an  absence  of  jurisdiction  in  the 
present  suit.  In  this  case  the  pajrties  contemplated 
that  the  goods  would,  or  at  least  might,  be  carried 
into  and  delivered  in  an  English  port,  and  the  bill 
of  lading  signed  by  the  master  at  Bangoon  in 
pursuance  of  a  charter-party  made  in  London,  so 

Provided.  The  master  in  fsict  put  into  the  port  of 
'almouth  for  orders  in  part  fulfilment  of  the 
contract  of  carriage,  and  might,  in  further  fulfil- 
ment of  it  have  been  orderea  to  discharge  there, 
or  at  some  other  English  port.  Their  Lordships 
think  that  under  these  circumstances  the  lurisdio- 
tion,  at  least  in  respect  of  then  existing  causes  of 
suit,  arope  when  the  goods  were  so  carried  into  the 
port  of  Falmouth,  and  was  not  taken  away  when 
the  ship  was  subsequently  ordered  to  a  foreign  port 
to  be  discharged. 

If  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Oourt  of  Admiralty 
over  the  claim  once  attached>  that  court,  in 
their  Lordships'  opinion,  would  be  competent  at 
any  subsequent  time  to  entertain  a  suit  either  in 
personam  or  in  rem  by  arrest  of  the  ship  whenever 
it  came  within  reach  of  its  process.  They  there- 
fore think,  assuming  the  jurisdiction  to  have  once 
attached,  that  it  was  competent  to  arrest  the  ship 
in  this  suit  on  her  arrival  upon  a  new  voyage  at 
Cardiff.  The  arrest,  however,  there  being  no  mari- 
time lien,  could  not  avail  against  any  vaUd  charges 
on  the  ship,  nor  against  a  bond  fide  purchaser;  for, 
as  already  stated,  the  object  of  the  statute  is  onl^ 
to  found  a  jurisdiction  asainst  the  owner,  who  is 
liable  for  the  damage,  and  to  give  the  security  of 
the  ship,  the  res,  from  the  time  of  the  arrest.  This 
is  clearly  explained  by  Dr.  Lusbington  in  The 
Alexander  (1  W.Bob. 288-294), and  The  FacificiBr, 
&  Lush.  243),  -and  by  this  committee  in  The  Two 
Ellens  {uoi  sup,) 

The  statute  bein^  remedial  of  a  grievance,  by 
amplifying  the  jurisdiction  of  the  English  Court 


of  Admiralty,  ought,  according  to  the  general  rale 
applicable  to  such  statutes,  to  be  construed  libe- 
rally, so  as  to  afford  the  utmost  relief  which  the 
fair  meaning  of  its  langna^  will  allow.  And  the 
decisions  upon  it  have  hitherto  proceeded  upcm 
this  principle  of  interpretation. 

One  of  the  earliest  decisions  {The  BahicL,  tAi 
ante),  gives  the  widest  interpretation  to  the  word 
''  carri^."  In  that  case  the  cargo  was  consigned  to 
Dunkirk.  The  ship,  in  consequence  of  an  accident, 
put  into  the  port  of  Bamsgate,  and  the  master 
refused  to  carry  on  the  cargo  to  Dunkirk,  or 
to  give  delivery  at  Bamsgate.  It  was  there  con- 
tended by  the  defendant^  counsel,  bat  without 
success,  that  the  words  *'  carried  into  any  port  in 
England,"  meant  so  carried  under  a  contract  to 
that  effect.  In  upholding  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
English  Court  of  Admiralty,  Dr.  Lushingtou, 
after  stating  the fiMsts,  said  ''That  this  isagreit 
grievance  cannot  be  denied,  and  the  court  ought 
to  give,  if  necessary,  great  latitude  to  the  con- 
struction of  the  Act  of  Parliament,  in  order  to 
extend  the  remedy  to  this  case.  However,  it 
appears  to  me  that  the  section  was  carefdlly 
worded  to  g^ve  the  utmost  jurisdiction  in  the 
matter.  It  uses  the  words '  carried  into  any  port 
in  England  or  Wales,*  and  does  not  use  the  words 
'  imported.'  I  apprehended  the  phrase  '  carried 
into'  was  advisedly  used  instead  of  the  word 
'  import.' "  It  does  not  appear  that  this  decision 
was  appealed  fh>m. 

The  present  Judge  of  the  Court  of  Admiralty, 
air  B.  PhilUmore,  adopted  the  view  of  Dr. 
Lusbington  in  deciding  the  case  of  The  Patria 
(L.  Bep.  3  A.  &  E.  459).  There,  a  (German 
ship  bound  under  a  bill  of  lading  to  take  a 
cargo  of  coffee  to  Hamburg,  put  into  Falmouth 
shortly  after  the  oommenoeraent  of  the  French 
and  German  war— EEunburg  was  then  blockaded. 
On  the  removal  of  the  blockade  the  master  refused 
to  go  on  to  Hamburg,  or  to  deliver  the  cargo  at 
Falmouth,  and  Sir  B.  Fhillimore  sustained  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  court  over  claims  arising  on 
these  breaches  of  contract ;  and  again  there  wis 
no  appeal. 

There  was  recently  another  important  cause  in 
the  Court  of  Admiralty,  also  arising  oat  of 
the  war  between  Germany  and  France,  which 
came  before  this  tribunal  on  appeal  (The  TeiUonta^ 
ante,  vol.  1,  p.  214;  24  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.  521; 
L.  Bep.  4  P.  C.  172).  In  that  case  the  Ten- 
tonia,  a  German  vessel,  called  at  Falmouth, 
one  of  the  ports  of  call  under  the  bill  of  lading,  for 
orders,  ana  was  ordered  to  Dnnkirk  to  discharge. 
On  nearing  the  French  port  she  found  that  war 
was  imminent,  and  put  ^back  to  Dover.  She  was 
again  directed  to  go  to  Dunkirk,  but  the  master 
refused  to  go  there,  or  to  deliver  the  cargo  at  Dover 
without  payment  of  freight.  For  this  refusal  a 
suit  was  brought  against  the  ship  in  the  Engliflh 
Court  of  Admiralty  under  the  clause  in  question. 
It  failed  on  the  merits,  but  the  previoas  decisioDS 
were  apparently  acquiesced  in,  for  no  objection 
was  taken  to  the  jurisdiction. 

In  the  case  of  The  Bahia  and  The  Patria  {M 
sup.),  the  arrival  at  an  English  port  was  not 
contemplated  by  the  contract,  and  the  ship  put 
into  our  ports  by  reason  only  of  circumstances 
extrinsic  to  it;  nor  did  they  then  enter  them  for 
the  purposes  of  discharging  their  cargoes,  which 
only  in  any  sense  became  deliverable  there  by 
reason  of  the  subsequent  refusal  of  the  master 
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to  take  them  on  to  the  port  of  destioation.  Their 
Lordibips,  in  pointing  ont  the  distinction  between 
tiiese  cases  and  the  present,  mast  not  be  nnder- 
stood  to  question  their  authority.  Thej  are  fully 
seosible  of  the  diffioulty  of  construiug  this  loosely 
dnwn  clause,  and  giving  a  satisfaotory  interpreta- 
tion of  it.  It  is  sufficient  for  them  to  decide  that 
inder  the  circnmstanoes  of  this  case,  to  which  they 
haye  above  adverted,  the  objection  taken  in  limine 
to  the  jurisdiction  is  not,  upon  the  facts  disclosed 
in  the  protest,  sustained. 

For  these  reasons  their  Lordships  think  the 
order  of  the  Judge  of  the  High  Court  of  Admiralty 
IB  right,  and  they  will  humbly  advise  Her  Majesty 
to  affirm  it,  and  to  dismiss  this  appeal  with  costs. 

Appeal  digmiaaed. 
Solicitor  for  the  appellant,  TMmas  Oooper, 
Solicitors  for  the  respondents,  Pritchard  and 
SfynM. 


COUBT  OF  QUEEN'S  BENCH. 

B«pOKted  bj  J.  SaoBTT  and  M.  W.  MoKsllab,  Eaqnkt 

Barri0ter84t-Law. 


May  28,  and  29,  Jtme  2,  and  July  6, 1874. 

Dudgeon  v.  Pemb&oke. 

Marine  inatira/nee^'Tims  policy — Uheeaworthineea 

-^lUegaf voyage. 
When  a  jury  have  found  that  a  veseel  wa^  not  un» 
eeavoorihy  to  ihe  knowledge  of  the  owners,  they 
eon  recover  on  a  time  policy,  even  though  the  tin- 
eeaworthineae  aa  a  fact  materialVy  contributed  to 
ike  loaa. 
Where  a  §hip,  not  licensed  hy  the  Board  of  Trade 
to  carry  paaaengera,  doea  carry  them,    if  atich 
eaariage  ia  the  act  of  the  master  alone  without  the 
Imowledge  of  the  owner  a  and  contrary  to  their 
inienltiona,  the  policy  ia  not  vitiated  hy  the  illegail 
carriage  of  paaaengera, 
Wilson  9.  Bankin  (2  Mar.  Law.  Gaa,  0.  8.  161, 
287;  L.  Bep.  1  Q.  B.  162;  12  L.  T,  Bep.  N.  8. 
20),  approved. 
Bbclabatiom  against  underwriter  on  a  time  policy 
for  twelve  months,  from  the  24th  Jan.  1872,  on  a 
steamship  called  The  Francis,  on  ship  valued  at 
80002.,  machinery  at  4000L,  claiming  a  total  loss. 

Pleas,  First,  denial  of  making  and  subscribing 
the  policy ;  secondly,  denial  of  plaintiff's  interest ; 
thirdly,  that  ship,  &o.,  was  not  lost  by  the  perils  in- 
sured against  or  any  of  them ;  fourthly,  that  defen- 
dant was  induced  to  become  an  insurer  to  the  plain- 
tiib,  and  to  subscribe  the  said  policy  as  alleged 
by  misrepresentation  made  by  the  plaintifEs  and 
their  agents  in  that  behalf  to  the  defendant  of 
luts  then  material  to  the  risks  of  the  said  policy 
and  material  to  be  known  to  the  defendant ;  fifthly, 
that  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  making  of  the 
iUeged  insurance,  the  plaintiffs  and  their  agents 
wrongfully  and  improperly  concealed  from  the 
defendant  certain  facts  and  information  which 
th^  before  then  knew  and  had  received,  and  of 
which  ihe  defendant  then  was  ignorant,  which 
said  matters  so  concealed  as  aforesaid,  were  at  the 
time  of  the  making  of  the  said  insurance  material 
to  the  risks  of  the  said  insurance  and  material  to 
be  known  to  the  defendant ;  sixthly,  that  after  the 
tpaking  of  the  said  policy  of  insurance,  the  plain- 
tiftB  well  knowing  that  the  said  ship  was  wholly 
unseaworthy,  wrongfully  and  improperly,  and, 
without  any  justifiable  cause  or  reason,  caused,  and 
ordered  her  to  proceed  from  the  port  of  London, 


in  such  wholly  nnseaworthy  condition  as  aforesaid, 
on  the  voyage  on  which  she  was  afterwards  lost, 
and  the  said  ship  remained,  as  the  plaintiffs  always 
well  knew,  in  such  wholly  nnseaworthy  condition 
firom  the  time  she  left  the  said  port  as  aforesaid, 
until  she  was  lost  as  aforesaid,  and  the  said  ship, 
machinery,  and  premises  were  lost  as  alleged  by 
reason  of  such  unseaworthiness  of  the  said  ship, 
and  not  otherwise ;  seventhly,  that  the  said  ship 
was  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  making  of  the 
said  policy,  and  up  to  the  time  of  the  alleged  loss 
a  passenger  steamer,  within  the  31 8th  section  of 
the  Merchant  Shipping  Act  1854,  and  after  the 
making  of  the  said  policy  of  insurance,  and  before 
the  alleged  loss,  the  said  ship  was  sent  by  the 
plaintiffs,  being  the  owners  of  the  said  ship,  with 
passengers  on  board  on  a  certain  voyage,  and  pro- 
ceeded to  sea  on  such  voyage,  being  the  voyage  on 
which  the  said  ship,  machinery,  and  premises 
were  lost  as  allegea,  without  the  owners  of  the 
said  ship  having  transmitted  to  the  Board  of  Trade 
the  declarations  required  in  that  behalf  by  the 
provisions  of  the  said  statute,  and  without  the 
owners  or  master  of  the  said  ship  having  received 
from  such  board  snch  a  certificate  as  is  provided 
for  by  the  provisions  of  the  said  statute  in  that 
behali ;  and  the  plaintiffs,  as  the  owners  of  the 
said  ship,  had  not  nor  had  the  master  of  the  said 
ship  ever  received  any  such  certificate  as  aforesaid, 
before  the  time  of  the  alleged  loss,  np  to  which 
said  time  the  said  passengers  had  from  the  oom- 
mencement  of  the  said  voyage  remained  and  con- 
tinued on  board  the  said  ship,  all  which  several 
premises  the  plaintiffs  always  well  knew,  and  by 
reason  of  the  said  premises  the  said  voyage  became 
and  was  illegal,  and  that  the  plaintiffs  caused  the 
said  policy  to  be  made  for  the  express  purpose  of 
covering  the  said  ship,  machinery,  and  premises, 
and  indemnifying  themselves  against  the  loss 
thereof  on  the  said  illegal  voyage ;  eighthly,  never 
indebted. 

Issue  on  all  the  pleas. 

Demurrer  to  the  sixth  and  seventh  pleas,  and 
joinder  in  demurrer. 

The  case  was  tried  ac  Guildhall,  before  Black- 
bum,  J.,  and  a  special  jury.  The  material  facts 
proved  at  the  trial  are  stated  in  the  judgment 
infrd,.  Certain  questions  were  put  by  the  learned 
judge  to  the  jury,  which  questions  with  the  answers 
of  the  jury  thereto  are  also  fully  set  forth  infrct. 
On  the  findings  of  the  jury  tne  learned  judge 
directed  the  verdict  to  be  entered  for  the  plaintiffs 
on  the  third  and  sixth  pleas.  A  rule  niai  for  a 
new  trial  was  subsequently  obtained,  whioh  now 
came  on  for  argument  along  with  the  demurrer. 

Milward,  Q.O.,  Watkin  Williams,  Q.O.,  and 
A.  L.  Smith  showed  cause  against  the  rule,  and 
argued  in  support  of  the  demurrer. — ^They  con- 
tended that  the  findings  of  the  junr  justified  the 
entry  of  the  verdict  for  the  plaintiffs.  Whatever 
was  meant  by  the  representation  that  the  vessel 
had  been  thoroughly  repaired,  the  question  was 
left  to  the  jury,  who  pronounced  upon  it.  The 
policy  was  a  time  policy,  and  in  the  case  of  such  a 
policy  there  is  no  implied  condition  as  to  sea- 
worthiness :  {Qihaon  v.  Small,  4  H.  L.  Gas.  353.) 
In  Busaell  v.  Thornton  (4  H.  A  N.  778 ;  in  error 
6  H.  &  N.  140)  the  time  policy  was  held  void, 
because  the  assured's  agent  concealed  the  material 
fact  that  the  vessel  had  been  aground,  had  received 
some  heavy  blows,  and  had  made  her  way  in  a 
sinking  state  to  the  port  of  Garthagena,  where  she 
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then  was.  The  principle  that  the  causa  proxtma, 
not  the  causa  remota,  is  to  be  regarded  applies 
here,  the  proximate  and  immediate  cause  oi  the 
loss  being  the  stranding  of  the  vessel:  it  would 
be  different  if  the  loss  were  proximately  occasioned 
by  the  absolute  inherent  defect  of  the  vessel,  viz., 
if  through  such  absolute  inherent  defect  a  vessel 
goes  down  at  her  mooring^,  it  could  not  be  said 
that  she  was  lost  by  perils  of  the  sea.  [Cock- 
BUBN,  G.J. — ^Bnt  the  stranding  of  a  vessel  may  be 
by  reason  of  her  inherent  unseaworthiness.]  In 
lonides  v.  The  UnivereaZ  Marine  Insurance  Com' 
nanv  (1  Mar.  Law  Gas.  O.  S.  353 ;  U  G.  B., 
N.  S.,  259)  the  policy  on  6500  bags  of  coffee 
on  board  a  ship  belonging  to  the  Femoral  States 
of  America  contained  the  following  warranty : — 
"Warranted  free  from  capture,  seizure,  and 
detention,  and  all  the  consequences  thereof,  or 
of  any  attempt  thereat,  and  free  from  all  conse- 

auences  of  hostilities,  &o."  The  vessel,  owing  to 
be  extinguishment  by  the  Confederate  troops  of 
a  light  usually  burning  there,  ran  ashore  on  Gape 
Hatteras  without  any  possibility  of  getting  off 
again,  and  the  officers  of  the  Confederate  States 
took  and  retained  the  captain  and  the  rest  of  the 
crew  on  shore  as  prisoners.  The  wreck  took  place 
on  the  17th  July ;  on  the  18th  the  weather  was 
roush,  and  nothing  could  be  done,  but  on  the  19th 
certain  persons,  appointed  by  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment for  the  purpose,  came  down  and  got  150  bags 
of  coffee  on  shore  apparently  undamaged,  and  it 
was  proved  that  thev  might  have  got  on  shore 
1000  more  but  for  the  interference  of  the  Con- 
federate troops.  The  weather  becoming  again 
boisterous  the  ship  broke  up  and  all  the  carso  on 
board  was  lost  ^  It  was  held  that  under  these  cir- 
cumstances the  insurers  were  liable  as  for  a  partial 
loss  in  respect  of  the  coffee  which  remained  on 
board  incapable  of  being  saved,  the  proximate 
cause  of  the  loss  being  a  peril  of  the  sea  and  not 
the  hostile  act  of  the  Confederate  troops  in 
extinguishing  the  light.  The  principle  of 
this  decision  is  applicable  here.  So  is  the 
ratio  decidendi  of  Livie  v.  Janson  (12  East,  648). 
There  an  American  ship  insured  from  New 
York  to  London,  "  warranted  free  from  American 
condemnation,"  for  the  purpose  of  evading  her 
national  embargo,  slipped  away  in  the  night,  was, 
by  force  of  the  ice,  wind,  and  tide,  driven  on 
shore,  where  she  sustained  only  partial  damage,  but 
was  seized  the  next  day,  and  afterwards  with 
great  difficulty  and  expense  got  off  and  finally  con- 
demned by  the  American  Government  for  breach 
of  the  embargo ;  and  it  was  held  that  as  there  was 
ultimately  a  total  loss  by  a  peril  excepted  out  of 
the  policy,  the  assured  could  neither  recover  for 
a  total  loss  nor  for  any  previous  partial  loss 
arising  from  the  stranding,  oc.,  which  in  the  event 
became  wholly  immaterial  to  the  assured.  Lord 
Ellenborough  said :  '*The  object  of  the  policy  is 
indenmitjr  to  the  assured,  and  he  can  have  no 
claim  to  indemnity  where  there  is  ultimately  no 
damage  to  him  from  any  peril  insured  against.  If 
the  property,  whether  damaged  or  undamaged, 
would  have  been  equally  taken  away  from  him, 
and  the  whole  loss  would  have  fallen  upon  him, 
had  the  property  been  ever  so  entire,  how  can  he  be 
said  to  have  been  injured  by  its  having  been  ante- 
cedently damaged  P  To  put  one  instance  to  the 
same  effect :  supposing  ship  and  cargo  to  be 
damaged  in  the  early  part  of  a  voyage  by  the 
ordinary  sea  periis,and  afterwards  wholly  destroyed 


by  fire  before  the  voyage  is  finished ;  of  what  oon* 
sequence  to  the  owner  is  the  damage  which  may 
have  occurred  from  one  or  several  successive  causes 
of  injury  before  the  fireP  and  if  the  propertj,^ 
whether  undamaged  or  not,  would    have  be^ 
equally  annihilated,  is  not  its  previous  deteriora- 
tion rendered  wholly  immaterial  P  "    This  was  the 
ground  on  which  the  court  in  that  case  gave 
judgment    for   the    defendant,  as    subsequentlj 
statod  by  Lord  Ellenborough,  namely  that  "the 
immediately  operating  cause  of  the  total  loss  was 
one  from  which  and  its  consequ^ioeB  the  defen- 
dant was  by  express   provision    in   the    policy 
exempted."  In  Dixon  y,  Sadler  (4,  M.  &  W.  405),  to 
a  declaration  on  a  time  policy,  stating  a  loss  by 
perils  of  the   sea,   the  defendant  pleaded  thac 
though  the  vessel  was  lost  by  perils  of  the  sea, 
yet  that  such  loss  was  occasioned  wholly  by  the 
wrongful,  negligent,  and  improper  conduct  (the 
same  not  being  barratrous)  of  the   masters  and 
mariners  of  the  ship,  by  wilfully,  wrongfully,  neg- 
ligently, and  improperly  (but  not  barratroosly) 
throwing  overboard  so  much  of  the  ballast  that 
the  vessel  became  unseaworthy,  and  was  lost  by 
perils  of  the  sea,  which  otherwise  she  would  have 
encountered  and  overcome.    The  jury  at  the  trial 
having  found  a  verdict  for  the  defendant,  the 
underwriter  in  this  issue,  it  was  held  on  motion 
for  judgment  non  obstante  veredicto,  that  the  plea 
was  had,  and  that  the  underwriters  were  liable  for 
the  consequences  of  the  wilful,  but  not  barratrous, 
act  of  the  master  and  crew,  in  rendering  the  ves- 
sel unseaworthy  before  the  end  of  the  voyage,  by 
throwing  overboard  a  part  of  the  ballast.    Jrarke, 
B ,  in  delivering  the  judgment  of  the  court,  said; 
"  The  question  depends  altogether  upon  the  nature 
of  the  implied  warranty  as  to  seaworthiness,  or 
mode  of  navigation,  between  the  assured  and  the 
underwriter  in  a  time  policy.    In  the  case  of  an 
insurance  for  a  certain  voyage,  it  is  clearly  estab- 
lished that  there  is  an  implied  warranty  that  the 
vessel  shall  be  seaworthy,  by  which  it  is  meant 
that  she  shall  be  in  a  fit  state  as  to  repairs,  equip- 
ment, and  crew,  and  in  all    other  respects,  to 
encounter  the    ordinary   perils    of    the    voyage 
insured,  at  the  time  of  sailing  upon  it.    If  the 
assurance  attaches  before  the  voyage  commences, 
it  is  enough  that  the  state  of  the  ship  be  com- 
mensurate to  the  then  risk ;  and,  if  the  voyage 
be  such  as  to  require   a  different  complement 
of  men,  or  state  of  equipment,  in  different  parts 
of  it,  as  if  it  were  a  voyage  down  a  canal  or  river, 
and  thence  across  the    open    sea,  it  would  be 
enough  if  the  vessel  were,  at  the  commencement 
of  each  stage  of  the  navigation,  properly  manned 
and  equipped  for  it.    Bat  the  assured  makes  na 
warranty  to  the  underwriters  that  the  vessel  shall 
continue  seaworthy,  or  that  the  master  orcrew 
shall  do  their  duty  during  the  voyage ;  and  their 
negligence  or  misconduct   is  no  defence  to  an 
action  on  the  policy,  where  the  loss    has  been 
immediately  occasioned    by  the    perils   insured 
against."  Next,  as  to  the  seventh  plea,  alleging  the 
illegality  of  the  voyage  on  the  ground  that  pas- 
sengers were  carried  without  the  requisite  certifi- 
cate from  the  Board  of  Trade  in  accordance  with 
the   provisions   of  the  Merchant  Shipping  Act, 
1854  (1 7  &  18  Vict.  c.  104,  ss.  303-318).     Sect.  318 
of  the  Act  provides  that  "  It  shall  not  be  lawfiil 
for  any  passenger  steamer  to  proceed  to  sea,  or 
upon  any  voyage  or  excursion  with  any  passengers 
1  on  board  unless  the  owner  thereof  has  transmitted 
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to  the  Board  of  Trade  the  deolarationB  hereiD- 
before  reqaired,  nor  nnloBS  the  ovrner  or  master 
thereof  has  reoeiyed  from  each  Board  aach  a 
certificate  as  hereinbefore  provided  for,  saoh  certi- 
ficate being  a  certificate  applicable  to  the  voyage 
or  ezcorsion  on  which  saoh  ship  is  about  to 
proceed/'  &o.  And  sect.  819  enacts  that  "  If  the 
owner  or  master,  or  person  in  charge  of  any 
passenger  steamer,  receives  on  board  thereof,  or 
on  or  in  any  part  thereof,  or  if  snoh  ship  has  on 
board  thereof  or  on  or  in  any  part  thereof,  any 
•number  of  passengers  which,  haying  regard  to  the 
time,  occasion,  and  circumstances  of  the  case,  is 
greater  than  the  number  of  passengers  allowed  by 
the  certificate,  the  owner  or  master  shall  incur  a 
penalty  not  exceeding  201.,  and  also  an  additional 
penalty  not  exceeding  5f.  for  every  passeng^er 
<nrer  and  above  the  number  allowed  by  the  certifi- 
cate^ or,  if  the  fare  of  any  of  the  passengers  on 
botrd  exceeds  59.,  not  exceeding  double  the 
amount  of  the  fares  of  all  the  passengers  who  are 
over  and  above  the  number  so  allowed  as  afore- 
said, such  fares  to  be  estimated  at  the  highest 
fate  of  fare  payable  by  any  passenger  on  board." 
In  Bedmond  v.  Smith  (7  M.  <fe  G.  457),  the  court, 
in  an  action  on  a  policy  of  inaurance,  held  bad  on 
general  demurrer  a  plea  alleging  that  there  was 
not  any  agreement  signed  by  the  master  and  sea- 
men, or  any  of  them,  specifying  what  wages  each 
seaman  was  to  be  paid,  the  capacity  in  which  he 
was  to  act,  or  the  nature  of  the  voyage  in  which 
the  ship  was  to  be  employed,  as  required  by  5  &  6 
WiU.  4,  0.  19,  s.  2.  Tindal,  C.  J.,  said  (p.  474) : 
''a  policy  on  an  illegal  voyage  cannot  be  enforced ; 
for  it  would  be  singular  if  the  original  contract 
Mng  invalid,  and  therefore  incapable  to  be  en- 
forced, a  collateral  contract  founded  upon  it  could 
be  enforced.  It  may  be  laid  down,  therefore,  as  a 
general  rule,  that  where  a  voyage  is  illegal,  an 
4nsQrance  upon  such  voyage  is  invalid.  This  has 
been  decided  in  many  cases.  But  it  appears  to 
me  that  the  5  &  6  Will.  4^  c.  19,  was  passed  for  a 
collateral  purpose  only;  its  intention  being  to 
^e  merchant  seamen  a  readier  mode  of  enforcing 
thehr  contracts,  and  to  prevent  their  being  im- 
posed upon.  The  present  case  is  undoubtedly 
inrooght  within  the  provisions  of  the  Ist  section 
of  this  statute  by  the  allegations  contained  in  the 
sixth  plea.  The  4th  section  enacts  that  if  the 
inaster  does  not  comply  with  the  previous  requisi- 
tions, he  shall  be  Uable  to  a  penalty;  but  it  is 
nowhere  said  that  such  non-compliance  shall  make 
the  voyage  illegal,"  &o.,  reasoning  which  is 
strictly  applicable  to  the  circumstances  of  the 
present  case,  where  a  penalty  is  also  imposed  on 
the  inaster  for  non-compliance.  See  also  SeweU  v. 
The  Royal  Exchange  Aim/ranee  Oompcmy:  (4  Taunt. 
^.)  It  is  submitted  further  that  the  captain, 
not  having  authority  to  take  passengers  on  board, 
was  not  the  agent  of  the  owner  for  that  purpose, 
and  that  his  act  cannot  bind  the  owner  or  affect 
the  policy.  In  Wileon  v.  Rankin  (2  Mar.  Law 
•Cas.  0.  8. 161,  287 ;  L.  Eep.  1  Q.  B.  162 ;  12 
L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.  20),  the  master  without  the 
knowledge  or  privity  of  the  owner  stowed  a  portion 
of  the  cargo  on  deck,  and  sailed  without  any  eerbifi- 
cate  from  a  clearing  officer  that  the  whole  cargo  was 
below  deck,  contrary  to  16  <fe  17  Yict.  a  107,  ss. 
170, 171,  and  172.  This  court  held  that  although 
the  master  had  general  authority  from  his  owner 
to  stow  the  cargo,  no  authority  could  be  implied 
io  load  it  so  as  to  violate  the  statute,  neither  was 


it  an  act  of  the  master  which  the  owner  must  be 
presumed  to  have  assented  to ;  that  the  faot  of  the 
ship  having  sailed  without  the  oertifioate  did  not 
render  her  unseaworthy  at  the  commencement  of 
her  voyage  so  as  to  prevent  thepolicy  attaching,  and 
conseqaently  that  the  plaintifi,  the  shipowner,  was 
not  precluded  from  recovering  on  his  policy  against 
the  underwriter.  Farmer  v.  Legg  (7  T.  B.  186) 
was  also  referred  to.  In  Ounard  v.  Hyde  (El.,Bl.&  BL 
670)  it  was  held  that  where  a  master  sails  without  the 
oertifioate  required  by  the  Onstoms  Consolidation 
Act  1853  (16  &  17  Yict.  o.  107)  or  loads  in  the  mode 
prohibited  by  that  Act,  an  insurance  on  the  cargo 
18  not  thereby  vitiated,  unless  the  insured  be,  at 
the  time  of  effecting  the  insurance,  privy  to  the 
act  of  the  master.  Lord  Campbell,  0.  J.,  said : 
"It  is  quite  clear  that  the  insured  cannot  be 
liable  to  lose  the  benefit  of  the  insurance  on  ac- 
count of  the  misconduct  of  the  master,  unless  they 
were  privy  to  and  cognisant  of  such  misconduct  at 
the  time  when  the  insurance  was  effected.  This 
I  should  have  said,  even  if  the  statute  had  con- 
tained a  positive  prohibition,  instead  of  merely 
imposing  a  penalty.  The  object  of  the  enactment 
was  to  protect  human  life  and  property  in  the  case 
of  goods  shipped  at  the  time  of  the  year  mentioned 
in  the  clauses.  It  would  be  monstrous  injustice  to 
say  that  the  owners  of  the  goods  are  to  lose  their 
insarance  wherever  the  master  violates  these 
regulations ;  such  was  not  the  object  of  the  Legis- 
lature. If  any  thins  illegal  were  contemplated  by 
the  owners  it  would  be  another  question ;  without 
that,  we  cannot  hold  the  contract  of  insurance 
void."  Finally,  it  is  submitted  that  the  weight 
of  the  evidence  was  in  favour  of  the  vessel  being 
seaworthy. 

BuU,  Q.C.,  Sir  J.  B.  Ka/raldke,  Q.C.,  and  Cohen, 
Q.O.,  in  support  of  the  rule  and  of  the  pleas 
demurred  to.  It  must  be  taken  to  be  settled  (by 
QibBon  V.  SmaO,  16  Q.  B.  128 ;  4  H.  Cas.  353,  and 
Fawcue  v.  SarBfield,  6  E.  <fe  Bl.  199)  that  in  time 
policies  there  is  no  implied  warranty  of  seaworthi- 
ness ;  and  it  is  not  contended  here  that  there  was 
any  such  implied  warranty.  Nor  can  it  be  said 
that  the  ship  was  lost  through  her  inherent  unsea- 
worthiness. Phillips  (Marine  Insurance,  vol.  1, 
par.  1132)  says :  "  The  commonplaoe  maxim  that 
in  oases  of  doubt  to  which  of  two  or  more  perils  a 
loss  is  to  be  assigned, '  Oau$a  proxima  non  remota 
epectatvr,'  has  been  not  unfrequently  resorted  to, 
by  which  was  meant,  originally  at  least,  that  a  loss 
is  to  be  attributed  to  the  penl  in  activity  at  the 
time  of  the  ultimate  catastrophe,  when  the  loss  is 
consummated.  But  much  of  the  jurisprudence  is 
contradictory  to  the  maxim  taken  in  this  sense, 
and  it  seems  to  have  served  rather  to  divert  atten- 
tion from  the  proper  inquiry,  and  to  becloud 
instead  of  elucidating  the  subject.  I  understand 
the  result  of  the  jurisprudence  to  be  that  in  case 
of  the  concurrence  of  different  causes,  to  one  of 
which  it  is  necessary  to  attribute  the  loss,  it  is  to 
be  attributed  to  the  efficient  predominating  peril 
whether  it  is  or  is  not  in  activity  at  the  consum- 
mation of  the  disaster."  This  amounts  to  a  denial 
of  the  proposition  that  because  a  vessel  goes  down 
in  sea  water,  and  nothing  but  its  inherent  unsea- 
worthiness is  the  cause,  it  is  lost  by  a  peril  of  the 
sea.  The  cases  usually  cited  against  the  view  now 
contended  for  are  Oreen  v.  Elmslie  (Peake's  N.  P. 
212)  and  Livie  v.  Janson  (12  East,  648).  In  the 
former  case  the  vessel  was  driven  by  stress  of 
weather  on  an  enemy's  coast  and  there  captured. 
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There  was  then  a  complete  loss  by  an  excepted 
peril ;  if  not  oaptared  the  Tessel  might  have  been 
safely  got  off.  In  the  latter  case  there  was  a  total 
loss,  also  by  the  capture  of  the  vessel.  Hagedorn 
T.  WkUmore  (1  Stark  N.  P.  157),  where  a  merchant 
•hip  (under  a  mistake)  was  taken  in  tow  by  a 
British  ship  of  war,  and  was  thereby  exposed  to  a 
tempestnoos  sea,  which  injured  goods  on  boerd  of 
her,  and  which  was  held  a  loss  from  the  perils  of  the 
■ea,  Lord  Ellenboroogh,  O.J.,  saying  that  "  the 
loss  might  have  been  alleged  to  have  been  occa- 
sioned by  capture  and  detention,  since  it  was  not 
occasioned  by  the  act  of  an  individual  but  by  the 
captain  of  one  of  His  Majesty's  ships,  settles 
nothing  as  to  the  point  now  m  dispute.  The  same 
may  be  said  of  JDucon  v.  Sadler  (5  M.  &  W.  405, 
ooimrmed  in  error  8  M.  &  W.  895),  where  the  loss 
was  occasioned  by  the  throwing  out  of  ballast. 
The  reasoning  of  Ijrle,  0.  J.,  in  lonidea  v.  The  Uni- 
wrsal  Marme  Intwranoe  Oompany  (uhi  sup.)  is  in 
&TOur  of  our  contention :  '*  The  maxim  '  Oa^aa 
pnmtna  ncn  remota  speckOur*  is  peculiarly 
applicable  to  insurance  law.  The  loss  must 
Im  immediately  connected  with  the  supposed 
oanse  of  it.  Now  the  relation  of  cause 
and  effect  is  matter  which  cannot  always 
be  actually  ascertained;  but  if  in  the  ordi- 
nary course  of  events  a  certain  result  usually 
follows  from  a  nven  cause,  the  immediate  relation 
of  the  one  to  the  other  may  be  considered  to  be 
•etablished.  Was  the  puttmg  out  the  light  at 
Oape  Hatteras  so  immediately  connected  with  the 
loss  of  this  ship,  as  to  make  the  one  the  conse- 
quenoe  of  the  other?  Can  it  be  said  that  the 
absence  of  the  light  would  have  been  followed  by 
the  loRS  of  the  ship,  if  the  captain  had  not  been 
out  of  his  reckoning  P  It  seems  to  me  that  these 
two  events  are  too  distantly  connected  with  each 
other  to  stand  in  the  relation  of  cause  and  effect;" 
and  on  this  reasoning  the  decision  of  the  court 
proceeded.  Hahn  ▼.  uorhett  (2  Bing.  205)  was  a 
dear  case  of  loss  by  perils  of  the  sea,  the  ship 
being  stranded  on  a  shoal  within  a  few  miles  of 
the  port  of  destination,  was  disabled  from  proceed- 
ing, and  lost ;  and  then  while  layins  in  the  sand, 
was  seized  by  the  commander  of  the  place  where 
she  was  stranded,  and  the  goods  confiscated  by 
him.     MofUoya  t.  The  LoruUm  Aasuranee  Com- 

?any  (6  ExcL  451),  Naylor  v.  Ptdmer  (8  Exch. 
39 ;  10  Exch.  382),  and  BandreU  v.  Hentigg  (Holt. 
p.  149),  were  also  referred  to.  Whenever  the  loss 
IS  directly  referable  to  the  act  of  the  assured  him- 
self, the  underwriter  is  discharged.  In  Bdl  v. 
CarBtairs  (14  East,  374),  where  a  neutral  ship  in- 
sured here,  was  captured  by  a  French  ship  and 
condemned  in  the  French  court  as  prize,  on  the 
ground  that  the  ship  was  not  properly  documented, 
accordiog  to  the  existiog  treatjr  between  France 
and  the  United  States,  it  was  held  that  the  neutral 
assured  could  not  recover  their  loss  against  the 
British  underwriter,  although  there  was  no  war- 
ranty or  representation  that  the  ship  was  Ameri- 
can ;  the  neglect  of  the  shipowners  themselves,  who 
are  bound  at  their  peril  to  provide  proper  national 
documents  for  their  ship,  Deing  in  such  a  case  the 
efiSdent  cause  of  the  loss.  (See  D  aer  on  Insurance, 
Tol.  2,  p.  635).  Lord  EUenborough  in  that  case  said, 
**  It  is  material  to  look  at  the  alleged  ground  of 
condemnation  in  order  to  see  whether  it  has  been 
occasioned  by  any  act  or  neglect  on  the  part  of 
the  assured;  for  if  it  has  been  so  occasioned  it 
would  not  be  a  loss  against  which  the  assured 


would,  upon  any  principle  of  reason  or  justice  as 
applied  to  this  species  of  contract,  be  required  to 
indemnify  him ;  the  indemnity  stipulated  on  his 
part  being  only  against  the  penis  described  in  the 
policy,  as  far  as  they  operate  upon  the  policy 
msured  adversely,  and  not  through  the  medium  of 
any  act  or  neglect  on  the  part  of  the  assured 
himself  providing  the  loss  of  the  policy  insured.** 
It  is  submitted  that  sending  a  vessel  to  sea  in  an 
unseaworthy  condition  is  as  much  a  breach  of  duty 
on  the  part  of  the  assured,  as  sending  her  to  sea 
without  the  proper  documents.  It  is  now  a 
misdemeanour  to  send  a  ship  to  sea  in  such 
a  condition.  (See  34  &  35  Yiot.  c.  110,  s.  11.) 
If  the  plaintiff  had  been  damnified  by  his  own 
wrongful  act  he  caonot  recover.  In  Thompeon  t. 
Hopper  (6  El.  A  BL  172)  the  court  held  that  a  good 
defence  is  shown  by  a  plea  alleging  that  the 
plaintiff,  knowingly,  wilfully,  wrongfully,  and  im* 
properly  sent  the  ship  to  sea  at  a  time  when  it  was 
dangerous  to  go  to  sea  in  the  state  and  condiUoa 
in  which  she  then  was,  and  wrongfally  and  im- 
properly caused  and  permitted  the  ship  to  be  and  re- 
main on  the  high  seas  near  to  the  sea  shore  for  a  great 
length  of  time  in  the  state  and  condition  aforeeud^ 
and  without  a  master  and  without  a  proper  crew 
to  manage  and  navigate  her  on  her  Toy age,  during 
which  time  the  ship  by  reason  of  the  premises  was 
wrecked.  "Although,'*^  said  Lord  Campbell  (p.  191) 
"  I  still  deny  any  warranty  of  seaworthiness,  I 
think  that,  if  this  plea  be  true  in  point  of  fact,  the 
loss  must  be  considered  as  accruing  from  the 
wrongful  act  of  the  insured,  which  can  give  them 
no  claim  to  indemnity  .  .  .  Here  we  have  per* 
sonal  misconduct  charged  upon  the  plainti£b» 
which  misconduct  produced  the  loss.  By  the 
English  law  of  insurance,  the  assured  are  not 
obliged  to  keep  the  ship  seaworthy  throughout 
the  Toyage,  or  during  the  period  of  the  risk ;  wad 
if  she  is  lost  by  supervening  unseaworthiness 
arising  from  the  negllgeoce  of  the  captain,  the 
underwriters  are  liable,  as  if  the  ship  were  burnt 
from  his  negligence.  But  it  is  a  maxim  of  our 
insurance  law,  and  of  the  insurance  law  of  all  com* 
mercial  nations,  that  the  assured  cannot  seek 
indemnity  for  a  loss  produced  by  their  own  wnmg* 
ful  act.  The  plaintiffs'  counsel  said  truly  that  the 
perils  of  the  sea  must  still  be  considered  the  proxi* 
mate  cause  of  the  loss ;  but  so  it  woald  hare  been 
if  the  ship  had  been  scattled  or  sunk  by  being 
wilfully  run  upon  a  rock.  According  to  the 
statement  in  this  plea,  the  plaintiffs  efficiently 
caused  the  loss  by  their  wrongful  act ;  and  if  sow 
I  think  there  was  no  necessity  expressly  to  cha- 
racterize that  act  as  being  either  felonious  or 
fraudulent.*'  On  the  trial  of  this  cause,  there  was 
evidence  from  which  the  jury  might  have  drawn 
the  conclusion  that  thoug[h  the  unseaworthinesa 
of  the  vessel  was  not  the  immediate  cause  of  her 
loss,  the  loss  would  not  have  occurred  if  the  ship 
had  been  seaworthy  when  she  went  to  sea.  Na 
question  on  this  was  left  to  the  jury;  and  it  was 
held  that  the  plea  was  proved  if  that  misconduct 
of  the  plaintiff  occasioned  the  loss,  though  it  was 
not  its  immediate  cause;  and  a  new  trial  was 
granted  on  this  ground.  Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.» 
said :  *'  In  holding  upon  the  demurrer  that  the 
third  plea  was  a  good  bar  to  the  action,  we  did  noi 
proceed  on  the  narrow  ground  that  the  unsea- 
worthiness was  the  direct  and  proximate  cause  of 
the  loss.  We  considered  that  the  plea  was  framed 
upon  the  principle  that  a  man  ahalt  not  be  allowed 
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to  awl  himself  of  his  own  wrong."  Farther  on 
hia  Lordship  says :  **  The  maxim  '  Injure  fwn  re- 
wtota  eauaa  $ed  prosnma  wpectaiur,'  is  qualified  by 
oor  legal  maxim.  '  Dolus  circuUu  non  pwrgaifwr  ;* 
and  dolu9  means  any  wrong^ful  aot  tending  to  the 
damage  of  another.  Is  it  to  be  said,  then, 
that,  to  exempt  the  assorers  from  liability  the  mis- 
oandnot  of  the  assured  must  be  the  direct  and 
proximate  oanse  of  the  lose.  We  think  that, 
ior  this  porpose,  the  miscondact  need  not  be 
the  auuaa  eausans^  bat  the  assnred  cannot  re- 
cover if  their  miscondact  was  causa  sine  qud 
non.  In  that  case  they  have  broaght  the 
misfcurtone  apon  themselves  bjr  their  own  mis- 
CQDdncty  and  they  ought  not  to  be  indemnified.  The 
very  <^]eot  d  insnranoe  is  to  indemnify  against 
fortnitoaa  losses,  which  may  occar  to  men  who 
oondactthemselTes  with  honesty  and  with  ordinary 
pradenoe.  If  the  miscondact  is  the  efficient  cause 
of  the  loss  the  assurers  are  not  liable.  For  this 
doctrine  it  will  be  enough  to  cite  the  leading  case 
of  BeU  Y,  Oamtairs  (vhi  sup.).  It  may  be  taken  that 
the  plaintiff  cannot  recover  where  the  loss  is  oc- 
casioned by  his  own  wron^^  act;  and  it  is  not 
laid  down  anywhere  that  this  wrongful  aot  must 
have  been  wilfully  or  intentionally  done  by  the 
plaintiff.  Accordmg  to  this  principle,  if  the  in- 
lierent  nnseaworthiness  of  the  ship  was  the  real 
erase  of  her  loss  the  owner  cannot  recover. 
[Blackbitbv,  J. — ^How  can  an  act  be  wrongful 
onless  there  is  an  implied  obligation  to  do  or  not 
to  do  some  particular  thing  which  obligation  is 
not  performed  P]  Oibsan  v.  Small  (ubi  sup,)  and 
such  like  cases  do  not  decide  that  there  is 
no  duty  cm  the  part  of  the  shipowner  to 
send  iJie  Tcssel  to  sea  in  a  seaworthy  condition, 
ud  since  those  cases  were  decided,  it  has  been  made 
a  statotory  misdemeanor  not  to  do  so.  Apart 
fimn  this  statute,  a  moral  daty  existed :  there  is 
now  a  corresponding  legal  duty.  The  inherent 
vice  of  the  goods  constituting  a  cargo  is  not 
insured  against :  why  should  the  inherent  vice  of 
the  vessel  beP  [Blackbubn,  J.— Neither  side 
asked  me  at  the  trial  to  leave  to  the  jury  the  ques- 
tioo  whether  by  the  negligenoe  of  the  plaintiffs 
or  their  agents,  the  vessel  was  sent  to  sea  in  an 
nnaeaworUiy  condition.  We  must  take  it,  how- 
ever, that  in  point  of  fact  the  vessel  was  sent  to 
■ea  in  an  nnseaworthy  condition,  and  that  owing 
to  that  she  was  lost.]  If  the  loss  was  occasioned 
by  neglect  of  the  owner,  it  is  submitted  that  he 
cannot  recover.  In  BeU  v.  Oarstairs  {ubi  supra.) 
Lord  EUenborongh,  C.  J.  said :  "  It  is  material 
to  look  at  the  alleged  ground  of  condemnation  in 
order  to  see  whether  it  has  been  occasioned  by  an^ 
act  or  neglect  on  the  part  of  the  assured ;  for,  if 
it  has  been  so  occasioned,  it  would  not  be  a  loss 
aj^ainst  which  the  assured  would,  upon  any  prin- 
ciple of  reason  or  justice  as  applied  to  this 
apeoiee  of  contract,  be  required  to  indemnify 
him/'  The  third  plea,  in  Thompson  v.  Hopper 
{ubi  sup,),  which  was  held  to  be  a  bar  to  the  ac- 
tion, is  almost  identical  with  the  sixth  plea  here. 
[Bliolburn,  J. — ^Though  not  identical,  it  is  no 
doobt  in  substance  the  same.]  And  the  question 
of  notice  is  of  no  importance.  Throughout  the 
judgment  of  the  majority  of  the  court  in  that 
case  no  stress  is  laid  on  the  fact  of  notice. 
[BLiCKfiu&v,  J. — The  judgment  went  on  the  ground 
that  the  cause  of  the  loss  was  the  personal  wrong- 
ful act  of  the  plaintiff.]  Nothing,  however,  is 
laid  as  to  knowledge.    [Biackbubn,  J. — ^Bot  is 


not  that  implied  in  the  language  of  Lord  Oamp- 
bellP]  That  knowledge  is  not  neoessarv  is  de- 
cided by  Faufcus  v.  Sarsfidd  (6  El.  &  Bl.  199), 
where  it  was  held  that  where  a  vessel  is  sent  to 
sea  in  a  state  not  fit  for  the  the  particular  voyage, 
and  without  encountering  any  more  than  ordinary 
risk,  is  obliged,  owing  to  the  defective  state  in 
which  she  sailed,  to  pat  into  a  port  for  repair,  the 
shipowner,  though  the  defects  were  not  known  to 
him,  and  he  has  acted  without  fraad,  cannot  re- 
cover against  the  insurer  the  expenses  of  such 
repairs  as  were  rendered  necessary  m  conseauence 
of  the  nnseaworthy  state  of  the  vessel,  though 
there  be  no  warranty  of  seaworthiness.  If  tne 
expense  of  repairs  would  not  Call  on  the  under* 
writer,  why  should  the  consequences  of  non-repair 
fall  on  him  P  [Bl4Ckbubk,  J. — ^Does  that  decision 
amount  to  more  than  this:  that  the  underwriter 
is  not  liable  for  what  may  be  mere  wear  and  tear, 
and  not  the  less  irresponsible  for  that,  because 
increased  by  the  unsound  state  of  the  vessel  P] 
The  whole  court  held  good  the  fourth  plea,  which 
was  in  these  terms :  "  that  the  said  vessel  sailed  on 
the  said  voyage  in  the  declaration  mentioned  in  an 
nnseawortny  and  nnsound  state  and  condition  for 
the  said  voyage,  and  continued  in  the  said  state 
and  condition  during  all  the  time  in  this  plea 
mentioned;  and  that  neither  at  the  time  when 
she  so  sailed,  nor  at  any  time  before  the  final  loss 
in  the  declaration  mentioned,  was  the  said  vessel 
staunch  and  strong,  or  reasonably  fit  to  withstand 
and  safely  encounter  or  bear  the  ordinary  force 
and  violence  of  the  winds  and  waves  on  that 
voyage ;  and  that  she  did  not  from  the  time  of  her 
so  sailing  on  the  said  voyage  up  to  the  time  when 
she  so  put  into  the  said  port,  meet  with  or  en- 
coanter  any  storm  or  tempest,  or  any  more  severe 
weather,  &o.,  than  is  usual  or  ordinary  on  the  said 
voyage,  or  than  a  vessel,  reasonably  sound,  strong, 
and  nt  for  that  voyage,  could  and  would  have  en- 
oountered  and  borne  without  damage  or  injury; 
and  that  the  said  leakiness,  damage,  and  injury, 
by  reason  of  which  the  said  vessel  put  into  the  said 
port  for  repairs,  and  the  necessity  for  the  said 
repairs  being  done,  were  caused  by  and  arose  flrom 
the  said  bad  and  defective  condition  of  the  said 
vessel,  and  the  exposure  of  the  said  vessel  in  the 
sakl  condition  to  the  usual  and  ordinary  force  and 
violence  of  the  winds  and  waves  on  that  voyage.'* 
And  nothing  whatever  is  said  in  the  judgments  in 
that  case  about  wear  and  tear.  That  plea  is  sub- 
stantiidlj  the  same  as  the  sixth  plea  here ;  and  it 
is  submitted  that  the  judge  was  wrong  in  directing 
the  verdict  to  be  entered  for  the  petitioner  on  that 
plea.  Then  as  to  the  seventh  plea,  alleging  the 
illegality  of  the  voyage,  it  is  submitted  that  that 

flea  is  good,  and  that  the  plaintiff  cannot  recover, 
t  is  made  a  penal  offence  by  the  Merchant  Ship- 
ping Act  1854,  to  enter  on  such  a  voyage  as  this 
without  the  requisite  certificate  from  the  Board  of 
Trade.  Farmer  v.  Legg  (7  T.  B.  186)  is,  it  is 
submitted,  a  direct  and  conclusive  authority. 
There,  in  an  action  on  a  policy  of  insurance  on 
an  African  vessel  engaged  in  the  slave  trade,  the 
principal  question  was  whether  the  ship  had  been 
navigated  in  the  manner  prescribed  by  31  Oeo.  3, 
c.  54,  s.  7,  which  rendered  it  necessary  that  the 
certificate  of  the  captain's  having  served,  as  that 
Act  required,  should  be  attested  by  the  owner  or 
owners  of  the  ship  or  ships  in  which  the  service 
was  performed.  Lord  Kenyon,  at  the  trial,  being 
of  opinion  that  the  certificate  did  not  answer  the 
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reqaisitioii  of  the  atatate,  nonsuited  the  plaintiff, 
and  the  oonrt  diflcharged  a  role  to  set  aside  the 
nonsuit. 

Blackbtjsk,  J. — ^We  will  take  time  to  consider 
our  judsment  upon  the  more  important  points  of 
law,  ana  as  to  the  laree  sums  of  money  at  stake. 
But  with  reference  to  toe  7th  plea,  as  to  the  vessel 
oanying  passengers  without  the  necessary  certifi- 
cate from  the  Board  of  Trade,  we  can  g^ve  judg- 
ment at  once.  [His  Lordship  read  the  plea  at 
length.] 

Now  the  second  case  of  Cvnard  ▼.  Hyde  {ubi 
sup.)  decided  that  where  the  deck  cargo  was 
put  on  board,  with  the  privity  of  the  owner,  in 
order  that  the  Act  of  Parliament  might  be  defeated, 
and  that  the  vessel  should  make  an  illegal  voyage, 
that  was  a  good  defence  to  the  aotiou ;  in  other 
words  that  the  plea  was  good.  For  the  same 
reason  I  think  that  the  plea  here  is  good.  But  in 
the  present  case  the  jury  have  found  that  these 
persons  were  not  passengers — a  finding  as  wrong 
as  can  be — and  also  that  it  was  not  the  intention 
of  the  shipowner  that  the  vessel  should  carry 
passengers.  The  question  then  comes  to  this, 
whether  the  act  of  the  captain,  if  he  chooses  to 
do  it,  thereby  making  himself  liable  to  a  penalty, 
in  taking  passengers  on  board  without  the  know- 
ledge of  the  shipowner  has  the  effect  of  making 
the  voyage  illegal  so  as  to  vitiate  the  policy  of 
insurance.  I  think,  on  the  authority  of  the  first 
case  of  Ounard  v.  Hyde  (ubi  aup,),  that  a  plea 
alleging  that  would  not  be  a  good  plea.  On  this 
plea,  therefore,  our  judgment  must  be  for  the 
defendant  on  the  demurrer.  But  so  far  as  the 
verdict  affects  that  plea,  our  judgment  must  be 
for  the  plaintiffs. 

QuAiN,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion. 

As  soon  as  we  see  from  the  Act  of  Parliament  that 
its  object  was  to  prohibit  a  vovage,then  the  illegality 
attaching  to  the  prohibited  voyage  attaches  also 
to  the  policy  covering  it.  The  law  on  the  subject 
is  summed  up  in  Duer  (Lect.  iii.  sect.  50)  thus: 
*'  It  is  not  in  all  cases  that  the  breach  of  a  statu- 
tory provision  by  the  owners  or  master  of  a  vessel, 
even  when  it  induces  a  forfeiture,  by  a  necessary 
consequence  avoids  the  insurance.  Its  influ- 
ence upon  the  contract  depends  on  the  nature, 
consequences,  and  design  of  the  prohibition.  We 
have  seen  that  an  illegal  traffic  is  never  permitted 
to  vitiate  the  contract,  unless  it  occur  in  the 
course  of  the  voyage  insured,  or  of  an  entire 
voyage  of  which  that  insured  is  a  component  part. 
By  parity  of  reasoning,  the  statutory  provision, 
the  breach  of  which  discharges  the  insurers,  must 
bear  a  direct  and  immediate  relation  to  the  voyage 
insured.  It  must  operate,  either  by  its  terms,  or 
by  a  necessary  inference,  as  a  prohibition  of  the 
voyage,  where  no  such  connection  subsists  between 
the  actual  voyage  and  the  provisions  of  the  statute ; 
where,  consequently,  the  relation  between  the 
illegal  act  and  the  policy  is  not  direct,  but  remote 
and  incidental,  so  that  neither  the  design  or 
tendency  of  the  latter  is  to  aid  or  promote  the 
commission  of  the  former,  the  validity  of  the 
contract  is  not  impaired  or  affected.  In  each  of 
the  cases  that  have  been  cited  the  statutory  pro- 
vision alleged  to  be  violated,  bore  a  direct  relation 
to  the  voyage  insured.  It  was,  in  effect,  a  pro- 
hibition of  the  voyage  unless  performed  with  the 
crew  or  master  that  the  law  required.  Hence  the 
insurance  shared,  of  necessity,  the  illegality  of  the 
voyage  to  which  it  referred.    But  it  is  obvious 


that  the  acts  inducing  a  forfeiture  or  other 
penalties,  may  be  wholly  unconnected  with  the 
particular  voyage.  They  may  not  expressly  or 
impliedlv  render  the  voyage  illegal ;  and,  in  BOOh 
cases,  although  the  insurers  are  certainly  not 
liable,  in  the  event  of  the  seizure  of  the  vessel, 
they  oontinue  liable  for  all  risks  that  their  eontraot 
properly  embraces." 

Now  the  words  of  the  Act  of  Parliament 
in  the  present  case  are :  "  It  shall  not  be  law- 
ful for  any  passenger  steamer  to  proceed  to  sea, 
or  upon  any  voyage  or  excursion  with  any  pas- 
sengers on  board,  unless  the  owner  thereof  has 
transmitted  to  the  Board  of  Trade,"  &o. ;  and  **  If 
the  owner  or  master,  or  other  person  in  charge  of 
any  passenger  steamer,  receives  on  board  thereof, 
&o.,  the  owner  or  master  shall  incur  a  penalty,"  te 
What  is  alleged  in  the  plea  was  therefore  direody  in 
the  teeth  of  the  Act  of  Parliament ;  and  I  think.there- 
fore,  that  the  defendant  is  entitled  to  judgment 
upon  the  demurrer  to  this  plea.  But  I  entirely 
agree  with  my  brother  Blackburn  that  the  plea 
was  not  proved,  and  that  there  was  no  evidence 
in  support  of  this  part  of  it,  viz.,  "All  whioh 
several  premises  the  plaintiffs  always  well  knew." 
The  plaintiffs  knew  nothing  at  all  about  it,  and 
the  captain  of  the  vessel  had  no  authority  what- 
ever to  take  these  persons  on  board  and  to  bind 
his  master  by  such  an  act.  I  think  that  the  ver- 
dict should  be  entered  for  the  plaintiffs. 

Judgment  for  defendant  on  the  demurrer  as  to 
the  rest. 

Gur.  adv,  vuU. 

Jidy  6. — ^The  judgment  of  the  court  (Black- 
burn and  Quain,  JJ.)  was  now  delivered  as  follows 
by  Blackburn,  J. — This  was  an  action  against  an 
underwriter  on  a  time  policy  for  twelve  months 
from  the  246h  Jan.  1872  on  the  Frances  steamer, 
on  ship  valued  at  80001.,  machinery  at  40001., 
claiming  a  total  loss.  The  material  pleas  were  the 
3rd,  that  the  ship  was  not  lost  by  the  perils  in- 
sured against ;  4th,  misrepresentation ;  5th,  con- 
cealment ;  6th,  that  after  the  making  of  the  policy, 
the  plaintiffs  well  knowing  that  the  ship  was  nn- 
seaworthy,  wrongfully,  and  without  any  justifiable 
cause,  sent  her  to  sea  from  the  port  of  London  on 
the  voyage  on  which  she  was  lost ;  and  the  ship 
remained,  as  the  plaintifito  always  well  knew,  in 
such  unseaworthy  condition  from  the  tim^  she  left 
the  port  aforesaid  until  she  was  lost ;  and  the  ship 
was  lost  by  reason  of  such  unseaworthiness  ana 
not  otherwise.  There  was  a  seventh  plea  of  an 
alleged  illegallity,  the  questions  on  which  we  dis- 
posed of  ac  the  time  this  rule  was  argued,  and 
which  need  not  further  be  noticed.  Issue  was 
taken  on  all  the  pleas.  The  trial  came  on  before 
me  and  a  special  jury  at  the  Guildhall,  where  a 
very  great  deal  of  evidence  was  produced  on  both 
sides,  the  trial  occupying  seven  days. 

The  outline  of  the  case,  as  far  as  is  necessary  to 
make  the  points  of  law  intelligible,  was  as  follows : — 
The  ship  at  the  time  of  the  insurance  called  the 
Frances  was  an  iron  steamship.  She  was  originally 
built  at  Amsterdam  in  1858,  and  launched  in  1859, 
for  Spanish  owners.  She  was  not  classed  in  this 
country,  but  there  was  evidence  from  whioh  the 
jury  might  fairly  conclude  she  was  then  properly 
built  of  good  iron.  There  was  no  direct  evidence 
as  to  hov7  the  Spanish  owners  employed  her.  The 
defendants  gave  evidence  that  in  1868  the  ship 
which  was  then  called  the  Paris  was  lying 
at   anchor  in   the   harbour  at  Cadiz,  and   lay 
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ODemplojed  there  for  aboat  eighteen  months. 
In  Sept.  1871,  the  Paris  was  lying  at 
Birkenhead  afloat,  and  offered  for  sale.  Two 
wiUiessee  were  called  by  the  defendants,  who 
inspected  her  with  a  view  of  purchasing  her. 
Neither  made  a  regular  survey,  but  both  came  to 
the  oondnsion  that  she  was  rery  dirty  and  had 
been  much  neglected,  and  was  probably  oorroded, 
and  they  did  not  purchase.  In  that  month  of 
Sept.  1871,  the  plaintiffs,  who  are  iron  shipbuilders 
at  Mill  wall,  contracted  with  the  Spanish  owners 
to  boild  them  a  new  ship  and  to  take  the  Pari$, 
then  lying  at  Birkenhm),  in  part  payment,  at 
about  4000i.  She  was  then  brought  round  to 
Millwall  from  Birkenhead  with  her  original  boilers 
on  board.  They  frere  not  fit  for  use,  and  she  was 
consequently  towed  round.  The  senior  member 
of  the  plaintiffs'  firm  gave  evidence  that  the 
original  boilers  being  still  on  board,  led  him  to 
conclude  that  she  could  not  have  been  much  used, 
tod  that  led  him  to  think  well  of  her.  The  boilers 
were  taken  out,  and  the  vessel  was  offered  for  sale  to 
the  agent  of  a  firm  at  Hull,  who,  after  examining  her 
afloat,  bat  not  making  a  regular  survey,  advised 
his  principals  not  to  buy  her.  He  was  called  as 
one  of  the  witnesses  for  the  defendants.  Messrs. 
Dudgeon  were  owners  of  two  steamers  running 
between  London  and  Gottenburgh  for  goods  and 
also  carrying  passengers.  They  were  called  the 
Mary,  and  the  Lovisa  and  Fanny,  One  of  them, 
the  Louisa  and  Fanny  met  with  a  collision,  and 
Messrs.  Dudc^eon  resolved  to  repair  the  Paris  and 
ran  her  on  this  line,  and  to  change  her  name  to  the 
FnmeeSf  in  compliment  to  the  &ughter  of  one  of 
the  partners.  She  was  put  in  the  drv  dock  and 
eoraped  perfectly  clean.  Messrs.  Dudgeon,  who 
were  called  as  witnesses  on  their  own  behalf, 
swore  distinctly  that  thev  believed  her  to  be 
unite  capable  of  being  made  fit  for  the  service ; 
that  orders  were  given  to  Mr.  Harrington,  a 
■arine  surveyor  and  engineer,  to  see  that  she 
was  properly  repaired;  and  that  their  people 
at  Millwall  were  instructed  to  execute  whatever 
xepairs  were  required,  and  that  there  was  no 
stint  whatever  as  to  the  amount  of  the  repairs, 
and  that  they  fully  and  btill  believed  she  was 
made  seaworthy.  Mr.  Harrington  confirmed 
this ;  and  gave  positive  testimony  that  every- 
thing was  done  that  was  required  and  that 
in  his  opi<uon  she  was  made  a  thoroughly  good 
strong  ship.  The  old  boilers  beine  taken  out,  the 
boiler  space  was  all  open  to  view,  out  the  ceiling 
was  only  partly  removed,  and  the  cement  was  not 
removed  at  all,  so  that  the  whole  of  the  inside  was 
not  visible.  There  was  contradictory  evidence 
amongst  the  skilled  witnesses  as  to  whether  the 
remo?al  of  the  ceiling  and  the  cement  was  neces- 
sary or  not.  Mr.  Harrington  swore  positively  that  it 
was  not  at  all  required.  There  was  strong  evidence 
on  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs'  shipwrights  and  the 
dock  people  that  everything  was  done  that  was 
requisite.  It  was  difficult  to  dissect  the  accounts 
so  as  to  say  how  much  was  due  to  the  putting  in 
<rf  new  boilers  and  how  much  to  the  repairs  of  the 
hull,  the  work  being  done  by  the  plaintiffs'  own 
woricmen.  It  was  difficult  to  ascertain  the  money 
filueofwhat  was  done,  but  there  was  evidence 
that  a  great  deal  had  been  done  and  much  expense 
incurred.  It  appeared,  however,  clearly  as  a  fact 
that  the  screw  tunnel  was  left  untouched  and  was 
in  a  decayed  state.  The  surveyor  of  the  Board  of 
Trade  surveyed  the  outside  of  the  hull,  but,  owing. 


it  was  said,  to  want  of  time,  she  was  not  surveyed 
inside,  and  consequently  did  not  obtain  a  pas- 
sengers' certificate,  and  ultimately  sailed  for  Got- 
tenburgh on  the  3rd  Feb.  1872  without  one.  In 
the  mean  time  the  Frances  had  been  insured. 
There  was  a  little,  but  very  little  discrepancy 
between  the  witnesses  as  to  what  was  said  at  the 
time  of  making  the  insurance.  The  clerk  to  the 
broker  said  that  the  burthen  of  what  he  said  to  the 
defendants'  representative  was  that  the  Frances 
was  a  steamer  which  Dudgeon  had  taken  in  ex- 
change ;  that  he  had  thoroughly  repaired  her— was 
going  to  ^ut  her  into  his  Gottenburgh  trade 
similar  to  the  Louisa  and  Fanny  and  the  Mary, 
On  cross-examination  he  stated  that  he  did  say 
she  was  "  thoroughly  repaired,"  but  did  not,  he 
thought,  say  "  practically  rebuilt,"  and  that  if  he 
said  she  was  '*  new,"  he  must  have  said  it  in  the 
sense  "  new  to  that  trade."  The  underwriters'  re- 
presentative said  that  several  ships  were  laid  before 
him  for  time  policies  on  steamships,  that  he  nn- 
wrote  without  remark  those  which  he  had  pre- 
viously known,  and  amongst  others  the  Louisa 
and  Fanny,  which  he  knew  as  a  first-class  steamer 
eneaged  in  the  Gbttenbnrgh  trade,  but  that  he 
did  not  know  whether  those  steamers  carried 
passengers  or  not.  When  he  cune  to  the  Frances 
he  asked  what  she  was,  and  as  nearly  as  he 
could  recollect  the  answer  was,  "  She  is  a  new 
Gotteinburgh  steamer  like  the  Louisa  and  Fanny, 
I  do  not  mean  to  say  she  is  a  new  vessel.  She  is 
an  old  boat  bought  by  Dudgeon,  who  has  spent  a 
lot  of  money  on  her,  and  she  has  been  thoroughly 
repaired  and  virtually  rebuilt."  On  the  3rd  Feb. 
1872,  as  already  stated,  the  Frances  sailed  for 
Gottenburgh  with  some  machinery  on  deck,  bat 
no  other  carffo,  so  that  she  was  somewhat  crank. 
As  soon  as  she  got  out  to  sea  she  began  to  make 
water.  There  was  no  weather  to  justify  this ;  and 
though  there  was  some  discrepancy  between  the 
witnesses  as  to  the  quantity  of  water  she  made,  it 
was  certainly  more  than  could  be  accounted  for 
by  any  weather  she  met.  She  arrived  safe  at 
Gottenburgh.  When  she  got  into  smooth  water 
she  ceased  to  leak,  and  though  she  was  examined, 
the  case  of  the  making  water  could  not  be  dis- 
covered. She  took  on  board  a  cargo  of  oats  and 
iron,  and  a  deck  cargo  of  wood,  and  sailed  on  the 
11th  J  Feb.  at  7  a.m.  for  London.  All  went  well 
till  the  morning  of  the  12th  Feb.  when  she  had 
sot  out  of  Vigo  Sound  into  the  open  sea,  then  it 
began  to  blow.  There  was  contradictory  evi- 
dence as  to  the  weather;  but  the  evidence  most 
favourable  for  the  defendant  admitted  that  it 
blew,  that  there  was  a  heavy  rolling  sea,  and  that 
it  was  necessary  to  put  a  sail  over  the  stoke- 
hole to  prevent  the  sea  from  getting  in.  The 
evidence  most  favouiable  for  the  plaintiffs  made 
the  v^ind  a  gale,  but  not  such  as  would  make  a 
good  ship  behave  as  the  Frances  did.  All  agreed 
that  she  began  to  labour  and  to  make  water  so  that 
the  fires  were  put  out.  Part  of  the  deck  cargo 
was  thrown  overboard  and  the  fires  relighted  with 
the  rest.  After  twelve  hours  of  pumping  the 
pumps  got  choked  with  the  oats.  There  was 
evidence  that  if  the  Bcrew  tunnel  had  been  in 
proper  order  this  would  not  have  happened.  All 
hands  were  engaged  in  baling  to  save  the  ship. 
On  the  night  ot  the  14th  Feb.,  having  ascertained 
whereabouts  they  were  by  the  Spurm  Light,  they 
endeavoured  to  get  to  Hull.  The  ship  being  water- 
logged did  not  readily  answer  her  helm.    Partly 
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from  this  and  partly  from  the  thiokness  of  the 
weather  the  ship  went  ashore  on  the  morning  of  the 
15th  Feb.,  aboat  5  a.m.,  haying  been  in  this  state  of 
distress  sinoe  the  morning  of  the  12th  Feb.  One 
of  the  boats  was  swamped,  but  the  crew  were  all 
saved  by  a  fishing  smack.  Part  of  the  cargo  was 
afterwards  saved,  bat  the  vessel  could  not  be  got 
off ,  and  broke  in  two,  and  finally,  after  some  months, 
went  completely  to  pieces.  There  was  very  con- 
tradictory evidence  from  surveyors  who  had  seen 
the  wreck  as  to  the  state  and  condition  of  the 
plates,  &o. 

When  the  evidence  was  completed  I  stated 
to  the  counsel  that  I  proposed  to  ask  the  jury 
on  the  merits  seven  questions,  which  I  reduced 
to  writing.  These  were,  first,  was  the  represen- 
tation made  by  the  broker  at  the  time  of  the 
making  of  the  insurance  as  to  the  condition  of 
the  vessel,  and  as  to  the  extent  of  examination, 
substantially  correct?  secondly,  did  that  repre- 
sentation involve  in  it  a  statement  that  the  vessel 
was  to  carry  passengers,  and  conseqnently  had 
been  surveyed  by  the  Board  of  Trade  P  thirdly, 
was  there  a  concealment  from  the  underwriters  of 
anything  materially  affecting  the  insurance  which 
the  plaintiffs  knew,  and  the  underwriters  did  not  P 
fourthly,  was  the  fact  that  the  ship  had  not  been 
surveyed  and  certified  for  passengers,  under  the 
circumstances,  one  which  was  material  P  fifthly, 
was  the  vessel  seaworthy  when  she  started?  if 
not,  sixthly,  was  this  known  to  the  plaintiffs  P 
seventhly,  was  that  unseaworthiness  the  cause  of 
the  loss  ?  Neither  side  saggested  any  other  ques- 
tion, and  the  counsel  addressed  the  jury.  In  sum- 
ming up,  I  ex^ained  to  the  jury  that  though  in  a 
time  f>olioy  there  is  no  implied  warranty  of  sea- 
worthinees,  yet  that  any  representation  made  to 
the  nnderwriters  is  tieated  ad  tbe  basis  of  the 
contract;  and  if  (whether  innocently  or  knowingly 
there  is  a  substuitial  difference  between  the  re- 
presentation and  the  lact»  making  the  risk 
materially  greater  than  represented^  the  policy  is 
not  binding ;  and  that  a  concealment  of  some- 
thing known  to  the  assured  and  not  known  to  the 
underwriters,  which  would  materially  make  the 
risk  greater,  has  the  same  effect.  I  pointed  out 
to  them  that  there  were  two  questions  of  fact  for 
them  as  to  the  representation;  first,  what  was 
the  effect  of  the  representation  ;  secondly,  was 
it  substantially  true  ?  I  assumed,  if  I  did  not  in 
express  terms  say,  that  the  loss  on  this  evidence 
was  a  loss  by  the  perils  of  the  sea,  but  that  the 
question  whether  the  assured  ooald  recover  for 
sach  a  loss  might  depend  upon  the  answers  to  the 
fifth,  sixth,  and  seventh  questions ;  telling  them 
that  in  asking  the  seventh  question  I  did  not 
mean  to  ask  them  whether  it  was  the  sole  or  im- 
mediate cause  of  the  loss,  but  whether  the  making 
water  was  occasioned  by  unseaworthiness,  and  the 
loss  arose  from  her  being  water-logged  in  conse- 
quence of  that  unseaworthiness,  so  that  it  would 
not  have  happened  but  for  the  unseaworthiness. 

The  jury,  after  being  oat  some  hoars,  could  not 
agree  on  their  answers  to  the  first,  fifth,  and 
seventh  questions.  They  were  desired  to  endeavour 
to  agree.  After  I  had  left  the  ooart  they  agreed  on 
their  answer  to  the  first  qaestion,  bat  were  finally 
discharged  without  agreeing  on  the  fifth  and 
seventh.  Their  written  answers  finally  taken 
were,  to  the  first  question.  Yes ;  to  the  second, 
third,  and  fonrth,  No ;  to  the  fifth.  The  jary  can- 
BOt  agree ;  to  the  sixth,  No ;  to  the  seventh,  The  i 


jary  cannot  agree.  On  these  findings  I  directed 
the  verdict  to  be  entered  for  the  plaintiff  on  the 
third  and  sixth  issues. 

In  the  ensuing  term  a  rule  for  a  new  trial 
was  obtained  by  Sir  John  Karslake  geaenlly. 
It  was  agreed  tliat  if  the  plaintiffs  were  entitled 
to  retain  the  verdict,  it  should  be  ascertained 
by  an  average  adjuster  what  deduction,  if  any, 
should  be  made  for  salvage.  Cause  was  shown 
during  the  last  term  before  the  Lord  Chief 
Justice,  my  brother  Quain,  and  myself,  bat  my 
Lord  baring  been  absent  from  court,  on  account  oc 
indisposition,  during  a  considerable  part  of  the 
argument,  tdces  no  part  in  the  judgment,  which 
is  that  of  mv  brother  Qaain  and  myself  alone. 

We  think  that  the  defendant  is  entitled  to 
treat  the  case  as  if  the  jury  had  anawered  the 
two  questions  on  which  they  were  unable  to 
agree,  in  his  favour ;  and  that  if,  on  that  sapposi- 
tion,  the  plaintiffs  would  not  be  entitled  to  retain 
their  verdict,  then  there  shoald  be  a  new  trial  to 
ascertain  the  facts. 

The  points  made  in  the  argument  were — ^first^ 
that  the  verdict  that  the  representation  was 
substantially  correct  was  not  consistent  with  the 
actual  finding,  that  the  jury  oould  not  agree 
as  to  whether  the  ship  was  in  fact  seaworthy, 
or  (as  we  think  that  the  defendant  is  entitled 
to  treat  the  case  for  the  purpose  of  the  argument) 
a  finding  that  she  was  not  seaworthy,  or  at 
least  that  this  finding  was  against  the  weight 
of  the  evidence.  No  oomplaint  was  made  of  the 
direction  in  point  of  law  as  to  this  qaestioo. 
We  think,  nowever,  that  it  was  a  qaestion 
for  the  jury  what  the  effect  of  the  re* 
presentation  was,  and  that  they  might  properly 
think  it  did  not  involve  a  representation  that  tbe 
vessel  was  actually  made  seaworthy,  but  only  that 
the  plaintiffs  had  bond  fide  done,  without  stint  or 
scamping,  aU  that  competent  advisers  thoagfat 
necessary  to  put  the  vessel  in  thorough  re|Niii; 
and  reasonably  believed  that  their  outlay  had  beoi 
sufficient  to  make  her  fit  for  the  service.  If  the 
jury  took  this  view  of  the  representation  we  think 
they  might  reasonably  find  on  this  evidence  that 
it  was  substantially  true,  even  though  the  vessel, 
owing  to  some  oversight  or  neglect  on  the  part  of 
those  superintending  the  repairs  was  not  inhct 
made  seaworthy. 

The  other  points  made  were  that  if  the  vessd 
was  not  seaworthy,  and  the  loss  was  caused  by 
the  unseaworthiDess,  the  vessel  was  not  lost  by 
the  perils  insured  against,  and  that  the  verdiii 
on  the  third  issue  should  not  therefore  have 
been  entered  for  the  plaintiff.  And  that  thoogh 
the  jary  found  that  the  plaintiffs  did  not  know 
of  the  unseaworthiness,  that  did  not  disprove 
the  sabstance  of  the  sixth  issue.  We  think, 
however,  that  even  if  the  jury  had  expressly 
found  that  the  vessel  was  not  seawcnthy,  and 
that  the  loss  was  occasioned  by  that  unsesr 
worthiness  it  would  have  afforded  no  answer  to 
the  action,  and  that  the  substance  of  the  sixth 
plea  would  not  have  been  proved.  The  jadgment 
of  this  court  on  the  demurrers  in  Thomp$<m  v. 
Hopper  (6  El.  &  BL 172)  has  never  been  reversed, 
and  is  binding  on  us.  In  the  case  of  Thompson 
V.  Hopper,  on  appeal  (1  E.  BL  &  E.),  there  was 
much  discussion  and  difference  of  opinion  as  to 
what  was  the  proper  guide  to  be  g^ven  to  a 
jury  on  the  question  whether  the  unseaworthiness 
caased  the  loss.     Had  the  finding  of  the  jary 
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been  m  &Toar  of  the  defendanto  on  the  aizth 
qaestioD,  I  intended  to  endeavoar  to  raise  the 
precise  point  for  a  oonrt  of  appeal.  As  it  is 
thst  point  does  not  arise.  Thompson  t.  Hopper 
{ubi  «iip.)»  on  demnrrer,  decides  that  there  ia,  in 
saoh  a  case  as  the  present,  no  warranty  of  sea- 
worthiness at  all ;  and  that  even  if  the  assured 
knowingly  send  a  yessel  to  sea  in  an  nnseaworthy 
state,  it  words  no  answer  to  an  action  on  a  time 
pdioy  for  a  loss  not  shown  to  have  been  produced 
by  that  unseaworthiness.  Bnt  in  the  same  case  it 
was  decided  that  if  the  assured  sent  her  out  in  a 
state  not  fit  to  go  to  sea»  knowing  it,  and  the  loss 
was  produced  by  that  unseaworthiness  it  does 
sfford  an  answer.  Lord  Oampbell  says,  at  p.  191, 
"  Bnt  it  is  a  maxim  of  our  insurance  law  and  of 
the  insurance  law  of  all  commercial  nations,  that 
the  assured  cannot  seek  an  indemnity  for  a  loss  pro- 
dnced  by  their  own  wrongful  act.  The  plaintiffs* 
counsel  said  truly  that  the  perils  of  the  sea  must 
still  be  considered  the  proximate  cause  of  the  loss, 
bat  so  it  would  have  been  if  Uie  ship  had  been 
scuttled  or  sunk  l^  being  wilfully  run  upon  a  rook. 
According  to  the  statement  in  this  plea,  the  plain- 
tifb  efEeotually  caused  the  loss  by  their  wrong- 
ful act."  This  judgment  proceeds .  on  the  same 
principle  as  that  of  Bell  ▼.  Garetaire  (14  East,  874), 
where  it  was  held  that  a  ship  having  been  captured 
and  condemned  for  want  of  proper  docaments  the 
shipowners  could  not  recover  for  the  loss,  though 
the  owner  of  goods,  if  not  one  of  the  shipowners, 
might  recover  on  a  policy  of  goods.  The  reason 
of  the  distinction  is  pointed  out  by  Lord  Ellen- 
bovongh :  **  The  owner  of  goods  was  not  liable  to 
suffer  in  respect  of  his  insurance  on  account  of 
nj  defect  in  the  documents  belonging  to  the 
•hip,  with  the  procurement  or  existence  of 
which  he  has  no  concern.  ...  In  the  present 
case,  on  the  ground  that  the  three  subjects 
of  insurance  were  condemned  on  account  of 
the  common  default  of  all  the  proprietors  in 
their  joint  character  of  shipowners  ....  we  are 
of  opinion  that  the  assured  cannot  claim  &om  the 
underwriters  an  indemnity  for  a  loss  thus  ooca- 
siooed  by  themselves."  At  the  time  when  Bell  v. 
Cateiaire  was  decided,  there  were  no  special  pleas, 
everything  being  open  under  the  general  issue ; 
bnt  it  is  clear,  we  think,  that  the  effect  of  this  judg- 
ment would  have  been  (after  the  new  rules)  to 
support  a  plea  in  confession  and  avoidance  to  this 
effect.  '*  True  it  is  that  the  ship  was  lost  by  a 
peril  insured  against,  to  wit,  capture,  but  the  loss 
was  occasioned  by  the  fault  of  the  plaintiffs  them- 
selves, and  therefore  the  underwriters  are  not 
bound  to  indemify  them  against  it."  We  are 
bound  by  authority  to  hold  that  there  is  no  war- 
ranty of  seaworthiness  in  this  policy,  and  the  jury 
have  negatived  knowledge  on  the  part  of  the  plain- 
tifib.  We  think,  therefore,  that  we  cannot  hold 
that  the  remaining  averments  in  the  sixth  plea, 
even  if  proved,  would  show  that  the  loss  was  occa- 
sioned l^  a  wrongful  act  on  the  part  of  the  plain- 
tiib,  and  consequently  that  the  substance  of  the 
plea  was  not  proved. 

But  a  further  question  is  raised  on  the  third 
issue.  It  is  said,  and  we  agree,  that  the  under- 
writers are  not  bound  to  indemnify  the  assured 
sgalnst  every  loss  that  occurs  during  the 
period  insured,  but  only  against  those  occa- 
sioned by  perils  insured  against.  And  if  the 
damage  or  loss  arises  from  no  unusual  cause, 
thoo^  the  winds  and  the  waves  may  be  concerned 


in  it,  the  loss  is  wear  and  tear,  for  which  the 
underwriters  are  not  responsible.  If  there  has 
been  an  unusual  oause,  it  is  perils  of  the  sea,  for 
which  they  are  responsible :  {Magnus  v.  BuUermer, 
11  C.B.  876;  FcUereon  v.  Harris,  IB.  A  S.  336; 
and  The  MercharUs  Trading  Company  v.  Thfi  Uni^ 
versal  Marine  Company,  not  reported.)  But  in  all 
oases  the  law  regards  the  proximate  cause  of  tiie 
loss.  And  it  would  be  difficult  to  find  a  better 
example  of  what  Lord  Bacon  calls  the  infinities 
of  the  ''  Causes  of  causes,  and  their  impulsion 
one  on  the  other,"  than  is  afforded  by  this  case. 
The  ship  perished  because  she  went  ashore  on 
the  coast  of  Yorkshire.  The  oause  of  her 
going  ashore  was  partly  that  it  was  thick 
weather  and  she  was  making  for  Hull  in  distress, 
and  partly  that  she  was  unmanageable  because 
full  of  water.  The  cause  of  that  cause,  via.,  her 
being  in  distress  and  full  of  water,  was  that  when 
she  laboured  in  the  rolling  sea  she  made  water, 
and  the  cause  of  her  making  water  was  that  when 
she  left  London  she  was  not  in  so  strong  and 
staunch  a  state  as  she  ought  to  have  been.  And 
this  last  is  said  to  be  the  proximate  cause  of  the 
loss,  though  since  she  left  London  she  had  crossed 
the  North  Sea  twice.  We  think  it  would  have 
been  a  misdirection  to  tell  the  jury  that  this  was 
not  a  loss  by  perils  of  the  seas,  even  if  so  con- 
nected with  the  state  of  unseaworthiness  as  that  it 
would  prevent  anyone  who  knowingly  sent  her  out 
in  that  state  from  recovering  indemnity  for  this 
loss. 

Two  cases  were  on  the  argument  relied  on, 
viz.,  Faweus  v.  Sarsfield  (6  E.  &  B.  192)  and  Th^ 
Mercha/nis'  Trading  Company  v.  UniversaL  Marine 
Company  (not  reported,  but  of  the  judgment  in 
which  we  have  been  famished  with  a  copy).  We 
think  neither  case  conflicts  with  our  decision.  In 
Eawens  v.  8a/rsfield  the  plaintiff  claimed  on  a  time 
policy  on  ship  for  the  loss  sustained  by  putting 
into  a  port  of  distress  and  there  unloading  and 
repairing  the  vessel,  which  had  become  leaky,  as 
the  decliuration  alleged,  by  the  perils  of  the  seas^ 
The  plea  which  the  arbitrator  found  to  be  true  in 
^t  was  that  the  ship  was  nnseaworthy  and 
met  with  no  extraordinary  peril,  and  that  the 
leakiness  arose  "by  and  from  the  said  bad  and 
defective  condition  of  the  vessel  and  the  expo* 
sure  of  the  vessel  to  the  usual  and  ordinary 
force  and  violence  of  the  wind  and  waves  on  that 
voyage.**  This  seems  to  be  an  allegation  that 
the  loss  was  from  wear  and  tear,  aggravated  by 
the  original  bad  state  of  the  vessel,  and  if  so 
the  plea  was  no  doubt  good.  In  the  Merchants 
Trading  Compwny  v.  The  Universal  Marine  Com* 
pany,  it  appears  that  the  action  was  on  a  voyage 
policy  on  the  ship  Chlden  Fleece  from  the  Mersey 
to  Cardiff,  whilst  there,  and  thence  to  Alexandria. 
On  the  trial  before  my  brother  Lush  it  was 
proved  that  the  Qolden  Fleece  beins  to  all  appear- 
ance seaworthy,  left  the  Mersey  with  a  few  tons  of 
coal  on  board,  and  therefore  substantially  in 
ballast,  and  arrived  safe  at  Cardiff,  where  she 
went  into  the  docks  and  there  loaded  a  full  cargo 
consisting  of  2000  tons  of  coals.  S  he  left  the  docks 
and  anchored  in  the  Penarth  Boads,  outside  Cardiff 
in  the  morning,  and  on  that  same  night,  whilst 
riding  at  anchor,  suddenly  filled  with  water  and 
foundered,  there  being  neither  wind  nor  sea,  or 
anything  to  account  lor  the  going  down.  The 
evidence  of  those  on  board  when  she  sank  seems 
to  n&ake  it  probable  that  one  of  the  coal  ports  had 
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S>en  way.  On  this  my  brother  Lash  appears  to 
bve  oorreotly  ezplainea  to  the  jarv  that  if  when 
■he  started  on  the  vojage  from  the  Mersey  she 
was  not  seaworthy,  it  was  a  defence ;  -  and  he 
farther  told  the  jury  that  the  underwriters  were 
answerable  for  casoalties  arising  from  the  violent 
action  of  the  elements  as  distinguished  from  the 
silent,  natural,  ffradaal  action  of  the  elements  upon 
the  vessel  itself  which  latter  properly  belonged  to 
wear  and  tear;  that  what  the  underwriters  in- 
sured aoainst  were  casualties  that  might  happen 
and  not  oonsequenoes  which  mast  happen.  He 
told  the  jury  that  under  the  circumstances  proved 
in  the  case  before  them,  the  one  question  which 
would  solve  it  all  was  this :  Was  the  leak  from  which 
the  vessel  foundered  attributable  to  izyary  and 
violence  from  without,  or  from  weakness  from 
within  P  For,  that  if  it  was  not  attributable  to 
perils  of  the  seas,  that  is,  as  he  explained  it,  the 
violent  action  of  the  elements  from  without,  or 
any  other  casualty  involved  in  perils  of  the  seas, 
the  jury  could  come  to  no  other  oondasion  than 
that  it  was  due  to  an  inherent  infirmity  in  the 
ship  itself.  On  this  direction  the  jury  found  for 
the  defendant.  The  verdict  was  entered  for  the 
defendant,  both  on  the  plea  denying  seaworthi- 
oess  and  on  that  denying  that  the  loss  was  by 
perils  of  the  seas,  ana  the  Oourt  of  Oom- 
mon  Pleas  refused  a  rule  for  a  new  trial, 
holding  the  direction  unexceptionable.  And  we 
quite  agree  that  the  direction  was  unexception- 
able ;  for  if  the  vessel  was  so  weak  as  to  give  way 
from  the  mere  pressure  of  the  water  on  her  coal 
port,  without  anything  more,  the  proximate  cause 
of  the  loss  was  that  weakness,  fiat  it  scarcely 
needs  pointing  out  how  very  different  the  facts 
proved  as  regards  the  loss  of  the  Oolden  Fleeoe 
were  from  those  proved  in  the  present  case  as  to 
the  loss  of  the  FranoeM,  which,  however  unsea- 
worthy  she  may  have  originally  been  when  leavinff 
London,  had  crossed  the  North  Sea  twice,  and 
was  finally  lost  because  she  went  ashore,  idfter 
contending  with  the  wind  and  waves  during  some 
days. 

We  have  therefore,  come  to  the  conclusion 
that  the  rule  should  be  discharged.  No  point  was 
reserved  at  the  trial,  but  we  give  the  defendant 
leave  to  appeal  on  all  qaestions  arising  on  the 
findings  of  the  jury  and  the  direction  as  to  the 
first  six  pleas.  We  give  no  leave  to  app«d  on  the 
issue  on  the  seventh  as  to  the  supposed  illegality. 

BuU  diicharged. 

Attorneys  for  plaintiffs,  Cattam$,  Jehu,  and 
CcUtarm, 

Attorneys  for  defendants,  HoUarm,  Son,  and 
Coward. 


APPEAL  FROlf  THE  COURT  OF  SXCHEQXTSR. 
Reported  hj  H.  Lbioh,  Eeq.,  Bezzieter«fe-Law, 

June  20  and  26, 1874. 

(Before  Blackburn,  Mbllor,  Brett,  Grove,  and 

Archibaid,  J  J.) 

The  Liver  Alkali  Works  Compant  (Limited)  v. 

Johnson. 

Common  ca/rrier — Carrier  hy  water — Inland  notn- 
gation — Barge  owner  letting  hie  bargee  to  anyone 
for  particular  voyages — Carrying  one  person's 
goods  only  cU  a  time — Liability  of  such  barge 
cwner — Custom  of  England  as  to  carriers  by  land 


and  by  water — Distinction  between — Limiting  the 
liability  by  special  exceptions. 
Where  a  barge  owner  made  it  his  business  ioUi  out 
his  barges  on  hire,  under  the  care  of  his  own 
servants,  to  any  persons  applying  for  them,  from 
•    time  to  time,  to  carry  cargoes,  not  between  ami 
fixed  termini,  but  to  and  from  different  points  or 
places  on  the  river  Mersey,  as  each  customer  r^ 
quired,  each  voyage  being  made  under  a  sepanUs 
agreen^entt  and  each  barge  being  let  to  and  carry 
ing  the  cargo  of  one  cuitomer  only  at  a  time,  U 
was 
Held  by  the  Oourt  of  Exchequer  {KeUy,  C.B^  cad 
Martin,  BramweU,   ound  Oleasby,  BB.),  in  am 
action  against  the  barge  owner  for  not  safely  amd 
securely  carrying  certain  goods  of  the  j^inOfs, 
that  he  was  tiahle,  as  a  ** common  carrier** for 
the  loss  of  the  adods,  although  it  had  occurred 
without  any  negligence  on  his  part.    And,  on  an 
appeal  to  the  Court  qf  Exchequer  Chamber,  U 
was 
Held  (per   totam  cttrtam),  affirming  the  judament 
of  the  court  below,  thai  the  defendamt  was  liable. 
By  Blackburn,  MeUor,  Qrove,  and  Archibald,  JJ^ 
on  the  around  ihat  a  person  eo  exercieing  the  husi* 
ness  of  a  barge  owner  does,  in  the  absence  cf 
something  to  limit  his  luMlity,  incur  the  liability 
of  a**  common  carrier,"  in  respect  of  the  goodshe 
carries,  and  that  it  was  fhot  necessary  to  inqmre 
whether  he  ufos  a  carrier  so  as  to  be  liable  to  an 
action  for  not  taking  goods  tendered  to  him. 
By  Brett,  J. — That  the  defendant  wets  not  a  "  com* 
mon  carrier,"  amd  was  in  no  way  liable  as  such, 
because  he  did  not  undertake  to  carry  goods  for,  or 
to  charter  his  ship  to,  the  first  comer ;  but  that  he 
wcu  liable  as  a  shipoumer,  by  a  recognised  custom 
of  England,  whereby    a   shipowner    carrying 
goods  for  hire,  whether  by  inland  navigation,  or 
coastways,  or  abroad,  undertakes  to  carry  them  at 
his  own  absolute  risk,  the  act  of  God  or  of  ike 
Queen* s  enemies  alone  excepted,  unless  by  special 
ap'eemenl,  on  a  particular  voyage,  he  hmtts  his 
liability  by  further  exceptions ;  InU  wcu  not  Uabls 
as  a**  common  carrier    upon  the  custom  appli- 
cable  to  that  business  or  employment. 
This  is  a  case  on  appeal  from  the  decision  of  the 
Ooart  of  Exchequer  of  Fleas  in  a  cause  instituted 
in  the  Common  Pleas  at  Lancaster.  The  action  was 
hrooght  to  recover  1792.,  being  the  value  of  sixty- 
two  and  a  half  tons  of  salt  cake,  the  property  of  the 
plainufEs,  which  were  lost  while  being  earned  in  a 
lighter  or  flat  of  the  defendant,in  the  river  Mersey, 
under  the  circumstances  hereunder   mentioned. 
The  cause  was  tried  before  Martin,  B.,  at  the 
Liverpool  summer  assizes,  1871,  when  that  learned 
judge  directed  the  verdict  to  be  entered  for  the 
plaintiffs,  reserving  leave  to  the  defendant  to  move 
to  enter  the  verdict  for  him  as  hereinafter  ex* 
plained.    Afterwards,  in  Michaelmas  Term,  1871, 
the  Court  of  Exchequer  of  Pleas  granted  a  role 
nisi  to  enter  the  verdict  for  the  defendant.    This 
rule  came  on  to  be  argued  before  the  Court  of  Ex* 
cheouer  of  Pleas  sitting  in  banco,  when  that  coort 
discharged  the  rule.    Notice  of  appeal  against  the 
decision  having  been  duly  given,  the  following 

Special  Case 
is  stated  for  the  purpose  of  the  said  appeal  to  the 
Exchequer  Chamber. 

1.  The  declaration  oontsined  three  counts. 
The  first  count  stated  that  the  salt  oake  was 
shipped  by  the  plaintiffs  on  board  the  defendant's 
flat  for  carriage  from  Widnes,  in  the  river  Mersey, 
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to  Liverpool,  and  the  breach  oomplained  of  was 
that,  although  not  prevented  by  certain  excepted 
perils  and  casnalties,  the  defendant  had  failed  to 
carry  and  deliver  the  salt  cake.  The  second  count 
complained  that  the  salt  cake  was  so  negligently 
carried  that  the  same  was  lost  to  the  plaintiffs ; 
and  the  third  coant  complained  that,  by  reason  of 
the  defendant's  careless  and  improper  conduct 
whilst  the  salt  cake  was  in  his  custody,  and  by 
reason  of  his  not  taking  the  necessary  steps  to 
pTBsorvo  the  same,  such  salt  cake  was  lost. 

To  this  deolsration  the  defendant  pleaded  four 
pleas.  The  first  traversed  the  delivery  of  the  said 
salt  cake  to  the  defendant  on  the  alleged  terms. 
The  second  plea  (limited  to  the  first  count)  denied 
the  breaches  there  alleged.  The  third  plea 
(limited  to  the  second  and  third  counts)  was 
not  gnilty ;  the  fourth  plea  (limited  to  the  first  and 
third  connts)  stated  that  the  defendant  was  pre- 
vented carrying  and  delivering  the  salt  cake  by 
certain  excepted  perils,  namely,  by  the  dangers 
and  accidents  of  the  sea,  river,  and  navigation. 
Upon  these  pleas  issue  was  joined.  A  copy  of  the 
pleadings  accompanies,  and  may  be  read  as*  part  of 
this  case. 

2.  The  plaintiffs  carry  on  their  alkali  works 
at  Liverpool,  and  the  defendant  is  the  owner  of 
several  nats  or  lighters  which  are  employed  in  the 
carriage,  as  from  time  to  time  engaged  by  difierent 
persons,  of  goods  to  and  from  various  points  along 
tiie  river  Mersey  as  occasion  may  require. 

3.  On  the  16th  Jan.  1871  the  plaintiffs'  manager 
asked  the  master  of  cue  of  the  defendant's  flats, 
called  "  Eliza,"  then  lying  empty  in  the  Stanley 
Dock,  Liverpool,  if  the  said  flat  could  be  sent  to 
Widnes,  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  the7salt  cake 
in  question  from  Widnes  to  the  plaintiffs'  alkali 
works  at  Liverpool,  and,  such  flat  being  disen- 
gaged, the  master  caused  it  to  be  taken  to  Widnes 
m  the  pnrpose  of  carrying  the  plaintiffs'  salt 
cake,  and  he  there  received  from  the  plaintiffs' 
servants  the  salt  cake  in  question.  There  were 
CO  each  flat  the  goods  of  no  other  person  save  those 
of  the  plaintiffs.  With  such  cargo  the  flat,  duly 
manned,  proceeded  down  the  river  towards  Liver- 
pool, on  the  19th  Jan.  1871.  A  fog  having  come 
on  the  flat  dropped  anchor  two  or  three  times  on 
its  passage  down  the  river,  and  finally,  between 
tiiree  and  four  o'clock  p.m.,  on  the  20th  Jan.  1871, 
being  then  abreast  of  the  north  end  of  the 
Clarence  Graving  Dock,  the  flat  struck  on  the 
ground,  and,  as  the  tide  was  falling,  she  remained 
Uiere.  At  the  ebb  the  flat  was  left  nearly  dry,  and 
when  the  tide  rose  again  it  was  found  that  she 
was  considerably  strained  and  filled  with  ^ater. 
Ultimately  the  master  and  crew,  finding  that  they 
could  not  keep  doirn  the  water  by  pumping,  pro- 
ceeded to  secure  the  flat  by  her  anchor,  and  by 
ropes  made  fast  to  the  pier  head,  until  prevented 
by  the  pier  master.  Several  attempts  were  made 
to  remove  her  but  without  success,  and  in  the 
result  the  flat  and  her  cargo  were  carried  off  by 
the  tide  and  were  wholly  lost. 

4.  On  behalf  of  the  defendant  a  witness  was 
called,  who  stated  as  follows :  "  I  went  to  the 
plaintiffs'  manager  to  draw  some  freight.  He  said 
that  he  had  tidcen  the  freight  on  account  of 
damage.  I  told  him  we  could  not  be  answerable 
for  damage  to  cargo ;  it  must  be  entirely  at  his 
own  risk  when  he  pat  goods  on  board  the  flats.  I 
tdd  him  that  it  was  quite  possible  that  one  of  the 
flats  might  go  down  any  day,  and  he  might  lose 


the  whole  cargo.  He  said  the  best  way  would  be 
to  insure.  I  said,  'Yes,  it  would.'  I  said  it 
was  not  reasonable  that  we  should  be  called  upon 
to  insure  the  cargo  at  the  low  rate  of  freight  of  7d« 
per  ton." 

5.  The  plaintiffs'  manager  said  that  such  con* 
versation  had  taken  place,  but  stated  that  it  took 
place  after  the  voyage  in  question,  during  which 
the  loss  had  occurred,  and  did  not  refer  to  the  loss 
in  respect  of  which  this  action  is  brought ;  he  said 
that  after  such  loss  he  stated  that  he  would  insure, 
and  thereafter  he  did  in  fact  insure. 

6.  The  questions  of  fact  contested  at  the  trial 
were,  first,  as  to  whether  or  not  the  defendant  had 
been  guilty  of  any  want  of  care  in  or  about  the 
carriage  or  safeguard  of  the  plaintiff*s  goods,  or  in 
or  about  the  navigation  of  the  defendant's  flat  on 
the  voyage  in  question;  and  secondly,  whether 
the  said  conversation  took  place  before  or  after  the 
voyage  in  question ;  and  these  facts  having  been 
left  by  the  learned  judge  to  the  jury,  the  latter 
found  that  the  defendant  had  been  guilty  of  no 
want  of  care  in  the  premises,  and  that  the  said 
conversation  took  place  after  the  voyage  in 
question. 

7.  On  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs,  evidence  was 
given  that  they  had  employed  the  defendant  to 
carry  goods  for  them  for  several  years,  and  at 
a  uniform  rate  of  freight.  On  the  part  of 
the  defendant  two  witnesses  were  called.  The 
first  witness,  Richard  Grregson,  stated  that  he  was 
the  master  of  the  flat  Eliza ;  that  he  carried  goods 
for  different  people;  and  that  that  flat  was 
engaged  from  time  to  time,  as  required,  for  special 
cargoes  of  different  persons.  He  said  an  engage- 
ment was  made  for  each  voyage,  and  to  carry  the 
goods  of  one  person  only  on  each  voyage.'  He 
said  the  defendant's  flats  did  not  cany  the  goods 
of  several  people  on  board  at  one  time,  and  that 
they  were  engaged. from  time  to  time  to  carry 
from  different  points  up  the  river,  to  different 
places  and  docks  lower  down  the  river,  at  Liver- 
pool and  Birkenhead.  The  second  witness  called 
for  the  defendant,  and  who  managed  his  business, 
stated  that  the  defendant's  flats  were  employed  in 
carrying  the  goods  of  the  persons  who  from  time 
to  time  employed  them,  each  cargo  only  consisting 
of  the  goods  of  the  particular  person  employing 
the  flat  on  each  occasion.  He  said  that  they 
carried  for  anyone  who  chose  to  employ  them,  but 
that  an  eu press  agreement  was  always  made  as  to 
each  voyage  or  employment  of  the  defendant's 
fiats.  There  was  no  cross-examination  on  the  part 
of  the  learned  counsel  for  the  plaintiffs  as  to  the 
evidence  of  the  defendant's  witnesses. 

8.  Upon  this  part  of  the  case  no  question  of 
fact  was  submitted  to  the  jury. 

9.  There  was  no  evidence  that  particular  flats 
were  as  a  rule,  selected  by  customers;  nor  was 
there  any  evidence  that  they  were  not,  as  a  rule» 
so  selected. 

10.  The  plaintiffs'  counsel  then  contended  that 
the  defendant  was  a  common  carrier,  and  that  the 
defendant  was  liable,  assuming  the  loss  of  the 
salt  cake  to  have  been  caused  by  perils  of  the  sea, 
river,  and  navigation.  The  learned  judge  for  the 
purposes  of  the  day,  directed  the  verdict  to  be 
entered  for  the  plaintiffs,  and  reserved  leave  to  the 
defendant  to  move  to  enter  the  verdict  for  him,  if 
the  court  should  be  of  opinion,  on  the  facts  herein 
appearing,  that  the  plsdntiffs  had  failed  to  establish 
the  fact  that  the  defendant  was  a  common  carrier^ 
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and  that  the  defendant,  on  the  facts  stated,  was 
not  liable  for  the  loss  of  the  salt  oake. 

11.  The  Oonrt  of  Exchequer  having,  in  Michael- 
mas Term  1871,  granted  a  rale^^m  to  enter  a  verdict 
for  the  defendant ;  the  court  afterwards,  in  Easter 
Term  1872,  discharged  the  mle,  as  already  men- 
tioned. A  copy  of  the  rule  nisi,  and  of  the  rale 
discharging  the  mle  nisi,  accompany,  and  may  be 
referred  to  as  part  of  this  case.  The  case  will  be 
fonnd  reported  below ;  ante,  vol.  1,  p.  380. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  this  court  is, 
whether  the  decision  of  the  court  below  in  dis- 
charging the  rale  is  riffht.  If  the  Oourt  of  Exche- 
quer Ohamber  should  be  of  opinion  in  the  afl&rma- 
tive,  then  the  said  rule  and  the  verdict  for  the 
plaintiffs  are  to  stand,  and  judgment  is  to  be 
entered  for  them  for  the  amount,  together  with 
their  costs  of  suit.  But  if  in  the  negative,  then 
the  said  rule  is  to  be  made  absolute,  and  the  said 
verdict  for  the  plaintiffs  is  to  be  set  aside,  and  a 
verdict  entered  for  the  defendant,  with  judgment 
for  his  costs  of  defence. 

The  defendant's  (appellant's)  points  for  argu- 
ment :  First,  that  the  facts  stated  in  the  special  case 
do  not  show  that  the  defendant  was  or  held  himself 
out  to  be  a  common  carrier ;  secondly,  that  the 
description  of  the  geueral  business  carried  on  by  the 
defendant  given  in  the  special  case  shows  that  he 
let  out  the  flats  to  specific  persons  for  specific 
cargoes  for  specific  voyages  (see  pars.  1,  2,  and  7) : 
thirdly,  that  the  defendant's  flat,  the  Eliza,  was 
specifically  hired  or  chartered  b^  the  plaintiffs  to 
carry  the  specific  cargo  in  question  from  Widnes 
to  Liverpool ;  fourthlv,  that  by  so  letting  or  char- 
tering the  Eliza  the  defendant  did  not  incur  the 
liabilities  of  a  common  carrier ;  fifthly,  that  the 
legal  effect  of  this  contract  of  letting  or  chartering 
was  that  the  flat  Eliza  should  be  fit  for  the  pur- 
pose for  which  she  was  let  or  chartered,  that  the 
defendant  should  exercise  reasonable  care  and 
skill  in  the  carriage  and  delivering  of  the  cargo 
loaded  in  such  fiat,  and  that  the  defendant  should 
not  be  liable  for  inevitable  accident  or  the  perils 
of  the  navigation  from  Widnes  to  Liverpool; 
sixthly,  that  the  special  case  showed  that  the  flat 
Eliza  was  fit  for  the  purpose  for  which  she  was 
chartered ;  that  due  care  and  skill  were  exercised 
by  the  defendant,  and  that  the  goods  in  question 
were  lost  through  inevitable  accident  and  the  perils 
of  the  navigation,  and  that  consequently  the  de- 
fendant is  not  liable  (see  pars.  3  and  6). 

Points  of  argument  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs 
(respondents) :  First,  that  upon  the  facts  stated  in 
the  case  the  defendant  is  liable  as  a  common  car- 
rier in  respect  of  the  cargo  in  question ;  secondly, 
that  he  exercised  a  public  employment  aud  carried 
goods  for  anyone  who  chose  to  employ  him; 
thirdly,  that  it  is  no  matter  whether  he  carried  the 
goods  of  difierent  people  in  his  flats  at  the  same 
tiine,  or  the  goods  of  one  personally ;  fourthly,  that 
it  is  not  necessary  to  constitute  a  common  carrier 
that  ha  should  ply  between  fixed  termini ;  fifthly, 
that  there  was  no  evidence  to  show  that  the  defen- 
dant ever  refused  to  carry  goods  for  anyone  apply- 
ing to  him,  or  that  particular  flats  were  selected 
by  his  customers ;  sixthly,  that  there  was  no  evi- 
dence to  show  that  the  defendant  before  the 
voyage  in  question  entered  into  any  special  agree- 
ment relating  to  the  carriage  of  goods,  except  such 
as  any  common  carrier  may  enter  into  and  still  re- 
main liable  as  a  common  carrier;  seventhly,  that 
the  fact  that  the  plaintiffs  insured  their  cargo  after 


the  loss  in  question  cannot  affect  the  defendant's 
liability  in  respect  of  such  loss ;  eighthly,  that  the 
defendant's  liability  cannot  be  affected  by  the 
amount  of  freight  paid  by  the  plaintiffs ;  ninthly, 
that  upon  the  facts  stated  in  the  case  the  defen- 
dant is  liable  as  an  insurer  of  the  cargo  in  ques- 
tion, having  held  himself  out  to  the  plaontiffs  as  a 
common  carrier. 

(7.  BuiseU,  Q.O.  (with  him  was  BtUt,  Q.O.),  for 
the  appellant,  contended  that  the  judgment  of 
the  court  below  was  wrong,  and  that  upon  the 
&ots  it  was  clear  that  the  defendant  was  not,  and 
did  not  hold  himself  out  as,  a  *'  common  carrier." 
No  doubt  it  is  laid  down  in  the  books,  and  may 
be  stated  to  be  the  law,  that  a  "  common  carrier  " 
is  '*  a  person  who  undertakes  to  transport  from 
place  to  place,  for  hire,  the  g^ds  of  such  perscms 
as  think  fit  to  employ  him ;  and  such,"  it  is  said» 
"is  a  proprietor  of  waggons,   barges,  lighters, 
merchant  ships,  or  other  instruments    for   the 
public  conveyance  of  goods."    (See  notes  to  Oogg» 
V.  JBentord  (Lord  Eaymond  999),  1  Sm.  L.  Oas., 
2nd  edit.,  p.  101;   5th  edit.,  p.  198;   (>th  edit^ 
p.  206S   The  case  of  Morse  v.  Slue  (1  Yent.  190, 
238;  T.  Eaymond,  220;  1  Mod.  85;  2  Lev.  69;  2 
Keb.  866;    3  lb.  72)  will  be  relied  on  by  the 
plaintiffs  as  an  authority  for  the  owner  of  "  flats,** 
such  as  the  defendant  m  this  case,  being  liable ; 
but  it  is  submitted  as  most  probable  that  the  ship 
in  that  case  was  put  up  as  a  "  general  ship,"  and 
that  the  goods  were  put  on  board  her  in  that 
character.    Ag^ain,  the  present  was  a  case  of  a 
particular  hiring  for   a  particular  job,  and  ^ 
agreement  was  really  similar  to  a  charter-party. 
The  defendant  did  not  carrv  for  the  public  gene- 
rally, but  the  goods  only  of  the  one  person  who 
hired  him  for  the  particular  voyage.     A  "  common 
carrier "  is  "  bound  to  convey  the  goods  of  any 
person    offering   to    pay    his    hire,  unless    his 
carriage  is  already  full,  or  the  risk  sought  to 
be  imposed  upon  him  extraordinary,  or  unless 
the  goods  be  of  a  sort  which  he  cannot  convey 
or  is  not  in  the  habit  of  conveyin|^ "   (1  Sol  L. 
Oas.  uH  sup.)  But  how  can  it  be  said  that  the  de- 
fendant here  would  be  liable  to  an  action  for 
refusing  to  carry?    [Bla.ckbtjrn,  J. — Have  you 
any  authoritv  that  a  person  putting  up  a  ship  as 
a  "  general  snip "  is  liable  for  refusing  to  carr^ 
particular  goods  F    Brett,  J.— What  is  the  defini- 
tion of  a   "general  ship?"     I  thought  it  was 
advertising  that  a  ship  would  take  any  goods 
brought  to  it.    If  that  be  so,  how  can  it  be  sa^ 
that  he  would  not  be  liable  for  refusing  to  carry 
goods  brought  P  ]    In  Abbott  on  Shipping  (10th 
edit.  p.  233;  lltb  edit.,  part  4,  a  4,  p.  277)  it  is 
said  that  *'  when  a  ship  is  intended  to  be  employed 
for  the  conveyance  of  merchandise  as  a  *  general 
ship,'  it  is  usual  to  give  notice  of  the  intention 
by  printed  papers  and  cards  mentioning  the  name 
and  destination   of  the  ship,  her  burthen,  and 
sometimes  her  force;  sometimes  expressing  also 
that  the  ship  is  to  sail  with  convoy,  or  with  the 
first  convoy  for  the  voyage,  or  other  matters  re- 
lating thereto  " — in  fact,  holding  out  that  she  is 
ready  to  take  the  goods  of  any  and  every  body 
who  may  send  them.    The  law  is  similarly  laid 
down  in  Story  on  Bailments,  beginning  at  sect. 
495.    Sect.  501,  p.  440,  8th  edit,   is  important: 
"  When  it  is  said  that  the  owners  and  masters 
of  ships  are  deemed  common  carriers,  it  is  to  be 
understood  of   such  ships  as  are  employed  as 
general  ships,  or  for  the  transportation  of  mer- 
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diaiidise  for  peraons  in  general ;  snoh  m  ▼easels 
employed  in  the  ooastiDg  trade,  or  in   foreign 
trade,  or  on  general  freishtiog  basinese,  for  all 
persons  offering  goods  at  might  for  the  port  of 
destination;"  and  Story,  J.,  goes  on  to  say  that 
in  snoh  caaea  it  makes  no  difference  whether  the 
whole  cargo  belongs  to  one  or  to  many  shippers, 
'^io  always  that  the  ship  retains  her  character  and 
employment  of  a  general  ship  or  common  carrier;" 
eitiDg  Sheidon  t.  Bohinson  (7  New  Hamp.  159, 
American).  **Bat,"  he  adds,  "  if  the  owner  ot  a  ship 
employs  it  on  his  own  account  generally,  or  if 
be  lets    the  tonnage,  with   a  small   exception, 
to  a  single  person,  and  then,  for  the  accomooation 
of  a  party  or  individnal,  he  takes  goods  on  board 
for  freight,  not  receiving  them  for  persons  in 
geoeraU  he  will  not    be   deemed   a   "  common 
carrier/'  but  a  mere  private  carrier,  for  he  does 
not,  nnder  snch  oircnmstances,  hold  himself  ont 
as  engaged  in  a  pnblic  business  or  employment." 
Now  that  is  an  ci  fortiori  case,  for  there  the  whole 
Bptce  woald  not  be  let  ont.    I  concede  that,  a  ship 
being  held  ont  as  a  general  ship,  it  is  immaterial 
that  the  whole  space  is  ooonpied  by  the  goods  of 
one  person.    [Msllor,  J.,  referred  to  Angell  on 
Oarriers,  (American)  (4th  edit.,  p.  78),  commenting 
on  Lord  Holt's  remarks  on  Morse  v.  8lue{uhi  $up^ 
"Bmr,  J. — ^Is  the  man  who  keeps  and  lets  ont  for 
hire  fnmitnre  rans  for  removing  goods  from  one 
part  of  London,  or  one  part  of  the  coantry,  to 
another,  a  common  carrier?]    I  should  say  he  was 
Bot.^  Wliat  is  at  the  bottom  of  the  term  **  common 
carrier^'  is  the  plying  between  certain  definite  and 
fixed  termini ;  and  that  is  the  definition  given  in 
Pai[Bons  on  Shipping,  vol.  1,  pp.  245, 246.    [Black- 
BUBN,  J. — What  do  yon  say  to  the  case  of  Dale  y. 
Foil  (1  WUb.  281)  P    That  seems  to  me  to  be  the 
itrongeet  case  against  yon.]    There,  no  donbt,  it 
iras  held  that  a  **  hoyman  "  who  undertakes  to 
carry  goods  must  deliver  them  safe,  at  all  events, 
except  damaged  by  the  act  of  Grod  or  by  the  king's 
enemies ;  but  the  word  ''  common  "  carrier  mast 
be  imported  there.    The  decision  goes  no  farther 
than  that  in  that  particular  case  the  keelman  was  a 
"common"  carrier;    and,  looking  at  the  small 
valoe  of  the  plaintiff's  goods  there,  24Z.,  it  may  be 
furly  assumed  that  it  was  a  small  part  only  of  the 
keel%  carga    [Bbbtt,  J.— What  is  the  meaning 
of  the  old  term  "*  hoyman  "PI  think  it  doabtfal 
iHiether  it  is  equivalent  to  a  flat  or  Imrge  owner 
of  the   present   day.]      See  Richardson's    Dic- 
tionary, "Hoyman;"   and  as   to  their  liability, 
Jooes  on  Bailments,  pp.  106,  et  eeq.    Then,  lastly, 
tins  was  an  excepted  loss,  as  occnrring  by  the  act 
of  (lod.     In  Angell  on  Oarriers  (4th  Mit.,  p.  133, 
sect  155),  it  is  said :  "  In  all  the  cases  the  term 
*  act  of  (jod '  was  applied  to  a  sudden  failure  of  the 
wind,  whereby  the  vessel  tacking  was  enable  to 
ebange  her  tack,  and   so  went   ashore."    Ic  is 
equivalent  to  the  term — via  major   of  the  civil 
hew. 

The"  tog **  named  in  par.  3  of  the  case,  which 
was  the  cause  of  the  accident,  was  an  occurrence 
ov^  which  the  defendant  had  no  control,  and  for 
which  he  was  not  answerable.  By  patting  him 
into  the  category  of  a  "  common  carrier,"  the 
eoort  will  be  fixing  him  with  a  liability  which  be 
never  had  in  his  mind,  and  which  the  plaintiffs 
themselves  never  contemplated  at  the  time  of  the 
original  hiring.  (He  referred  also  to  26  Greo. 
3,  c  86,  s.  1,  and  cited  and  relied  on  the  mling  of 
Lord  Abinger,  O.B.,  in  Brind  v.  DaU,  8  Oar.  &  P. 


207 ;  2  Moo.  &  Bob.  80,  as  strongly  in  the  defen- 
dants' favour.) 

T,  JET.  Jamee  (with  him  was  AspynaXl^  Q*0.),  for 
the  plaintiffs  (respondents),  contra, — It    is   not 
necessary  for  the  plaintiffs  to  go  so  far  as  to  say 
that  every  ship  or  barge  owner  who  lets  out  his 
ship  or  barge,  &a,  isa  "  common  carrier,"  bat  here 
the  defendant  held  himself  oat  as  ready  to  let  out 
his  "  flats  "  to  the  public  indifferently ;  and  if  that 
be  so,  then  it  is  immaterial  whether  or  not  there 
was  a  contract  for  any  particular  flat.    The  defen- 
dant is  not  shown  to  have  had  any  other  employ- 
ment.   {Per  curiam, — ^It  is  not  material,  if  he 
carried  on  this  particular  bnsiness,  that  he  mi^ht 
have  carried  on  some  other.]  The  fact  of  its  being 
his  only  employment,  as  f^r  as  appears  from  the 
case,  shows  at  least  that  it  was  not  a  casual  hiring. 
It  is  not  the  case  of  a  shipowner  who  can  and  does 
refase  his  ship  at  his  pleasare.     Here  the  defen- 
dant regularly  let  out  his  flats  to  any  and  everyone; 
he  never  refased  anyone,  and  he  carried  as  a  com- 
mon carrier.    [Bbett,  J. — ^The  burden  of  proof  is 
on  you  to  shew  that  he  was  a ''  common  carrier," 
and  that  he  never  refased  to  carry  the  goods  of 
anyone  coming  to  hire  his  flats.  Blackbuen,  J.— 
It  will  be  better  than  saying  he  is  a  "common 
carrier,"  to  say  that  he  carried  goods  with  the 
liability  of  a  "  common  carrier."]    The  distinction 
between  a  "  common  carrier  "  and  a  shipowner  is, 
that  the  former  holds  himself  out  as  ready  to  carry 
for  anyone ;  the  latter  merely  as  ready  to  treat 
with  anyone.    The  first  never  refuses.    [Black- 
BUBN,  J. — Do  you  say  that  if  the  defendant  refused 
anyone  coming  and  saying  "  I  want  a  flat  for  snoh 
and  such  a  parpoee,   he  woald  be  liable  to  an 
action  P]    I  do.    [Blackbubn,  J. — ^What  is  your 
authority  for  that  P]    I  rely  on  the  latter  part  of 
paragraph  7,  which  is  equivalent  to  an  admission 
to  that  effect,  and  the  onus,  I  contend,  is  on  the 
defendant  to  rebut  the  assumption  of  his  liability. 
Nothing    has  been  shown  here  of  any  express 
agreement  altering  his  general  liability  as  a  carrier^ 
[Mellob,  J. — Paragraph  2  states  a  distinct  fact. 
The  other  paragraphs  are  reoapitalations  of  the 
evidence.  Bbett,  J. — ^Wonld  not  the  statement  in 
paragraph  2  apply  equally  to  any  shipowner  in 
Liverpool  P]    It  may  be  somewhat  vague,  but  the 
distinction  is  between  a  carrier  who  holds  himself 
out  as  ready  to  carry  for  all,  and  a  shipowner  who 
is  willing  to  treat  and  may  decline.  As  Kelly,  O.B. 
said  in  his  judgment  in  this  case  below,  *'  If  the 
hiring  of  the  vessel  were  in  the  nature  of  a  charter- 
party,  the  liability  would  not  arise,  bat,  looking  at 
the  nature  of  the  employment,  we  do  not  see  that 
there  is  any  single  matter  which  can  be  assimilated 
to  a  charter-party.      When  the  plaintiffs  engaged 
the  defendant  to  bring  down  the  salt  cake  there 
was  nothing  to  specify  what   vessel  was  to  be 
employed,  and  in  fiu)t  the  cargo  may  have  been  put 
upon  any  one  of  the  vessels  l>elonging  to  the  de- 
fendant.    Taking,  therefore,  all  the  facts  into  con- 
sideration, we  are  of  opinion  that  the  defendant 
was  in  this  instance  a  common  carrier :"  (antCt 
vol.  i.,  pp.  380,  381.)    In  all  the  cases  and  autho- 
rities the  definition  of  a  "  common  carrier  "  is  "  one 
who  undertakes  to  carry  for  hire  the  goods  of  ail 
persons  indifferently."  Gta&cmms  v.  Hurtt  (1  Salk. 
249) ;  agHiD,  the  cases  of  Cogge  v.  Bernard  {vhi 
8Up,)f  and  Morse  v.  Slue  (uhi  sup.),  referred  to  by 
the  other  side,  are  distinct  authorities  that  hoy- 
men,  ferrymen,  hargement  and  masters  of  ships, 
who  carry  goods  for  hire,  are,  in  the  absence  off 
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a  special  contract  to   the   contrary,    "common 
canierB."  In  Laveroni  ▼.  Drury  and  another  (8  Ex. 
166 ;  22  L.  J.  2,  Ex.),  the  damage  done  to  goods 
on  board  ship  by  rats  was  held  not  within  the 
excepted  perils  in  an  ordinary  bill  of  lading,  and 
the  shipowner  was  held  liable,  althoanh  there  were 
cats  on  board ;  and  Pollock,  C.B.,  in  his  judgment, 
there  referred  (at  p.  173  of  8  Ex. ;  p.  4  of  22  L.  J. 
Ex.)  to  the  principle  laid  down  in  Dale  y.  Hall 
(iihi  »up.^,  as  affording  the  onlv  tme   rale   of 
ascertaining   with   accuracy   and   certainty   the 
liability  of  the  master  and  owner  of  a  general  ship, 
▼iz.,  "tbat  primd  facie  he  is  a '  common  carrier,' 
bat  that  his  responsibility  may  be  either  enlarged 
or  qualified  by  the  terms  of  the  bill  of  lading." 
Bacon's  Abridgment,  Carriers  A.  and  B.  (citing 
Jackson  v,  Rogers  (2  Show.  327),  and  Rich  y.  Knee- 
land  (Oro.  Jac.  330),  Smith's  Mercantile  Law  (4th 
edit.  p.  262 :  8th  edit.  p.  267),  and  Jones  on  Bail- 
ments, 3rd  edit.  pp.  106  et  acq,),  are  to  the  same 
effect,  and  show  that  the  rale  applies  equally  to 
bargemen,  lightermen,  and  boatmen  on  navigable 
rivers.    The  defendant  here,  too,  comes  within 
Story's  definition  in  his  work  on  Bailments  (8th 
edit.,  par.  495,  p.  440),  that  is,  he  exercised  his  busi- 
ness *'  as  a  public  employment,"  undertook  to  carry 
goods  for  persons  generally,  and  held  himself  out 
as  ready  to  engage  in  the  transport}  of  goods  for  hire 
asa  basiness.notasacasual  occupation  pro  hdc  vice. 
The  test,  as  Story  puts  it,  is  that  the  carrying  shall 
be  a  public  em  ploy  men  t«  and  the  business  habitual 
and  not  casual ;  and  in  enumerating  '*  common 
carriers"  by  water,  he   classes  amongst   them 
"  masters  of  steamboats  engaged  in  the  transpor- 
tation of  goods  for  persons  generally,  for  hire ; " 
and   also  lightermen,  hoymen,  ha^gement  ferry- 
men, canal  boatmen,  and  others  employed  in  the 
like  manner  "  {Ibid,  par.  496,  p.  444) ;  and  then, 
In  a  note  diflcussing  the  case  of  Brind  y.  Dale  (8 
Oar.  &  P.  207 ;  2  Moo.  &  Bob.  80)  cited  by  my 
friend  on  the  defendant's  behalf,  he  says,  "  Is  a 
ship  engaged  in  general  freighting  business,  or  let 
out  generally  for  hire  for  any  voyage  which  the 
freighter  may  reqaire,  less  a '  common  carrier ' 
than  a  regular  packet  ship  which  plies  between 
different  ports  P  "    In  Tlile^  v.  Home  and  oikers 
(5  Bing.  217),  Best,  C.J.,  says    that   from   his 
liability  as  an  insurer  the  carrier  is  only  to  be 
relieved  by  two  things,  yiz.,  the  act  of  Gk)d  and 
the  king's  enemies.     Lyon  and  another  v.  Mills 
(5  East  428)  is  a  strong  authority  for  the  plaintiffs, 
and  it  is  clear  that,  in  the  absence  of  the  notice  in 
that  case,  the  lightermen  there  would  have  been 
fixed  with  the  liability  of  a  "  common  carrier."  The 
use  of  the  lighters  there  was  similar  to  that  of 
the  flats  here.   Ingate  y.  Christie  also  (3  Car  &,  Kir. 
61),  and  particularly  what  was  said  by  Alderson, 
B.,^  there,  shows  what  is  the  true  criterion  of  lia- 
bility in  such  a  case  (oee  also  Kent's  Commen- 
taries, 12th  edit.,  par.  602).  On  both  principle  and 
authority  the  judgment  of  the  court  below  is  right, 
and  should  be  affirmed. 

0.  EtM^ZZ,  Q.C.,  in  reply,  distinguished  some  of 
the  cases,  cited,  and  quoted  Kent  (Comm.  10th  edit., 
p.  828),  as  treating  the  question  of  liability  to  an 
action  for  refusing  to  carry,  as  the  strongest  test 
of  whether  or  not  the  individual  is  a  common 
carrier. 

Cur,  adv,  vtiU, 

cTune  26.— Their  Lordships  haying  taken  time  to 
consider,  Blackbubn,  J.,  now  delivered  his  written 
judgment  as  follows,  in  which  Mellor,  Groye,  and 


Archibald,  JJ.,  concurred,  and  then  read  the  judg- 
ment of  Brett,  J.,  who  concurred  in  the  decision, 
but  not  on  precisely  the  same  ground  as  the  rest  of 
the  court. 

Blackbubit,  J. — It  appears  by  the  case  stated  for 
this  court  on  appeal,  that  the  defendant  was  en- 
gaged in  carrying  from  Widnes  to  Liyerpool  some 
salt  cake  of  the  plaintiffs  in  a  flat  on  the  rirer 
Mersey.  The  goods  were  injured  by  reason  of 
the  flat  getting  on  a  shoal  in  consequence  of  a 
fog.  This  was  a  peril  of  nayigation,  but  oonld  in 
no  sense  be  called  "the  act  of  Gt)d  or  of  the 
Queen's  enemies."  The  jury  found  that  there  was 
no  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  defendant.  The 
question  therefore  raised  is,  whether  the  defendant 
was  under  the  liability  of  a  bailee  for  hire,  viz.,  to 
take  proper  care  of  the  goods,  in  which  case  he 
is  not  responsible  for  their  loss ;  or  whether  he 
had  the  more  extended  liability  of  a  common 
carrier,  yiz.,  to  carry  the  goods  safe  ag^unst 
all  events  but  acts  of  GDd  and  the  enemies  of 
the  Queen. 

We  have  purposely  oon  fined  our  expressions 
to  the  question  "whether  the  defendant  has 
the  liability  of  a  common  carrier,"  for  we  do 
not  think  it  necessary  to  inquire  whether  the 
defendant  is  a  carrier  so  as  to  be  liable  to  an  actbn 
for  not  taking  goods  tendered  to  him.  The  rule 
imposing  this  extended  liability  on  oommon  car- 
riers was  originally  established,  as  Lord  Mansfield, 
C.J.  states  in  Forward  y.  PUtard  (1  T.  E.  27),  on 
the  ground  of  public  policy ;  "  to  prevent  litigation, 
collusion,  and  the  necessity  of  going  into  circum- 
stances impossible  to  be  unravelled,  the  law  pre- 
sumes against  the  oarrier,  unless  he  shows  it  was 
done  by  the  king's  enemies  or  by  such  act  as 
could  not  happen  by  the  intervention  of  man,  as 
storms,  lightnings,  and  tempests."  And  as  Lord 
Holt  explains  it  in  the  celebrated  judgment  iu 
Ooggs  y.  Bernard  {ubi  sup,),  as  existing  in  the  case 
of  one  that  exercises  a  public  employment;  "and 
this  is  the  case  of  the  oommon  earner,  conunon 
hoyman,  master  of  a  ship,  <&c.,  which  case  of  a 
master  of  a  ship  was  first  adjudged,  26  Oar.  2,  in 
the  case  of  Morse  v.  Slue  (Baymd.  220, 221 ;  Yeutris, 
190,  238)  .  .  .  And  this  is  a  politic  establishment, 
contrived  by  the  policy  of  the  law,  for  the  safety  of 
all  persons  the  necessity  of  whose  affairs  obUge 
them  to  trust  these  sorts  of  persons,  that  they  may 
be  safe  in  their  ways  of  dealing."  It  is  too  late 
now  to  speculate  on  the  propriety  of  this  rule. 
We  must  treat  it  as  firmly  established  that,  in  the 
absence  of  some  contract,  express  or  implied,  in- 
troducing further  exceptions,  those  who  exercise  a 
I>ublio  employment  of  carrying  goods  do  incur  this 
lability. 

It  appears  from  the  evidence  stated  that  the 
defendant  was  the  owner  of  several  flats,  and 
that  he  made  it  his  business  to  lend  out  his  flats, 
under  the  care  of  his  own  servants,  to  different 
persons  as  required  from  time  to  time,  to  carry 
cargoes  to  and  from  places  in  the  Mersey,  bat  that 
it  always  was  to  carry  goods  for  one  person  at  a 
time,  and  that  "  they  "  (the  flats)  '*  carried  for  any 
one  who  chose  to  employ  them,  but  that  an  express 
agreement  was  always  made  as  to  each  yoyage  or 
employment  of  the  defendant's  flats,"  which  means, 
as  we  understand  the  evidence,  that  the  flats  did 
not  go  about  plying  for  hire,  but  were  waiting  for 
hire  Dy  any  one.  We  think  that  this  describes  the 
ordinary  employment  of  a  lighterman,  and  that, 
both  on  authority  and  principle,  a  i)er8on  who 
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^ercises  this  bosinesB  or  employment  does,  in  the 
absence  of  something  to  limit  his  liability,  incur 
the  liabilitY  of  a  "  common  carrier  **  in  respect  of 
the  goods  he  carries. 

It  was  argned  before  ns  that  the  defendant 
ooold  not  have  this  liability  unless  he  held  him- 
self out  as  plying  between  two  particular  places, 
or  had  put  up  his  flat,  like  a  general  ship, 
to  go  to  some  particular  place,  and  to  take  all 
goods  brought  to  him  for  that  yoyage.  It  was 
urged  that  in  Mor$B  v.  Slue  (I  Yentris,  19(H  238), 
the  goods  were  probably  put  on  board  a  ship  put 
up  as  a  general  ship.  It  certainly  may  haye  been 
to;  but  the  count  is  set  out  in  1  Yentris,  p.  190, 
and  is  general,  that  by  the  law  and  custom  of  Eng- 
land masters  and  goyemors  of  ships  which  go  from 
London  beyond  sea,  are  bound  to  keep  safely,  &c., 
the  same  goods,  &o.,  and  the  ultimate  decision  was 
that  this  oount  was  proved.  Hale,  C.J.,  had,  a 
difficulty  (see  the  report  in  1  Mod.  85)  from  the 
fact  that  the  ship  was  bound  to  foreign  parts,  and 
that  the  shipowner  would  not,  by  the  ciyil  law  or 
the  maritime  law,  be  char^^eable  for  piracy  or 
dam/tiMmfcUale  (a  difficulty,  it  may  be  remarked, 
which  does  not  apply  to  the  present  case,  where 
the  whole  transaction  is  in  England),  but  nothing 
is,  in  any  report,  said  as  to  the  ship  being  a 
^generalship,"  and  on  that  count  no  judgment 
could  haye  been  giyen  on  that  ground.  And  the 
ultimate  decision  and  the  special  yerdict  has 
always  been  understood  to  apply  equally  to  all 
ships  employed  in  commerce  and  sailing  from 
England,  as  is  shown  by  the  forms  of  charter  party 
and  bill  of  lading  in  ordinary  use  in  England, 
whinh  always  contain  an  engagement  to  deliyer 
the  goods  in  the  same  condition  in  which  they  were 
reoeiyed  aboard,  and,  when  Lord  Tenterden  first 
wrote,  contained  only  an  exception  of  the  dangers 
of  the  seas. 

Now  the  exceptions  in  each  class  of  instru- 
ment are  made  more  extenuiye;  and  certainly 
it  is  difficult  to  see  why  the  liability  of  a  ship- 
owner who  engages  to  carry  the  whole  lading 
of  his  ship  for  one  person  should  be  less  than 
the  liability  of  one  who  carries  the  lading  in 
different  parcels  for  different  people.  And 
to  come  nearer  to  the  present  case,  we  find 
that  "lightermen"  are  specially  named  in 
Bacon's  Abridgment.  Carrier  A.,  and  in  the  notes 
io Oogg$ y.  Bernard  1  Sul  L.  C.  {uhi  aup)  And  in 
Ipon  and  another  y.  MeUe  (5  East  4QS)  the  course 
of  business  of  the  defendant  in  that  case  is  thus 
described  :  "  Tbe  defendant  kept  sloops  for  carry- 
ing other  persons'  goods  for  hire,  and  also  lighters 
for  the  purpose  of  carrying  those  goods  to  and 
from  his  sloops ;  and  when  he  had  not  employ- 
ment for  his  lighters  for  his  own  basinAss,  he  let 
them  for  hire  to  such  persons  as  wanted  to  carry 
goods  to  other  sloops."  If  there  be  any  difference 
heiween  the  employment  of  the  now  defendant, 
as  described  in  this  case,  and  the  employment  of 
the  defendant  in  Lyon  and  another  y.  Melle,  it 
would  seem  that  the  latter  was  less  clearly  a  public 
employment.  The  great  point  discussed  was 
whether  a  notice  limiting  the  liability  of  the 
defendant  was,  as  Lord  Ellenborough,  G.  J.,  states 
it, "  illegal "  as  *'  being  to  exempt  him  from  a  re* 
BpoDsibiiity  cast  upon  him  hy  law,  as  a  carrier 
of  goods  by  water  for  hire ; "  a  proposition  which 
teuld  not  well  haye  been  discussed  by  anyone 
who  did  not  think  that  the  defendant  had,  but  for 
the  notice,  incurred  that  responsibility.  The 
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point  actually  decided  was  that  the  terms  of  the 
notice  did  not  relieye  the  defendant  from  liability 
for  furnishing  an  nnseaworthy  lighter.  As  to  this 
Lord  Ellenborough  says :  '*  Eyery  agreement  must 
be  construed  with  reference  to  the  subject  matter ; 
and  looking  at  the  parties  to  this  agreement  (for 
so  I  denominate  the  notice),  and  the  situation  in 
which  they  stood  in  point  of  law  to  each  other,  it 
is  clear,  beyond  a  doubt,  that  the  only  object  of 
the  owners  of  lighters  was  to  limit  their  responsi- 
bility in  those  cases  only  where  the  law  would 
otherwise  haye  made  them  answer  for  the  neglect 
of  other $,  and  for  aeddenta  which  it  might  not  be 
within  the  scope  of  ordinary  care  and  *oaution  to 
proyide  against." 

We  think  that  Mr.  James,  in  arguing  for  the 
plaintiffs  in  this  case,  was  right  when  he  relied 
on  the  case  of  Lyon  and  another  y.  MeU$  as  an 
important  authority  in  fayour  of  his  clients.  It 
is  true  that  the  point  was  not  precisely  de- 
cided in  that  case ;  and,  if  it  had  been,  it  would 
not  haye  been  binding  upon  us  in  a  court 
of  error.  But  the  opinion  of  Lord  Ellenborough, 
and  (as  far  as  we  can  judge  from  the  report)  of 
eyeryone  ooneemed  in  that  case,  was,  that  it  was 
too  clear  for  ar^ment  that,  but  for  the  notice,  the 
lighterman,  acting  as  the  defendant  did  in  that 
case,  would  haye  been  liable  to  the  same  extent  as 
a  "common  carrier."  Lord  Abing^r,  C.B.,  in 
Brind  y.  Dale  (2  M.  A  Bob.  80 ;  8  Oar.  &  P.  207), 
expressed  a  strong  opinion  that  a  town  carman 
would  not  be  considered  a  "oommon  carrier;" 
but  he  reseryed  the  point,  and,  as  the  jury  found 
in  fayour  of  the  defendant  on  the  question  whether 
the  goods  were  reoeiyed  by  him  as  a  common 
carrier,  it  neyer  was  reyiewea  in  banco.  The  ruling 
of  Alderson,  B.,  in  Ingate  y.  Ohristie  (8  Gar.  h 
Kir.  61),  is  in  express  conformity  with  what 
appears  to  haye  been  Lord  EUenborough's  yiew 
in  Lyon  and  another  y.  MeUe ;  and  no  English 
authority  has  been  cited  in  conflict  with  this  doc- 
trine. 

We  think,  therefore,  that  the  judgment  of  the 
court  below  was  right,  and  that  it  should  be 
affirmed. 

MsLLOB,  Gbovx,  and  Abchibald,  JJn  concurred. 

Brett,  J. — I  cannot  come  to  the  conclusion  that 
the  defendant  in  this  case  was  liable  whether  he 
was  a  common  carrier  or  not,  because  I  conclude 
that  he  was  liable,  notwithstanding  that  I  am 
dearly  of  opinion  that  he  was  not  a  "common 
carrier." 

It  seems  to  me  that  it  is  of  the  yery  essence 
of  the  definition  of  a  "  common  carrier  "  that  he 
should  be  one  who  undertakes  to  carry  the 
goods  (not  being  dangerous  or  of  unreasonable 
weight  or  bulk)  which  are  first  offered  to  him.  He 
who  does  not  so  undertake  is  not  a  '*  common  oar^ 
rier."  The  force  of  the  word  "  common  "  is,  not 
that  the  carrier's  business  is  a  public  one,  or  in 
common  with  others  but,  that  he  undertakes  to 
carry  for  all  indifferently,  in  the  sense  of  for  the 
first  comer— that  is,  "  for  all  in  common."  It  is 
clear  to  my  mind  that  a  shipowner,  who  publicly 
professes  to  own  ships  and  to  charter  them  to  any- 
one who  will  agree  with  him  on  terms  of  charter, 
is  not  a  "  common  carrier,"  because  he  does  not 
undertake  to  carry  goods  for  or  to  charter  his  ship 
to  the  first  comer.  He  wants,  therefore,  the  essen- 
tial characteristic  of  a  "  common  carrier,"  and  he 
is  therefore  not  a  '*  common  carrier ;"  and  there- 
fore does  not  incur  at  any  time  any  responsibility 
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'<  common  carrier." 


on  the  fipround  of  his  Mng  a 
The  de&ndant  in  the  present  case,  in  my  opinion, 
carried  on  basiness  like  any  other  owner  of  ships 
or  vessels,  and  was  not  a  "  common  carrier,*'  and 
was  in  no  way  liable  as  snch. 

Bat  I  think  that,  by  a  recognised  onstom  of 
England — a  onstom  adopted  and  recognised  by  the 
courts  in  precisely  the  same  manner  as  the  custom 
of  England  with  regard  to  "  common  carriers*'  has 
been  adopted  and  recognised  by  them— erery 
shipowner  who  carries  goods  for  hire  in  his  ship, 
whether  by  inland  navigation  or  coastways  or 
abroad,  undertakes  to  carry  them  at  his  own  ab- 
solute risk,  the  act  of  Qod  or  of  the  Queen's 
enemies  alone  excepted,  and  unless  by  acreement 
between  himself  and  a  particular  freighter,  on  a 
particular  voyage  or  on  particular  voyages,  he 
limits  his  liability  by  further  exceptions.  I  think 
that  this  liability  attaches  to  shipowners  carrying 
goods,  by  reason  of  a  recognised  custom  which 
may  be  pleaded  as  the  custom  of  England,  just  as 
the  custom  of  England  as  to  common  carriers  may 
be  pleaded.  But  it  is  a  custom  wholly  indepen- 
dent of  the  bimilar  custom  with  regard  to  "  com- 
mon carriers."  The  similarity  of  the  two  customs 
has  occasioned  phraseology  to  be  used  in  some 
oases  which  has  raised  an  inaccurate  idea  that 
shipowners  are  "  common  carriers,"  but  I  am  of 
opinion  that  they  are  not.  They  are  not  bound  to 
carry  for  the  first  comer. 

I  therefore  hold  that  the  defendant  is  liable  as  a 
shipowner  upon  the  custom  applicable  to  him  as 
snob,  but  is  not  liable  as  a  "common  carrier" 
upon  the  custom  applicable  to  that  business  or 
employment. 

Judgment  of  the  coturt  below  oJvrmecL 

Attorneys  for  the  plaintiffs  (respondents),  i^. 
Fenn and  bone,  agents  for  J.  Q^inn  and  Son,  Liver- 
pool. 

Attorneys  for  the  defendant,  Field,  Roseoe,  Field, 
Francis,  and  Oehaldiaton,  agents  for  Bateson  and 
Co.,  Liverpool. 


JUDICIAXi  COMMITTEE  OF  THE 
PBIVT  COUNCIL. 

ON    APPEAL    PBOH    THE    COURT    OF    QI7EBN*S    BEKCE 

OF  THE  PROVINCE   OF   QUEBEC,  CANADA. 

Bepoortod  by  J.  P.  Aspisall,  Esq.,  Buriatar^t-Law. 

June  2,  3,  4,  and  26,  1874. 

(Present,  The  Bight  Hons.  Sir  James  W.  Coltile, 
Sir  Barnes  Peacock,  Sir  Muntague  Smith,  and 
Sir  E.  P.  Collier.) 

The  Provincial  Insurance  Company  of  Canada 

V,  Leduc. 

Marine  inswrance — Folicy — Warranty— 'Conttruo- 
Hon  of^Ahandonment-^Acceptance — Silence  of 
underwriters — Dealing  ivith  ship — Constructive 
total     loss — FariidL     loss — Estoppel— Insurable 
irUerest — Evidence — Canadian  Civil  Code, 

Where  a  warranty  or  condition  in  a  policy  of 
marine  insurance  is  expressed  in  clear  terms, 
evidence  wUl  not  be  admitted  to  show  that  it  is  to 
be  construed  contrary  to  the  apparent  meaning  of 
those  termst  although  the  desired  construction  may 
be  that  which  has  ordinarily  been  put  upon  it  by 
persons  making  use  of  that  form  of  policy. 

Where  a  ship  is  insured  on  a  time  policy  at  and 
from  Montreaif  to  trade  between  the  Islcmd  of ! 


Newfoundland,  Nova  Scotui,  Cuba,  ^c,  and 
Qttebec  and  Montreal,  and  the  policy  contains  a 
stipulation  in  the  following  words :  "  Not  aUovoed 
under  this  jDolicy  to  enter  the  QulfofSt,  Lawrence 
before  the  2S>th  April,  nor  to  be  in  the  said  Qulf 
after  the  l^th  Nov, ;  nor  to  proceed  to  Newfound^ 
land  after  the  1st  Bee,  cr  before  the  l^fh  March, 
ivithout  payment  of  additional  premium,  and 
leave  first  obtained,  war,  risk,  and  sealing  voyages 
excepted ;"  the  policy  is  not  to  be  construed  as 
declaring  that  the  vessel  may  proceed  from  any  of 
the  ports  named  in  the  policy  to  Newfoundland 
on  or  before  the  1st  Vec.,  nolwiihstanding  it 
might  have  to  pass  through  the  Qulf  after  lUk 
Nov.  ;  but  under  that  datise  the  vessel  is  neither  to 
be  in  the  Qulf  after  the  lUh  Nov.,  rwr  to  proceed 
to  Newfoundland  from  cmy  port  after  tlie  Ist 
Bee. !  and  if  the  ship  enters  the  Gulf  after  the  Ibth 
Nov,,  she  commits  a  breach  of  warranty  within 
ihe  words  of  the  policy,  a/nd  the  underwriters  are 
not  liable  for  any  loss  occurring  in  oonsequencs 
of  that  breach,  unless  they  accept  abandonment 
with  a  knowledge  of  the  breach. 

When  notice  of  abandonment  of  a  ship  is  given  to 
underwriters,  mere  silence  on  their  part  wiU  not 
operate  as  an  accfptanee  of  abandonment ;  but  if 
the  underwriters,  on  a  loss  occurring,  and  after 
notice  of  abandonment  duly  given,  take  posses* 
sion  of  a  ship  by  their  agent,  take  her  to  a  plaes 
of  safety,  repair  her,  and  detain  her  in  thwr 
custody  for  an  unreasonable  time  witlwut  giving 
notice  to  the  assured  that  (hey  are  acting  on  his 
behalf,  and  that  they  do  not  accept  the  abandon* 
ment,  their  acts  unll  amount  to  a  constructive 
acceptance  of  abandonment;  nor  will  the  faet 
thai  (he  insurers  think  Jit  to  libel  the  ship  in  the 
Admiralty  Court  for  salvage  reward  affect  their 
liability,  if  the  assured  has  not  interfered  in  the 
sahxtge  suit  nor  taken  any  steps  to  assert  his  eon* 
tinued  otonership. 

Acceptance  of  abcindonment  by  underwriters  is  ir* 
revocable,  and  makes  a  partialloss  tantafnowUto 
a  total  loss,  and  ihe  insurers  are  precluded  from 
relying  upon  a  subseguent  recovery  of  the  property 
because  they  a/re  estopped  from  saying  that  the  lois 
is  not  total ;  and,  although  by  the  Canadian  Oieil 
Code,  art.  2545,  abandonment  cannot  be  made  of 
a  strcmded  ship  if  she  can  be  raised  so  as  to  he 
sent  forward  to  her  destincUion,  this  article  does 
not  apply  to  cases  where  alnindonment  of  a 
stranded  ship  hcts  been  accepted  by  underwriten, 
but  must  be  read  in  conjunction  with  other  articles 
(2547,  2549),  by  which  abandonment  and  aeeep- 
iance  vest  the  property  in  ihe  insurer,  and  cannot 
be  defeated  by  subsequent  events,  as  in  English 
law. 

Alwarranty  in  a  time  policy  upon  a  ship  for  certain 
voyages,  that  the  ship  shall  not  procewl  to  or  beat 
certain  places  after  given  dales,  has  not  the  effed 
of  leaving  the  ship  totally  uninsured  by  thepoUey 
if,  in  brecich  of  the  warranty,  she  proceeds  to,  or 
is  at  those  places  after  those  dates,  so  cu  to  pre* 
elude  recovery  in  all  eases;  and  if  the  under* 
writers,  after  a  loss  occurs  whUst  the  ship  is  i^pon 
a  voyage  in  brecich  of  the  warranty,  dtUy  accept 
abandonment,  they  will  be  estopped  from  setting 
up  thai  there  was  no  loss  v)ithin  the  poUey  or  ihe 
breach  of  warranty. 

Where  a  ship  is  purchased  in  the  name  of  two  per* 
sons,  A.  and  £,,  but  the  purchase  money  is  by 
arrangement  between  them  paid  by  A.  only ;  and 
B.,  in  order  to  give  some  security  to  A,  for  Ae 
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patpnmU  of  his  share,  authorises  A,  to  insure  the 
ship  in  his  {A,*s)  name  alone,  and  in  case  of  the 
loss  of  the  ship,  to  receive  the  whole  insurance 
money,  and  to  pay  himself  the  amount  di4e  to  him 
from  B. ;  A.  has  an  insurable  interest  in  the  whole 
ship,  aiid  may,  in  an  action  on  a  valued  poUoy, 
recover  in  his  own  name  the  full  amount  m- 
smred,  A  statement  by  B.  to  a  third  person  of 
this  arrangement  with  A.,  being  a  declaration 
against  his  {B.'s)  interest,  is  evidence  against 
<io  insurers  to  show  A,*s  insurable  interest 
A  shipowner  whose  ship  is  mortgaged  may,  if  he 
remains  in  possession,  insure  his  ship  to  Uie  fuU 
asnount  of  her  value. 

This  was  an  appeal  from  two  concurrent  jadg- 
ments  of  the  Court  of  Qaeen's  Bench  for  the 
Fnmnoe  of  Qaebeo,  Canada,  bearing  date  the 
22Dd  March,  1872,  one  of  which  modified  on 
appeal  a  judgment  of  the  Superior  Court  for  the 
Pnmnce  of  Qaebeo,  Canada,  bearing  date  the 
SUt  Mwrch  1870,  in  fietvonr  of  the  respon- 
dent by  increasing  the  sum  for  which  judgment 
wms  given  for  the  respondent,  and  condemned  the 
mdlants  to  pay  the  plaintiff  the  faU  amount 
dumed  by  him,  and  costs,  and  the  other  of  which 
dismissed  with  costs  the  appeal  of  the  insurance 
eompany. 

Hiis  was  an  action  brought  by  the  respondent, 
Joel  Lednc,  against  the  appellants  npon  a  valned 
time  policy  of  insurance  for  5000  dole,  on  a  ship 
osSka  the  Babineau  and  Cfaudry. 

The  ftusts,  which,  except  as  hereinafter  stated, 
were  not  disputed,  were  as  follows : 

On  the  3rd  Jan.  1867,  Joel  Lednc,  the  present 
reepKmdent,  insured  with  the  appellants  (who  are 
an  insurance  company  carrying  on  business  at 
Toronto  and  haying  agents  at  Montreal  and  other 
places  in  Canada)  a  ship  named  the  Babineau  and 
Oaudry  for  5000  dole.  The  policy  was,  as  far  as  is 
material  for  the  present  appeal,  in  the  following 
terms 

J.  Ledoo,  of  Hootreal,  Proyinoe  of  Qnebeo,  as  well  in 
Ut  own  name  as  for  and  in  the  name  and  names  of  aJl 
aad  erery  other  person  and  persons  to  whom  the  same 
doth  may  or  shall  appertain  in  part  or  in  all,  doth  make 
inswanoe  and  oanse  to  be  insnred,  lost  or  not  lost,  the 
•nai  of  5000  dole,  npon  the  body,  tackle,  apparel,  and 
other  fnniitnre  of  the  good  schooner  Babineau  and 
Gaudry,  whereof  is  master  for  the  present  yoyage  Ben- 
juiin  Ylgnean,  or  whoeyer  else  shall  go  for  master  in  the 
sudyessel,  or  by  whateyer  other  name  or  names  the  said 
yessel  or  the  master  thereof  is  or  shall  be  oalled. 

Beginning  the  adyentnree  npon  the  said  yessel,  tackle, 
avpsiel,  Ac,  at  and  from  Montreal  to  trade  between  tlM 
iuaod  of  Newfoundland,  Noya  Sootia,  West  India  Islands, 
Cuba,  safe  ports  in  the  United  States  and  Qnebec  and 
Montoeal,  to  and  from  ports  in  the  Lower  Proyinoes, 
nA  eommenoing  at  noon  of  15th  Deo.  186d,  and  ending  at 
BOOB  of  15th  Deo.  1867. 

And  it  shall  and  may  be  lawf  ol  for  the  said  yessel  in  her 
yoysge  to  proceed  and  sail  to,  toadb,  and  stay  at  any  port 
or  places  if  therennto  obliged  by  stress  of  weather  or 
other  nnayoidable  accident,  witnont  prejudice  to  this 
insnnuice.  The  said  yessel,  tackle,  &o.,  nereby  insured 
are  yaloed  at  7000  dols. 

And  it  is  agreed  tiiat  in  case  a  total  loss  shall  be 
slaimed  for  or  on  account  of  any  damage  or  charge  to 
tiw  said  yeesel,  the  onl:^'  basis  of  ascertaining  the  yalne 
•hall  be  her  yalnation  in  this  policy,  and  if  not  yalned 
herein,  thea  her  actual  yalne  at  the  time  of  the  iocep- 
tioQ  of  this  risk  at  the  |>ort  to  which  she  then  belonged. 

Kot  allowed  under  this  policy  to  enter  the  Golf  of  St. 
Lawrence  before  the  25th  April,  nor  to  be  in  the  said 
Gulf  after  the  15th  Noy,  Nor  to  proceed  to  Kewfound- 
laadafter  the  1st  Deo.  or  before  the  15th  March,  without 
psyBsnt  of  additional  preminm,  and  leaye  first  obteined,  | 
war  risk  and  ■eating  yqyages  exoepted. 


The  evidence  as  to  the  interest  possessed  by  the 
respondent  in  the  Babitheau  ana  OcMdry  was  as 
follows : — 

By  a  notarial  contract,  dated  the  7th  March 
1866,  the  vessel  was  sold  to  the  respondent  and 
one  Benjamin  Yignean  for  1400Z.  which  the  re* 
spondent  and  the  said  Yignean  bound  themselves 
jointly  and  severally  to  pay,  by  the  instalments 
mentioned  in  the  contract,  so  as  to  cover  both 
the  price  of  the  vessel  and  certain  moneys 
due  npon  mortgage  npon  the  vessel,  and  the 
vessel  was  then  registered  in  their  joint  names ; 
there  was  evidence  that  Yignean,  who  was 
captain  of  the  vessel,  being  unable  to  provide 
the  instalments,  the  respondent  in  fact  paid 
the  whole  of  the  instalments  as  they  became  dne» 
but  there  was  no  evidence  that  Yignean  had 
ever  given  up  to  the  respondent  his  interest  in  the 
vessel,  or  in  any  way  rendered  his  interest  in  it  a 
security  for  the  sum  so  advanced  to  him  by  the 
respondent,  and  the  vessel  continued  registerod  in 
their  joint  names  till  the  date  of  the  loss  herein- 
after mentioned.  The  mortgage  debts  and  the  full 
Srice  of  the  vessel  were  not  fully  paid  until  15th 
Toy.  1869. 

There  was  no  evidence  that  the  respondent  in- 
tended to  insure  the  vessel  for  the  benefit  of  any- 
one but  himself,  nor  was  there  any  evidence  that 
Yignean  had  anthorised  him  to  insure  his  share 
of  the  vessel,  except  a  statement  by  the  witness 
Jean  Yignean,  that  his  brother,  Benjamin  Yignean, 
had  told  him  that  he  was  indebted  to  the  respon- 
dent, and  that,  to  give  him  security  for  what  he 
owed  him,  he  had  authorised  the  respondent  to 
insure  the  vessel  Babineau  and  Chudry  in  his 
own  name ;  that  if  the  vessel  perished,  the  re- 
spondent might  receive  the  amount  insured,  and 
so  pay  himself  his  debt. 

At  the  time  the  insuraqoe  was  made  the  vessel 
was  at  the  port  of  St.  John,  Newfoundland,  pre- 
paring for  a  yoyage  to  the  West  Indies,  which  she 
subsequently  oompleted.  On  the  16th  Nov.  1867» 
the  day  after  the  date  fixed  by  the  poliov  as  the 
last  day  on  which  the  vessel  was  to  be  in  the  Gulf 
of  St.  Lawrence,  the  Babineau  and  Oaudry  saUed 
from  Montreal  on  a  voyage  to  the  port  of  Sb.  John» 
Newfoundland ;  and  on  or  about  the  Ist  Deo,  while 
still  in  the  Gulf  of  St.  Lawrence,  she  was  over- 
taken by  a  violent  storm  and  totally  lost  npon  the 
island  c/  AnticostL 

The  whole  of  the  crew  were  drowned,  and  news 
of  the  wreck  did  not  reach  the  respondent 
till  the  18ch  May  1868.  On  the  19th  May  the  re- 
spondent seryed  npon  the  appellants*  agent  at  Mon- 
treal, Mr.  MoOnaig,  a  notanal  protest  which  con- 
tained a  claim  for  payment  of  the  full  sum  insured, 
5,000  dols.,  and  a  formal  abandonment  to  the 
insurance  company  of  the  wreck.  The  protest 
stated  all  the  facts  then  known  to  the  respondent 
respecting  the  voyage  and  wreck  of  the  vessel, 
and,  inter  alia,  that  the  ship  had  left  Montreal 
for  St.  John's  on  the  preceding  16th  Nov. 
Mr.  McGuaig's  answer  to  this  claim  was  that  he 
would  forward  it  to  the  head  office;  and  he  did  so 
forward  it,  although  the  manager  of  the  company 
said  that  he  did  not  see  the  protest  till  18th  June, 
when  a  copy  was,  sent  from  another  source.  The 
company  returned  no  answer  to  the  notice  of 
abandonment  and  ultimately  refused  to  pay  the 
claim. 

About  the  end  of  May  Mr.  Oroker,  the  manager 
and  secretary  of  the  appellants,  having  seen  a 
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notioe  in  the  newspapers  that  the  wreck  had  been 
disoovered  apon  the  island  of  Antioosti,  instructed 
Mr.  McGregor,  the  company's  marine  inspector, 
to  proceed  there  to  look  after  the  interests  of  the 
oompanj.  The  appellants'  manager  denied  having 
seen  the  protest  at  this  time,  or  that  they  knew 
that  the  schooner  had  been  in  the  Galf  of  St. 
Lawrence  after  the  15th  Nov.,  bat  conld  not 
explain  how  the  protest  had  not  come  to  hand. 

Mr.  McGregor  proceeded  to  Anticosti,  and 
fonnd  the  vessel  lying  bottom  upwards  oo  the 
shore.  After  taking  measures  for  the  sale  of  the 
remains  of  the  cargo,  he  proceeded  to  raise  the 
vessel,  and  succeeded,  at  an  expense  of  3000  dels., 
in  bringing  it  to  Montreal. 

The  appellants  subsequently  proceeded  against 
the  ship  in  the  Oourt  of  Vice- Admiralty  at  Quebec 
for  the  salvage  expenses  which  exceeded  the  value 
of  the  vessel,  and  she  was  sold,  after  the  commence- 
ment of  this  action,  by  order  of  the  said  Court 
of  Vice- Admiralty  for  the  benefit  of  the  salvors  and 
fetched  only  350  dols.,  which  was  paid  to  the  appel- 
lants. There  is  no  evidence  when  the  proceedings 
in  the  Conrt  of  Vice- Admiralty  were  commenc^, 
but  Mr  AIcGrpgor  stated  that  betook  steps  for  ob- 
taining repayment  of  the  salvage  expenses  before 
the  vessel  reached  Montreal.  There  was  no  evidence 
of  the  acceptance  of  the  respondent's  notice  of 
abandonment  by  the  appellants  other  than  the 
facts  above  stated;  and  it  was  proved  by  Mr. 
Croker  that  Mr.  McGregor  had  no  authority  to 
accept  a  notice  of  abandonment,  and  that  the 
bead  oflSce  had  no  opportunity  of  communicating 
with  him  after  his  visit  to  Anticosti  till  his  re- 
turn. 

The  present  action  was  commenced  on  the  14th 
Nov.  1868,  and  the  declaration  filed  the  same  day 
set  out  the  policy  of  insurance,  and  stated  that 
the  vessel  left  Montreal  on  the  16th  Nov,  1867, 
bound  to  St.  John's,  and  that  she  was  lost  on  the 
island  of  Anticosti  between  the  1st  and  5th  Dec. 
next  following,  and  that  the  respondent  gave 
notice  of  abandonment  of  the  vessel,  which  the 
appellant  accepted ;  the  declaration  oonduded  for 
payment  of  5000  dols.  and  interest. 

The  declaration  as  originally  filed,  contained 
also  an  averment  that  respondent  was  the  sole 
owner  of  the  ship;  but  it  was  subsequently 
amended  by  leave  of  the  oourt,  and  a  statement 
inserted  of  the  purchase  of  the  ship  by  the  re- 
spondent and  Yigneau,  and  the  payment  of  the 
price  by  the  respondent  only,  and  an  allegation 
that  Yiffueau  authorised  the  respondent  to  insure 
the  whole  ship  in  his  own  name  and  at  the  same 
time  gave  up  to  him  all  claim  on  the  ship. 

The  respondent,  on  the  8rd  Dec.  1868, 
demurred  to  the  declaration  on  the  grounds 
that  the  policy  contained  a  warranty  that  the 
ship  should  not  be  in  the  Gulf  of  St.  Lawrence 
after  the  15th  Nov.  and  should  not  proceed 
to  Newfoundland  after  the  Ist  Dec.,  while  the 
declaration  also  showed  that  the  vessel  was  lost 
while  in  the  Gulf  of  St.  Lawrence,  after  the  15th 
Nov.,  and  while  proceeding  to  Newfoundland  after 
1st  Dec. 

They  also  filed  two  special  pleas,  embodying  the 
same  defences  and  the  general  issue,  and,  after  the 
declaration  had  been  amended,  they  filed  a  suppl- 
mental  plea,  alleging  that  by  law  no  person  could 
be  interested  in  a  vessel  such  as  the  Bdbineau  and 
Oaudry,  unless  registered  as  owner,  and  that 
according  to  the  register,  and  in  fact  the  respon- 


dent was  only  part  owner  of  the  ship,  and  had  no 
other  insurable  interest  in  it. 

The  respondent,  on  4th  Dec.,  1868,  joined 
issue  on  the  defendant's  demurrer  and  plea,  and 
filed  special  rejoinders  which,  in  effect  alleged: 
first,  that  the  true  interpretation  of  the  warran^ 
in  the  policy  was  that  the  ship  should  not  be  in 
the  Gulf  of  St.  Lawrence  when  entering  the  river 
after  the  15th  Nov.,  but  might  leave  Montreal  for 
Newfoundland  any  time  up  to  Ist  Deo. ;  secondly, 
that  the  appellants,  having  accepted  the  notioe 
of  abandonment  after  notice  that  the  ship  left 
Montreal  on  the  16th  Nov.,  were  thereby  estopped 
from  setting  up  any  breach  of  the  warranty. 

The  evidence  given  at  the  hearing  has  in  sub- 
stance been  already  stated. 

The  plaintiff  tendered  evidence  to  prove  that  it 
was  the  custom  or  usage  of  trade  and  navigation, 
of  vessels  going  east  to  leave  the  port  of  Mon- 
treal at  any  time  during  the  month  of  November, 
though  not  after  the  Ist  Dec. ;  and  that  in  going 
west  it  was  not  usual  for  vessels  to  enter  the  Gulf  of 
St.  Lawrence  later  than  the  15th  Nov.  because  the 
ice  then  began  to  come  down  the  stream,  and  ren- 
dered it  dangerous  to  ascend  the  river.  Evidence 
was  also  tendered  to  show  that  the  commercial 
import  of  the  concluding  clause  of  the  policy  was 
that  in  going  east  the  vessel  was  not  to  proceed 
to  Newfoundland  after  the  Ist  Dea  or  before  the 
15th  March;  nor  in  going  west,  to  enter  the  Grolf 
of  St.  Lawrence  before  the  25th  April,  or  to  be  in 
the  said  Gulf  after  the  15th  Nov.,  without  payment 
of  additional  premium,  and  leave  first  obtained. 
This  evidence  was  objected  to  b^  the  defendants, 
and  admitted  subject  to  the  opinion  of  the  fall 
court. 

On  the  31st  March  1870  Maokay,  J.,  delivered 
the  judgment  of  the  Superior  Court  in  favour  of 
the  respondent,  on  the  ^pround  that  the  appellants 
were  estopped — by  their  acceptance  of  the  aban- 
donment, and  their  appropriation  of  the  vessel— 
from  urging  objections  founded  on  the  alleged 
breaches  of  condition.  The  judgment  overruled 
the  demurrer,  and  oompelled  the  appellant  to  pay 
to  the  plaintiff  the  sum  of  3500  dols.  (half  ihe 
amount  at  which  the  vessel  was  valued)  with 
interest  thereon  from  the  16th  Nov.  1868  (the 
date  of  the  service  of  the  writ),  and  costs. 

The  respondent,  and  also  the  appellants,  ap- 
pealed from  the  said  judgment  to  the  Court  of 
Queen's  Bench  for  the  province  of  Quebea 

The  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  on  the  22nd 
March  1872,  gave  judgment  in  the  appeals, 
and  thereby  annulled  the  said  judgment  of 
the  Superior  Court  of  the  31st  March  1870, 
and  condemned  the  appellants  to  pay  to  the 
respondent  the  sum  of  5000  dols.,  with  interest 
thereon  from  the  said  16!;h  Nov.  1868,  and  costs,  on 
the  ground  that  the  allegations  in  the  declaration 
were  fully  established  by  the  evidence ;  and  that  by 
reason  thereof,  and  of  the  abandonment  made  by 
the  plaintiff,  and  the  total  loss  of  the  vessel,  and  of 
the  acceptance  of  such  abandonment  by  the  de- 
fendants, the  plain  biff  was  entitled  to  claim  the  fall 
amount  for  which  the  vessel  was  insured.  Duvalt 
C.J.,  Oaron  and  Drummond,  JJ.,  concurred  in 
this  judfirment,  Badgley,  J.,  dissented  therefrom 
altogether,  and  Monk,  J.,  dissented  as  to  the 
amount  recoverable,  holding  that  the  plaintiff 
could  only  reoover  half  the  amount  insured,  25002. 
The  judgments  of  the  judges  of  tho  Qaeen*8 
Bench  at  Quebec  were  destroyed  by  fire  (which 
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bomi  down  the  court  bouBe)  except  that  of 
Bftdglejr,  J.,  which  was,  after  setting  oat  the  facts 
gifen  above,  as  follows : — 

Badi^ley,  J. — Before  proceeding  to  notice  the 
gronnds  of  contention  offered  bj  the  parties,  some 
points  of  di£Scaltv  resting  npon  the  alleged  facts 
of  the  case  will  be  removed  and  pat  aside.    As 
matter  <^  fact  and  as  admitted  bj  Ledac's  amend- 
ment, his  title  of  ownership  of  the  vessel  was  for 
bat  one-balf,  and  his  claim  to  the  sole  interest  in 
the  insaranoe  money  rests  upon  his  alleged  ad* 
yanoea  for  Yigneaa  of  the  latter's  share  of  their 
joint  imrohase  money  stated  in  the  deed  of  sale  to 
them  jointly  of  the  vessel.    The  proof  of  the  fact 
iras  npon  Ii«doc  and  it  is  elementary  to  say  that 
the  evidence  adduced  by  him  is  iosaffioient  both 
in  law  and  fact,  that  the  objection  taken  by  the  in- 
surers against  its  admission  was  well  founded,  in 
the  face  of  the  deed  of  their  joint  pnrcbaso  and 
of  their    registered    rights    nnder    the    veesel's 
registry,  and  that  his  interest  in  the  insaranoe 
money  does  not  exceed  one-half  share  thereof.  As 
matter  of  fact,  it  is  admitted  by  the  declaration 
that  the  vessel  was  in  the  Galf  of  St.  Lawrence 
after  the   1st   Dec.    1867,  the  time  prohibited; 
therefore  by  that  breach  of  one  of  the  express 
warranties  above  referred  to,  the  breach  of  the 
warranty  in    that    respect    from    that    moment 
avoided    the   contract    of    insurance    ah  initio; 
and  as    the  contract    cannot    co-exist    with    its 
breach,  therefore  nnder  the  oircamstances,  there 
was  no  existing  binding  contract   npon   the   in- 
snrers  when  the  alleged  abandonment  was  made. 
As  matter  of  fact  Leoac's  averment  in  his  declara- 
tion, that  the  insurers  dispatched  a  duly  autho- 
rised agent  to  recover  and  raise  the  vessel  on 
their  own  account  is  without  proof ;  and,  on  the 
contrary,  the  witness  Crocker  ssy  s,  that  McGregor 
was  sent  as  was  customary  in  such  cases  to  look 
after  the  interests  the  company  might  have  in 
the  cargo  or  the  vessel ;  that  it  was  always  the 
costom    with    the    insurers    to    send    a  marine 
inspector,  that  is  himself,  to  a  wreck  where  a  loss 
occarred,  in  order  to  save  anything  in  case  the 
company  might  have  an  interest  in  doing  so,  if 
not  for  the  benefit  of  the  parties  concerned,  the 
object  in  doing  so  being  to  keep  the  expenses 
ii  low  as  possible.    This  custom  ot  the  insurers  is 
corroborated  by  the  evidence   of    their  witness 
Da? idson,  as  being  general  amongst  insaranoe  com- 
panies.   Finally  the  decree  of  the  Vice- Admiralty 
Coart  in  their  favour  proving  them  to  be  mere 
salvors  of  the  vessel.     As    matter  of   fact,  no 
express  acceptance  of  the  abandonment   by  the 
iosorers  has  been  proved  by  Leduc.    Mr.  Crocker 
ssjs  that  McGregor  had  left  for  Gasp^  before  the 
compaoy   at    Toronto   had   received    the    copy 
served    in    Montreal,  and   that   he    was    never 
instructed    to    accept    an  abandonment.      That 
coold  only  be  accepted   at  the  head  office,  in 
Toronto,  and  that  only  in  writing ;   that  the  com- 
pany had  never  accepted  them  otherwise,  and  that 
they  were  not  aware  of  the  position  of  the  vessel 
or  any  circumstance  of  the  wreck  at  the  time 
ICcGregor  went  down  there.    It  is  also  proved 
KcCoaig  was  their  special  agent  at  Montreal,  only 
to  receive  applications  for  insurances  and  pre- 
miams  and  to  transmit  them  to  the  head  office 
for  determination  there,  issuing  interim  receipts, 
bat  not  authorised  to  issue  policies.    In  fact  tnat 
the  alleged  acceptance  was  only  implied  from  the 
drcamstances  of  the  insurers  having  saved  the 


vessel,  and  taking  her  in  charge,  to  prevent  her 
destruction.    No  question  has  been  raised  in  the 
cause,  that  the  repairs  to  the  vessel  were  not 
necessary  nor  done  in  reasonable  time,  nor  that 
their  cost  as  decreed  by  the  Vice- Admiralty  Court 
was  unreasonable.      The  remaining  contentious 
questions  raised  by  the  parties  are  as  to  the  legal 
nature  of  the  loss  suffered  by  the  vessel,  Led  no's 
right  to  abandon  her  for  total  loss,  and  the  effect 
of  the  insurers'  salvage  of  the  vessel  assumed  to 
be  a  legal  acceptance  of  Leduo's  alleged  abandon* 
m(!nt.    In  the  elucidation  of  these  points  recourse 
must  be  had  to  our  provincial  law  as  enacted  in 
our  Civil  Code.    By  the  Art.  2521  of  the  Code, 
losses  for  which  insurers  are  liable  are  either  total 
or   partial.      By  the  Art.  2522  the  former  are 
where  the   thing   insured   is    wholly  destroyed 
or    lost;     the    latter    when    by    reason    of    any 
event  insured    against,   the    thing    thoush   not 
wholly    lost    or    destroyed,    becomes    of    little 
or   no   value   to   the   insured,    &o.,  &o.,  or   as 
more  forcibly  expressed  by  the  French  version, 
when  it  is  $an$  valeur  ou  d^une  vaUur  minime  d 
Va88ure  <&c.,  &o.    Now  the  only  loss  alleged  in  the 
declaration  is  that  *'  le  dit  navire  aurait  peri  corp» 
et  liens  dans  le  Oolfe  Saint  Laurent,  faisant  un 
nauffage  entier  et  complet,**  which  is  the  absolute 
total  lo^s  of  the  Code  article,  where  the  thing  in- 
sured is  wholly  destroyed  and  lost,  in  other  words 
submerged  in  the  Gulf  of  St.  Lawrence.      As 
matter  of  fact  the  alleged  total  loss  is  not  true, 
and  has  been  disproved,  but  it  is  the  only  one 
alleged,  and  the  insurers  cannot  be  made  to  suffer 
from  any  other  description  of  loss  or  cause  of 
action  than  that  charged ;  and  in  strict  justice  the 
appellant's  action  should   be   dismissed,  unless 
under  the  rule  of   practice  he  should  elect  to 
amend  his  declaration  to  meet  the  proof  of  the 
case,    as    it   admits    of   no   effective    abandon- 
ment with  its  alleged  acceptance  as  set  out  in  the 
declaration.    But  assuming  the  appellant's  posi- 
tion of  a  constructive  total  loss  in  this  cause,  id 
which  he  may  claim  as  for  a    total  loss  upoxi 
abandonment  made,  *'  The  notice  must  be  explicit 
and  must  contain  a  statement  of.  the  gronnds  of 
abandonment,  and  these  grounds  must  exist,  and 
be  sufficient  at  the  time  of  the  notice  " :  (Art.  2544). 
But  by  the  next  following  Art.  2545,  abandon- 
ment on  the  ground  of  the  vessel  being  disabled 
by  stranding  cannot  be  made,  if  she  can  be  raised 
and  pat  in  a  condition  to  continue  her  voyag^. 
And  in  such  case  the  recourse  of  the  insored 
against  the  insurer  is  for  the  expense  and  loss 
occasioned  by  the  stranding.    Now  in  this  case, 
the  grounds  for  the  abandonment  given  in  the 
notice  are  that  the  vessel  had  become  a  construe- 
tive  total  wreck,  whereas  the  vessel  was  stranded 
only ;  she  was  got  off,  repaired  and  restored  to 
condition  to  conbinne  her  voyage,  had  it  been  re- 
quired, and  was  navigated  from  Anticosti  to  Gasp^, 
and  from  Gasp^  to  her  home-port  Montreal.    The 
restored  vessel  plainly  falls  within  the  operative 
effect  of  the  exception  of  the  Art.  2545  and  was 
not  subject  to  or  effected  by  abandonment.    The 
grounds  stated  in  the  notice  showed  that    the 
vessel  was  not  totally  lost,  that  even  her  con- 
structive total  loss  did  not  exist,  and  that  the 
facts  stated  were  not  sufficient  at  the  time  of  the 
notice  to  constitute  a  total  loss,  and  were  worthless 
and  ineffective    to  support  Leduc's  claim  for  a 
total  loss  of  the  restored  vessel;  which,  by  hia 
declaration,  he  admits,  had  been  restored  to  oon- 
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^itioD,  and  had  reached  Montreal  before  the 
institotion  of  tins  action.  Now  by  Ledno's  faotam 
before  this  oonrt,  the  abandonment  is  assumed  to 
be  absolute  and  effective,  and  the  action  is  in  effect 
mainljr  npon  the  allied  acceptance  by  the 
insurers,  not  upon  their  expressed  acceptance,  but 
npon  aUeged  laots  of  the  insurers  in  connection 
with  the  vessel,  which  at  best  could  constitute  an 
implied  acceptance  only.  The  acts  alleged  are, 
that  the  insurers  sent  a  special  agent  to  the  place 
of  the  wreck,  that  they  took  possession  of  the 
vessel,  raised  and  repaired  her,  and  afterwards 
sold  her  for  their  own  profit  and  advantage.  It  is 
scarcely  necessary  to  repeat  that  the  vessel  was 
derelict  and  abandoned  by  her  owner,  that  the  in- 
surers tookcharge  of  her  to  prevent  her  utterdestruo- 
tion  and  repaired  her  as*  salvors,  for  which  they 
obtained  the  Yioe- Admiralty  Court  decree,  which 
has  not  been  contradicted  nor  denied  hy  Lednc ; 
and  that  finally  the  vessel  was  sold  under  admiralty 
process  issued  against  the  vessel  for  the  payment 
of  the  salvage  expenses  incurred  by  the  salvors,  the 
insurers.  It  is  manifest  that  the  alleged  acceptance 
is  merely  an  implied  acceptance,  depending  upon 
tiie  effectiveness  of  the  abandonment  upon 
suflScient  gfounds  existing  at  the  time  of  the 
notice  by  Cednc,  and  accepted  as  such  at  the  time 
by  the  msurers.  Kow,  apart  from  the  palpable 
fact  of  the  restoration  and  recovery  of  the  stranded 
vessel  which  prevented  abandonment  at  all,  it  may 
be  observed  upon  this  point  of  "acceptance, 
Aat  according  to  2  Amould,  p.  992,  *'If  the 
underwriter  on  receipt  of  the  notice,  either  in  re- 
ply  by  his  word  or  writing,  or  implied  by  his 
acts,  shows  his  willingness  to  adopt  the  aliandon- 
ment  in  the  terms  proposed  by  the  insured,  he 
is  technically  said  to  accept  the  notice  of  abandon- 
ment, which  he  cannot  afterwards  dispute,  unless 
the  notice  be  false  and  therefore  a 'mere  nullity;'" 
(diter  he  is  bound  to  pay  the  sum  insured  without 
reference  to  the  subpequent  restoration  of  the 
property.  Amould  adds,  at  the  same  time,  that 
the  universal  principle  is,  that  unless  he  has  pre- 
cluded himself  from  objecting  against  the  validity 
of  the  abandonment,  no  abandonment  can  have 
any  effective  operation  unless  the  state  of  things 
was  such  as  to  justify  it  at  the  time  it  was  made. 
Hence,  the  term  valid  abandonment  means  one 
warranted  by  the  state  of  things  when  the  notice 
was  given.  And  by  the  principles  of  English 
jurisprudence,  it  is  established  that  the  facts  were 
such  as  to  justify  the  assured  in  giving  the  notice 
when  he  did  so,  yet  he  cannot  insist  on  it  as  for  a 
total  loss,  if  before  he  commences  his  action  the 
thing  insured  be  restored  to  him,  or  in  the  words 
of  Lord  Eilenborougb,  **  the  nature  of  the  damnifi- 
catiun  at  the  time  when  the  action  is  brought  is  the 
criterion  of  the  rights  to  recover  as  for  a  total 
loss ;  and  if  at  the  time  what  had  antecedently 
been  a  total  loss,  has  by  subsequent  events  ceased 
to  be  so,  and  become  an  average  loss  only,  a  com- 
pensation for  that  alone  can  be  recovered":  (4 
jL  &  S.  584b)  And  as  observed  by  Le  Blanc,  J. 
(10  East,  846) :  **  It  does  not  follow  that  a  man 
has  a  right  to  abandon,  because  he  has  a  right  to 
^ive  notice  of  abandonment  on  the  faith  of  the 
intelligence  received."  And  Amould  maintains 
this  mle  to  be  in  the  true  princif^cs  of  indemnity 
in  marine  insurance.  The  operative  effect  of  the 
exception  of  the  Art.  2545,  brings  the  restored 
vessel  within  the  principle  of  the  rule  stated  by 
Lord  Ellenborough,  ss  to  a  demand  for  total  loss  of 


a  restored  vessel  at  the  time  of  the  demand.  The 
plain  rule  of  law  beiuff^  that  when  a  vessel  is  in 
existence,  the  insurer  is  only  held  to  make  good 
loss  sustained  as  measured  by  restoring  it  to  its 
original  condition :  (8  B.  A  C.  561 ;  2  HL  A  G.  593 ; 
6  t6.  792 ;  3  Bing.  N.  G.  266 ;  1  Com.  Bench  Bep. 
168 ;  3  ib.  781 ;  6  t&.  391 ;  4  i6. 343.)  The  EngUdi 
rule  has  been  also  settled  of  late  years,  and  adopted 
in  the  great  commercial  states  of  Now  York  and 
Massaonusette,  and  by  the  courts  there  held,  that 
the  saocess  of  the  insurer  in  getting  the  ship  afloal 
and  repairing  her,  defeated  an  abandonment  which 
had  been  made  while  she  was  on  the  rockp  and  in 
such  condition  as  to  render  it  probable  that  she 
was  irretrievably  wrecked:  (Wood  v.  Lincoln  /n* 
iurance  Company,  4  Mass.  Bep.  479 ;  so  in  PeeU  v. 
Suffolk  Insurance  Company,  7  Pick.  254.)  The 
Supreme  Court  of  Massachusetts  overruled  the 
opinion  of  Story,  J.,  in  a  previous  case  in  the 
distinction  taken  by  him  between  the  actual  and 
the  presumptive  state  of  the  vessel,  and  decided 
that  the  suocensful  efforts  of  the  insurers  to  save 
her  would  invalidate  an  abandonment  without  r^ 
gurd  to  the  probability  of  success  at  the  time  when 
the  abandonment  was  made.  So  in  De  Blois  v. 
Ocean  Inetirance  Company  (16  Pick.  303.  310)  ai^ 
in  Chase  v.  Commonwealth  Insurance  Company,  ft 
held  *'  that  the  successful  result  of  efforts  made 
by  underwriters  to  get  a  stranded  vessel  afloat  in* 
validated  an  abandonment  whilst  she  was  ^till  on 
the  beach ;  the  validity  of  the  abandonment  was  not 
to  be  determined  by  the  supposed  damages,  and 
the  insurers  were  under  no  legal  obligation  to 
allow  the  vessel  to  lie  on  the  beach  and  be  there 
destroyed,  but  might  lawfully  by  their  own 
act  relieve  and  repair  the  same  vessel,  and  de- 
monstrate that  such  a  daim  was  unfounded." 
This  principle  was  also  adopted  bv  the  ISew 
Tork  Courts,  and  harmonizes  wit^  the  oonstmc- 
tiou  given  to  the  general  principles  of  insur> 
ance  laws  which  are  universally  "to  have  the 
indemnity  and  not  the  profit  of  the  insured 
for  its  object;  and  that  the  actual  and  not 
the  supposed  loss  should  be  the  measure  of  the 
rights  of  the  parties'*:  (See  Emerigon,  oh.  17,  sects. 
1  and  6.)  The  Massachusetts  mle  approximates  in 
effect  to  that  of  the  English  law,  of  the  state  of 
the  loss  at  action  brought;  and  is  in  accordance  too 
with  2545  Article  of  our  Code,  that  there  can  he 
no  abandonment  for  coustractive  total  loss  where 
the  vessel  is  recovered.  Moreover,  it  will  be  ob* 
served  that  these  rulings  were  upon  recoveries  of 
the  stranded  vessels  by  their  insurers,  no  law 
preventing  their  taking  such  protective  measures 
and  in  so  acting  in  the  interest  of  all  concerned; 
on  the  contrary,  it  is  a  known  principle  of  insor- 
anoe  law,  and  proved  to  be  one  customary  and 
usual  by  the  evidence  adduced  in  this  case,  that 
insurers  not  only  may,  but  customarily  do  so.  The 
C/ode  has  no  restriction  or  provision  contrary  to 
insurers,  or  excluding  them  from  so  acting,  bat  is 
content  to  provide  for  the  legal  effect  and  result 
of  the  recovered  vessel  upon  the  rights  of  the 
parties.  The  power  and  ability  of  insurers  to  ad 
for  bbe  preseot  benefit  of  those  interested  are  dis- 
tinctly recognised  by  Weskett  on  Insurance,  tit. 
Abandonment,  No.  7,  who  cites  from  Yalin  183 : 
"The  insurers  may  take  such  measures  for 
recovery  as  to  them  may  seem  good."  This 
course  is  very  frequently  adopted  by  insurers  in 
fire  policies,  and  no  conceivable  good  ground  can 
exist  against  it  in  marine  insurance,  especially,  as 
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bere,  where  ibe  Tsssel  was  derelict,  abandoned  in 
fiM^  and  in  law  by  the  insured  himself,  althoagh 
contrary  to  the  reqairements  of  Art.  2537,  which 
held  him  bound  to  do  in  good  faith  aJl  in  his 
power,  between  the  time  of  the  loss  and  abandon- 
ment, to  save  the  effects  insured,  yet  instead  of 
which,  or  instead  of  acting  at  all,  he  forthwith 
abandoned  as  appears  upon  insufficient  grounds, 
although  the  Art.  2541  allowed  him  reasonable 
delay  to  inquire  into  and  investigate  the  suffi- 
ciency of  the  iacts  and  information  communicated 
to  bim,  and  left  the  saving  of  the  derelict  vessel 
to  the  efforts  of  the  insurers.     That  the  acts  of 
the  insurers  were  of  common  usage  and  custom 
are  proved  in  evidence,  and  supported  by  YaUn, 
lib.  3,  art.  46,  and  by  Emerigon,  sects.  12, 13,  ch. 
17,  who  protect  the  insurers  in   such  cases  of 
stranding  as  this.    Implications  of  acceptance  of 
abandonment  for  constructive  total  loss  are  not 
favoured  and  can  have  no  effect  or  validity  in 
contravention  of  the  positive  fact  upheld  by  the 
Art.  2545,  of  the  actual  recovery  of  the  stranded 
vesseL    Besides  2  Phillips,  No.  1692,  says,  "  There 
is  no  established  mode  of  accepting  any  more  than 
cf  making  an  abandonment,  whether  the  insurer 
accepts  or  not  is  a  matter  of  construction  of  his 
words  and  conduct,  any  act  done  for  the  purpose 
of  making  the  most  of  the  property  to  whomso- 
ever it  may  pro?e  to  belong  ought  not  to  be 
conatmed  against  the  party  who  thus  consults 
the  common  interest."       And   he   cites    cases, 
amongst  others,  an  agent  of  the  insurers  on  freight 
taking  charge  and  superintending  and   saving 
cmo  &o  :  (1  Johns,  205,  and  others ;  see  also  case 
1  Esp.  Bep.  73.)     The  circumstances  of  the  oase 
are  of  oonrsa  to  be  considered,  but  the  mere  fact 
<tf  taking  possession  of  the  ship,  and  keeping  her 
in  possession  to  repair,  in  themselves  therefore 
are  no  implied  acceptance  under  any  circumstance, 
unless  it  be  for  a  greatly  unreasonable  time,  in 
which  the  circumstances  of  the  case  necessarily 
enter  for  consideration,  but  that  unreasonableness 
most  be  affirmatively   established   by  evidence 
by  the  insured,  who  would  take  adfvantage  of 
it.     By  7  Pick,  254^  "  The  reasonableness  of  the 
time  must  depend  upon  the  circumstances  of 
tbe  case,  and  m  order  to  form  a  right  opinion 
of  such  a  case  tbe  vessel  must  be  considered 
akme  and  separately."     Now  what  were  the  oir- 
CQmstanoes  in  this  caseP       She  was  stranded, 
lay  2ad  Dec.   1867,  derelicted,  visited  first  by 
MeXheffyr,  15th  June,  who  returned  to  GtBBj)6  for 
materials   and    men    to   raise   her,   his   return 
probably  early  in  July,  getting  her  in  order  to 
cross  to^  Gaspe,  putting  her  in  condition  there,  and 
navigating  her  to  Montreal  early  in  September. 
These  circumstances  do  not  show  unreasonableness 
of  time  for  repairs,  the  previous  interval,  from  time 
of  stranding  to  taking  possession,  not  counting 
from    the    known    unapproachableness    of    the 
locality   where   the  stranding    took   place,  and 
Phillipe,  No.  1526,  holds  "  in  oase  of  shipwreck  or 
stranding  without  such  injury  to  the  ship  as  to 
prevent  it  from  being  got  a^oat   and  repaired 
within  reasonable  time  and  at  reasonable  expense, 
tbe  assured  has  no  right  to  make  abandonment 
of  the  ship."     The  oase  of  TwmeauK  v.  Bradley 
(Park  on  Ins,  8th  edit.  p.  365,  cited  2  Amould,  p. 
1085)  has  reference  to  this,  **  A  ship  insured  for 
tix  months  from  July  1777,  from  Cork  to  Quebec, 
was  on  arrival  at  Qaebec  removed  into  the  basin 
for  the  winter,  but  before  expiry  of  six  months  was 


driven  thence  by  force  of  drift  ice,  and  run  upon  the 
rocks.  This  was  in  November,  and  the  oondition 
of  the  ship  could  not  be  ascertained  till  the  next 
spring,  when  on  surrey  she  was  found  to  be 
bulged  and  much  injured,  but  not  irreparably  so. 
In  consequence  of  the  alleged  difficulty  of  obtain- 
ing repairing  materials,  the  master  sold  her  where 
she  lay,"  and  in  action  by  assured  against  the 
insurer,  the  court  unanimously  held  against  the 
claim,  and  refused  recovery  as  for  total  loss,  not 
by  reason  of  the  enforced  delay  from  November  to 
the  spring,  which  was  allowed  ex  neeeisUate,  but  on 
the  other  alleged  ground  of  want  of  materia^ 
which  was  hot  established.  Again,  in  all  cases  of 
implied  acceptance,  apart  of  course  from  the  re* 
covery  of  the  vessel,  as  by  2245  Article  0.  C,  the 
first  question  is  to  asoertain  with  what  in* 
tent  the  insurer's  acts  were  undertaken  because 
the  implication  is  made  to  rest  upon  the  efforts 
of  tbe  insurers,  for  common  interest,  to  save  and 
repair  a  stranded  vessel  from  total  destruction  on 
the  beach,  where  she  would  otherwise  lie,  possibly 
in  the  special  interest  of  the  would-be  alnmdoning 
insured.  In  this  case  no  intent  had  been  shown  to 
accept  abandonment,  on  the  contrary  a  divenu$ 
inttntuB  to  the  abandonment  and  acceptance  is 
proved  by  both  Crocker  and  McGregor;  the 
former  swears  that  the  notice  was  not  received  al 
Toronto  by  tbe  oompany  previocn  to  their  having 
despatdied  their  salvage  agent  McGregor  to  ex* 
amine  into  the  state  of  the  matter;  he  had  left  and 
was  in  Montreal  on  the  24th  May,  and  this  was 
done  by  the  oompany  upon  previous  informatioii 
from  Scott,  their  agent  at  Quebec  Mr.  Crocker 
proves  the  actual  receipt  of  the  notice  on  the  15th 
June,  McGregor  being  told  by  the  insured  on 
24th  May  of  the  notice  having  been  left  at  McCuiag's 
office,  and  McChregor  being  told  of  it  were  in 
themselves,  as  to  both  McG^gor  and  McCuaig,  of 
no  moment,  as  neither  of  theee  persons  wasaa 
agent  for  the  company  to  act  upon  ao  abandon* 
ment,  neither  having  power  from  the  oompany  to 
accept  or  refuse  abandonment  for  them.  It  is  plaia 
that  the  act  of  tbe  oompany  as  to  Mr.  McGregor's 
proceedings  throuffhout,  wore  altogether  diver$9 
intuUu  from  the  amndonment  or  its  acceptance ; 
and  hence  being  unconnected  with  this  form,  and 
for  the  purpose  of  salvage  only  for  the  common 
interest,  a  perfectiy  legal  act  in  itself,  their  aot 
through  him  was  not  an  implied  acceptance  of 
the  abandonment.  The  le^  effect  of  the  aban- 
donment moreover,  if  possibly  valid  to  notify  it« 
consists  in  the  right  to  abandon  according  to  tbe 
terms  of  the  notice.  Leduc,  claiming  to  be  sole 
owner,  professes  to  abandon^  and  transfer  the 
whole  vessel,  and  all  his  rights  as  such  sole  owner. 
But  he  was  only  half  owner,  and  bftd  no  right  to 
transfer  more  than  his  own  proprietary  right  and 
title  in  the  subject  vessel.  The  transfbr  by  aban- 
donmeot  is  an  entirely  different  thing  and  right, 
from  rights  belonging  to  the  assured  under  in- 
surable interest.  Arnold  says,  "The  power  to 
abandon  is  only  a  criterion  of  insurable  interest  in 
those  oases  where  the  subject  is  capable  of  abandon* 
ment."  Here,  by  the  2545  Article,  the  recovered 
vessel  was  not  capable  of  it;  Leduc  could  only 
transfer  his  own  half,  because  abandonment  is  a 
transfer  and  substitution  of  the  insurers  in  the 
proprietary  rights  of  the  abandoner  in  the  thing 
insured,  whatever  may  be  the  extent  of  his  in- 
surable interest  in  it.  The  vessel  having  been  re- 
covered, there  could  have  been  no  effective  aban- 
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donment  when  the  action  was  inatitiited,  and 
therefore  no  acceptance  of  abandonment  by  the 
defendants  eibher  formally  or  impliedly ;  the  loss 
therefore  could  only  have  been  partial,  and  the 
action  beinff  as  for  a  total  loss,  which  could  have  no 
existence,  should  have  been  dismissed.  Under  the 
circumstances  of  the  case,  I  think  the  jud^ent 
appealed  from  is  incorrect,  and  I  would  mamtain 
the  appeal  of  the  appellants,  and  dismiss  that  of 
Leduc. 

The  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  dismissed  the  ap- 
peal of  the  insurance  company,  and  pronounced  the 
plaintiff  entitled  to  recover  the  whole  sum  insured, 
oOOOl.,  and  from  this  judgment  the  insurance 
company  appealed  to  the  Judicial  Committee  for 
the  loUowinff  among  other  reasons :  Firsts  because 
the  respondent  broke  the  express  warranties  in 
the  policy  that  the  ship  should  not  be  in  the  Gulf 
off  St.  Lawrence  after  the  15th  Nov.,  or  proceed  to 
Newfoundland  after  the  1st  Dec.,  and  has  therefore 
no  legal  claim  against  the  appellants.  Secondly, 
because  a  breach  of  an  express  warranty  is  not 
waived  by  an  acceptance  by  an  insurer  of  the 
notice  of  abandonment  given  to  him  by  the  in- 
sured. Thirdly,  because  there  was  an  actual  total 
loss  of  the  ship,  and  the  respondent's  notice  of 
abandonment  was  therefore  invalid  and  had  no 
effect.  Fourthly,  because  the  appellants  never 
accepted  the  abandonment  of  the  ship  by  the 
respondent,  and  were  not  estopped  by  their  con- 
duct from  setting  up  the  breaches  by  the  respon- 
dent of  the  express  warranties  in  the  policy. 
Fifthly,  because  the  respondent  was  only  owner  of 
a  moiety  of  the  ship  and  could  not  therefore 
recover  more  than  half  the  amount  insured,  or 
give  a  valid  notice  of  abandonment  at  all  events 
except  in  respect  of  his  interest  in  the  ship. 
Sixthly,  because  the  respondent  only  intended  to 
insure  his  own  interest  in  the  ship  and  had  only 
an  insurable  interest  in  one-half  of  it.  Seventhly, 
because  the  declaration  was  bad  in  law  for  the 
reasons  stated  in  the  appellants'  demurrer,  and 
the  respondent  has  failed  to  prove  any  liability  on 
the  part  of  the  appellants  to  pay  to  him  the  whole 
or  any  part  of  the  sum  insured.  Eighthly,  because 
the  judgment  was  erroneous  both  upon  the  facts 
and  the  law  of  the  case. 

The  Articles  of  the  Canadian  Civil  Code,  cited  in 
argument  and  in  the  judgment,  are  as  follows : — 

2480.  Warranties  and  oonditioos  are  a  part  of  the  oon- 
-liaot,  and  mnst  be  tme  if  affirmative,  and  if  promisaory 
must  be  complied  with,  otherwise  the  oontiaot  may  be 
annulled,  notwithstanding  the  good  faith  of  the  insured, 
They  are  either  ezpiess  or  implied. 

2^1.  An  express  warranty  is  a  stipulation  or  condition 
ezpreased  in  tne  polipy,  or  bo  referred  to  in  it  as  to  make 
pait  of  the  policy.  Implied  warranties  will  be  desig- 
nated in  the  following  chapters  relating  to  different  kinas 
of  insurance. 

2497.  Marine  policies  in  oases  of  donbtfol  meaning 
are  oonstmed  by  the  established  and  known  nsageof  the 
trade  to  which  the  policy  relates ;  each  naage  is  held  to 
be  a  part  of  the  policy  when  it  is  not  otherwise  expressly 
provided. 

2521.  Lobs  for  which  the  insurer  is  liable  is  either  total 
or  partial. 

2522.  Total  loss  may  be  either  absolute  or  constnictive. 
It  is  absolute  when  the  thing  insured  is  wholly  destroyed 
or  lost.  It  is  constructive  when  by  reason  of  any  event 
insured  against  the  thing,  thoagh  not  wholly  destroyed 
or  lost,  becomes  of  little  or  no  value  to  the  insured,  or 
the  voyage  and  adventure  are  lost  or  rendered  not  worth 
puraning.  Before  tiie  insured  can  claim  for  a  ooDstruo- 
tive  totol  loss  he  must  make  an  abandonment  as 
declared  in  the  following  aeotion. 

-     2538.    The  insured  may  make  an  abandonment  to  the 


insurer  of  the  thing  insured  in  all  oases  of  its  conatnio* 
tive  total  loss,  and  may,  thereupon,reeover  as  for  a  total 
loss.  Without  abandonment  he  is  entitled  in  such  oases 
to  reoover  as  for  a  partial  loss  only. 

2543.  The  abandonment  is  made  by  a  notice  given  by 
the  insured  to  the  insurer  of  the  loss,  and  that  he 
abandons  to  the  latter  all  his  interest  in  the  thing 
insured. 

2544.  The  notice  of  abandonment  must  be  explicit,  and 
must  oontun  a  statement  of  the  grounds  of  abcmdon* 
ment.  These  grounds  must  exist,  and  be  sufficient  at 
the  time  of  the  notice. 

2545.  Abandonment  on  the  ground  of  the  ship  being 
disabled  by  stranding  cannot  be  made  if  she  can  be 
raised  and  put  in  a  condition  to  continue  her  voyace  to 
the  place  of  destination.  In  such  case  the  insured  has 
his  recourse  against  the  insurer  for  the  expense  and  loM 
oocaaioned  by  the  stranding. 

2547.  Abandonment  made  and  accepted  is  equivalent 
to  transfer,  and  the  thing  abandoned,  with  the  rights 
pertaining  to  it,  becomes  from  the  time  of  abandonment 
the  property  of  the  insurer.  The  aooeptanoe  may  be 
eitiier  express  or  implied. 

2549.  Abandonment  made  upon  sufficient  ground,  and 
accepted,  is  binding  on  both  parties.  It  oannot  be  de- 
feated by  any  subsequent  event,  or  revoked  otherwiae 
than  by  mutiud  consent. 

Jwm2,  8  and  4, — Sir  John  Kanlaket  Q.O.yaQd 
Bompae,  for  the  appellant. — By  the  express  terms 
of  the  policy  the  ship  was  nob  allowed  to  be  in  the 
Golf  of  St.  Lawrence  after  the  15th  Nov.,  nor  to 
proceed  to  Newfoundland  after  the  1st  Dec.  She 
was  in  the  Gulf  after  that  date,  and  there  was  a 
breach  of  an  express  warranty.  Hence  the  ship 
was  upon  a  voyage  not  covered  by  the  policy,  and 
80  if  there  was  a  total  loss  the  appellants  were 
not  liable  for  it.  The  plaintiff  mnst  allege  that 
the  voyage  was  within  the  policy,  bat  this  he 
cannot  do,  because  the  appellants  specially  exempt 
themselves  from  covering  any  risk  in  the  Gulf  of 
St.  Lawrence,  after  the  15th  Nov.  But  even  if 
this  be  a  constructive  total  loss,  the  same  role 
applies,  because  it  is  not  covered  by  the  policy. 
Even  if  we  accepted  the  abandonment  under  a 
mistaken  view  of  the  facts  we  should  not  be 
estopped  from  denying  our  liability.  [SirB.  P* 
Collier.— If  you  might  give  leave  beforehand  to 
proceed  upon  the  voyage  at  this  time,  why  could 
you  not  sanction  the  proceeding  afterwards  ?  Sir 
B  ABNES  Peacock. — ^Tbe  condition  might  be  waived.} 
The  assured,  in  order  to  give  a  valid  notice  ot 
abandonment,  mnst  have  sustained  a  loss  within 
the  policy.  [Sir  M.  Smith. — Suppose  you  had  sold 
the  ship?  J  They  might  have  sued  us  for  the  proceeds. 
Il|  is  alleged  that  taking  possession  of  her  was  an  ad* 
mission  that  she  was  lost  within  the  meaning  of 
the  policy.  It  is  true  that  the  appellants'  agent 
went  down  to  the  place  of  the  wreck,  but  he  went 
there  to  do  his  best  for  all  concerned,  and  not  to 
act  for  the  company  alone ;  this  was  shown  by  the 
fact  that  he  instituted  a  salvage  suit  against  the 
ship  and  cargo  to  recover  reward  for  the  services 
rendered.  This  would  have  been  unnecessary  if 
the  appellants  had  been  owners  of  the  ship.  A. 
warranty  in  a  policy  of  insurance  is  a  condition  or 
contingency,  and  unless  that  be  performed  there 
is  no  contract :  (De  Hahn  v.  Hartley  1  T.  B.  343.) 
If  there  is  no  contract  there  can  be  no  waiver, 
and  hence  there  was  never  a  valid  abandonment 
BO  as  to  create  a  constructive  total  loss,  for  which 
the  appellants  are  liable.  Sect.  2549  of  the  Code 
does  not  apply  to  a  case  where  there  has  been  no 
loss  under  the  policy,  but  only  to  cases  where  there 
has  been  a  loss,  but  a  question  may  arise  as  to 
whether  that  loss  is  total  or  partial;  it  is 
only  applicable  to  oases    where  there  has  beea 
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a  T&lid  abandonment :  (See  Oiyil  Code  of  Canada, 
Arts.  2521,  2522.)  There  was  an  aotnal  recovery 
of  the  stranded  vessel,  and  hence  there  con  Id  be 
no  abandonment  (Art.  2545);  this  was  a  case  of 
itrsnding  within  that  Article. 

Secondly,  even  if  the  respondent  were  entitled 
to  recover  on  a  proper  form  of  pleading,  he  cannot 
recover  here  as  he  claims  only  for  a  total  loss 
ocoarring  in  the  Gnlf  of  St.  liawrenoe,  whereas 
ti^  is  at  most  a  partial  loss  made  constructively 
total  by  abandonment. 

Thirdly,  ihe  respondent  can  only  recover  in  pro* 
portion  to  his  own  interest  in  the  ship.  The  evi- 
dence clearly  shows  that  he  was  joint  owner  with 
Yignean,  and  as  he  insured  only  in  his  own  name 
ind  not  as  Yignean's  agent  and  does  not  claim  in 
Yignean^s  interest,  he  can  only  recover  the  amount 
dhis  own  interest.  The  allegation  is  that  the 
respondent  is  interested  in  the  whole  amount.  The 
question  is,  did  he  intend  to  insure  the  whole 
value  P  and  if  so  had  he  any  insurable  interest 
in  that  value  P  Yignean  owed  him  money,  but 
this  oould  give  no  interest  in  the  ship 
without  some  form  of  mortgage  or  other  se- 
oority.  The  property  in  the  ship  remained  in 
Yignean,  and  the  respondent  could  not  insure  it 
for  his  own  benefit:  {Irving  v.  Bichardson,  2 
B.  &  Ad.  193),  and  it  is  clear  that  he  did  not 
intend  to  insure  for  Yigneau's  benefit.  The  in- 
terest covered  by  the  insurance  depends  on  the 
intention  of  the  parties.  The  respondent  says  that 
he  intended  to  insure  his  lien  on  one  half  the  ship 
as  well  as  his  own  property  in  the  other  half.  He 
believed  he  had  a  riccht  to  such  a  lien,  and,  hence, 
an  interest  on  the  whole  ship.  He  did  not  intend 
to  insure  more  than  his  own  interest  and  he  now 
finds  that  he  has  only  an  interest  in  half.  He  can- 
not now  claim  to  have  insured  Yigneau's  interest 
as  well  as  his  own.  Unless  be  had  not  only  autho- 
rity from  Yignean  to  insure,  but  intended  to  insure 
Yigneau's  interest,  the  appellants  can  be  liable  only 
to  the  extent  of  the  respondent's  interest.  This 
miestion  of  insurable  interest  is  fully  discussed  in 
El^Bworih  y.  The  Alliance  Marine  Insurance  Com" 
vmy  {anie,  p.  125 ;  L.  Rep.  8  C.  P.  696 ;  29  L.  T. 
Bep.  N.  S.  479). 

WilU,  Q.O.  and  FatUi  for  the  respondent. — 
Tbe  real  meaning  of  the  conditions  in  tbe  policy, 
stipulating  that  tbe  ship  shall  not  be  in  the  Grolf 
of  St.  Lawrence  after  the  15th  Nov.,  nor  proceed 
to  Newfonndland  after  the  1st  Dec,  is  that  the 
ship  shall  not  oome  up  the  Gulf  towards  Montreal 
•Iter  15th  Nov.,  but  may  leave  Montreal  for 
another  port  after  that  date,  provided  she  does  not 
proceed  *'  towards  "  Newfoundland  after  1st  Deo. 
The  words  **  proceed  to  Newfoundland  "  must  be 
construed  as  "proceed  towards  Newfoundland," 
or ''set  sail  for"  that  place  (Oolledge  v.  llarty, 
6  Ex.205),  and  if  this  construction  is  put  upon 
them,  the  condition  involves  an  absurdity  if 
the  ship  may  not  be  in  the  Gulf,  going  outward  to 
another  place  after  15th  Nov. ;  the  ship  within  the 
policy  may,  on  or  before  1st  Dec.  proceed  from 
any  of  the  ports  named  in  the  policy  to  Newfound- 
land, and  for  that  purpose  pass  through  the  Gulf 
after  that  date ;  hencn,  to  make  the  condition  as  to 
the  ship  being  in  the  Gulf  afber  15th  Nov.  reason- 
able and  intelligble,  it  must  apply  only  to  a  voyage 
in  which  the  ship  enters  the  Gulf  going  towards 
Montreal.  At  any  rate  the  clause  is  ambiguous, 
and  may  be  explained  by  parol  evidence  as  to  the 
mage  of  trade  (Civil  Code,  Art.  2497) ;  and  by  the 


evidence  given  it  is  shown  to  be  the  oustom  for 
ships  not  to  enter  the  gulf  later  than  15th  Nov.,  on 
aoconnt  of  the  descending  ice,  and,  moreover,  the 
interpretation  contended  for  is  that  which  was  put 
upon  the  clause  by  the  appellants'  own  agent,  who 
eifeoted  the  policy. 

Secondly,  even  supposing  the  condition  in  the 
policy  is  against  the  respondent,  nevertheless  the 
appellahts  have  rendered  themselves  liable  for  the 
loss  by  accepting  notice  of  abandonment.  The 
acts  of  the  appellants'  agent  amounted  to  an 
acceptance  of  abandonment.  The  respondent  gave 
due  notice,  and  to  this  notice  the  appellants  sent 
no  reply.  Silence  on  the  part  of  underwriters  after 
notice  of  abandonment  is  in  itself  sufficient 
acceptance  (Hudson  v.  Harrison,  3  Bred,  and 
Bing.  97);  but  in  this  case  the  underwriters  dealt 
with  the  ship  as  their  own  property ;  they  raised 
her  and  took  her  to  Montreal,  and  for  that  purpose 
must  have  repaired  her ;  at  Montreal  she  was  sold 
in  a  suit  of  salvage  instituted  by  them.  This  was 
done  afber  the  notice  of  abandonment  had  been 
given,  and  must  be  construed  as  an  acceptance  of 
abandonment. 

Phillips  on  Iniurftnoe,  §  1693 ; 

Peele  y.  The  Merchants*  Insurance  Com^any^  S 
Mason'sO.  O.Bep.  27; 

Peele  v.  The  Suffolk  Insurance  Company,  7  Picker- 
ing's (MiMsaohnsettB)  Bep.  254 ; 

The  Cincinnati  Insurance  Comjpany  v.  Bakewell, 
4  B.  Monroe's  (Kentacky)  Beporta. 

The  mere  fact  that  the  ship  was  sold  in  a  salvage 
suit  instituted  at  the  instance  of  the  appellants  or 
their  agent  will  not  free  them  of  their  responsibi- 
lity if  they  have  acted  unreasonably  in  not  giving 
notice  to  the  owner  of  the  meaning  and  intention 
of  their  acts.  If  then  they  have  constructively 
accepted  abandonment  they  are  now  estopped  from 
denying  a  loss  within  the  policy.  They  oannot 
now  set  up  that  there  has  not  been  a  total  los6» 
even  if  there  has  been  none  in  law,  nor  can  they 
contend  that  they  are  liable  only  for  a  partial  loss ; 
they  are  estopped  by  their  own  acts.  The  very 
nature  of  an  estQppel  is  that  something  done  by  a 
person  or  allowed  by  him  to  be  done  prevents  that 
person  from  setting  op  the  truth.  It  does  not 
matter  if  the  true  state  of  things  is  known  to 
one  only  or  to  both  of  the  parties.  For  instance, 
in  the  case  of  lessor  and  lessee,  where  the  lease 
has  been  avoided  by  the  breaking  of  a  covenant 
by  the  lessee,  the  subsequent  receipt  of  rent  by 
the  lessor  estops  him  from  setting  up  the  breach, 
whether  the  breach  is  known  to  both  parties  or 
not ;  where  an  arbitrator  omits  to  make  his  award 
in  due  time,  but  both  sides  go  on  with  the  re- 
ference, both  are  estopped  from  setting  up  the 
lapse  of  time ;  where  a  bill  is  drawn  by  a  person 
under  disability,  even  if  known,  that  person  is 
estopped  from  setting  up  his  disability;  but 
estoppel  does  not  depend  upon  the  knowledge  of 
the  parties.  In  this  case  both  parties  had  perfect 
knowledge  of  the  true  state  of  facts,  and  yet  long 
after  acquiring  that  knowledge  act  as  though  the 
true  state  of  facts  would  not  be  raised.  Once 
abandonment  has  been  accepted  the  insurers 
cannot  be  allowed  to  say  that  the  loss  is  not  total. 
They  have  admitted  the  loss  to  be  of  that  descrip- 
tion, and  have  agreed  to  take  possession  of  tbe 
property,  and  by  the  abandonment,  tbe  whole 
interest  of  the  respondent  has  passed  to  the 
appellants. 

Smith  v.  Robertson,  2  Bow's.  Pari.  Cas.  474 ; 
Canadian  Civil  Code,  Art.  2547 ; 
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Admitting  for  arflniment  that  the  condition  is 
acainBt  tne  respondent,  the  contention  that  the 
ship  was  npon  a  voyage  for  which  she  was  not 
insured  is  untenable;  she  was  insured  npon 
a  voyage  from  Montreal  to  Newfoundland,  subject 
to  a  warranty  that  she  should  not  go  on  that 
voyage  at  a  particular  time ;  having  gone  on  that 
voyage  at  that  time  she  committed  a  breach  of 
warranty.  But  that  breach  the  appellants  have 
waived  by  accepting  abandonment  with  knowledge 
of  the  facts :  (See  Amould  on  Insurance,  4th  edit., 
p.  859,  note.) 

Thirdly,  what  was  the  insurable  interest  of 
the  respondent,  and  what  amount  is  he  entitled 
to  recover?  The  respondent  had  an  insurable 
interest  in  the  ship,  and  this  was  a  valued  policv. 
It  is  the  rule  that  where  there  is  an  insurable 
interest  and  a  valued  policy  the  amount  recover- 
able is  according  to  the  valuation,  and  the  parties 
are  bound  by  that  valuation  :  (Amould  on  Insur- 
ance, 4th  edit.,  pp.  284,  301).  [Sir  Baknes 
Pbacock.— Ifaship  is  valued  at  7000Z.,  and  the 
plaintiff  has  only  an  insurable  interest  io  half,  can 
ne  recover  under  a  valued  polipv  for  7000Z.,  the 
full  amount?]  Yes,  nnless  there  has  been  a 
fraudulent  over-valuation.  The  valuation  is  con- 
dnsive  of  the  interest  of  the  assured  unless  there 
is  fraud.  It  is  laid  down  in  Amould  p.  284 :  '<  The 
difference  in  point  of  effect  between  a  valued  and 
an  open  policy  is,  that  under  an  open  policy  in  case 
of  loss  the  assured  must  prove  the  actual  value  of 
the  subject  of  insurance ;  under  a  valued  policy  he 
need  never  do  so,  the  valuation  in  the  policy  being 
oondnsive  belween  the  parties  except  in  the  case 
of  fraud."  [Sir  Babnis  Peacock.— The  assured 
need  not  prove  the  value  of  the  thing  insured,  but 
must  he  not  prove  the  extent  of  his  own  interest  P] 
It  has  been  distinctly  held  that  where  an  assured 
is  interested  in  anv  part  of  the  thing  he  may 
recover  on  a  valued  policy  in  his  own  name  to 
the  amount  of  the  valuation ;  it  must  be  taken  that 
the  value  insured  is  the  value  of  the  plaintiff's 
interest : 

Ferse  t.  Aguilar,  3  Taunt.  506 ; 

Ebhtworth  v.  The  AlUance  Marine  Insurance  Com- 

pany  (ubieup.); 
Robertson  v.  tiamiUon^  14  EMt,  522. 

Moreover,  the  plaintiff  had  an  insurable  interest  in 
the  whole  of  the  ship.  He  had  advanced  money 
to  pay  the  purchase  money  to  Yigneau  the  co- 
owner  and  had  such  control  over  the  share  of  the 
latter  as  entitled  him  to  insure  it  in  his  own  name : 
(See  Phillips  on  Insurance,  §§  180,  208,  and  the 
oases  there  ouoted.)  The  evidence  establishes  that 
the  plaintiff  had  authority  from  Yigneau  to  insure 
Yigneau's  interest  in  the  ship  and  to  receive  the 
amount  of  any  losses  paid.  But  even  without 
any  express  authority  to  receive  the  amount  of 
losses  the  respondent  being  authorised  to  insure 
was  Vigncau's  agent  and  can  sue  in  his  own  name 
to  recover  Yigneau's  loss :  (See  Phillips  on  Insur- 
ance, §§  383, 1966.) 

Bompaa  in  reply.  Cur.  adv.  vuU. 

June  26. 1874.— Judgment  was  delivered  by  Sir 
Babnes  PiACocx.— The  respondent,  Joel  Lednc, 
is  the  plaintiff,  and  the  appellants,  the  Provincial 
Insurance  Company  of  Canada,  are  the  defendants 
in  a  suit  brought  in  the  Superior  Court  for  Lower 
Canada,  district  of  Montreal,  upon  a  policy  of  in- 


surance upon  the  body,  tackle,  apparel,  and  other 
furniture  of  the  schooner  Bahineau  et  Oaudry. 

The  policy  was  effected  by  the  plaintiff  as  well  in 
his  own  name  as  for  and  in  the  name  and  names  of 
all  and  every  other  person  and  persons  to  whom 
the  same  did,  might,  or  should  appertain,  in  part 
or  in  all,  5000dols.  upon  the  said  ship,  &a,  be* 
ginning  the  adventures  at  and  from  Montreal  to 
trade  between  the  Island  of  Newfoundland,  Nova 
Scotia,  West  India  Islands,  Cuba,  safe  ports  in  the 
United  States,  and  Quebec  and  Montreal,  to  and 
from  ports  in  the  Lower  Provinces,  the  risk  com- 
mencing at  noon  of  the  15th  Dec.  1866,  and  ending 
at  noon  of  the  15th  Dea  1867.  The  vessel,  &a, 
were  valued  at  7000  dols.,  and  it  was  agreed  that,  in 
case  a  total  loss  should  be  claimed  for  or  on  account 
of  any  damage  or  charge  to  the  said  vessel,  the 
only  basi%  of  ascertaining  the  value  should  be  her 
valuation  in  the  said  policy.  The  vessel  was  war* 
ranted  free  of  war  risk.  The  policy  contained  a 
stipulation  in  the  following  words :  *'  Not  allowed 
under  this  policy  to  enter  the  Gulf  of  St.  Lawrence 
before  the  25th  April,  nor  to  be  in  the  said  Golf 
after  the  15th  Nov.  Nor  to  proceed  to  Newfound- 
land after  the  1st  Deo.,  or  before  the  15th  Mardh, 
without  payment  of  additional  premium  and  leave 
first  obtained,  war  risk  and  sealing  voyages  ex- 
cepted." 

It  may  be  taken  as  against  the  plaintiff  that 
the  vessel  left  the  port  of  Montreal  on  16th  Nov. 
1867,  for  the  port  of  St.  John  Newfoundland, 
and  that  she  was  wrecked  between  the  1st  and  5th 
Dec.  1867,  about  twenty  miles  below  the  West 
Point  of  the  Island  of  Antioosti,  in  the  Gulf  of 
St.  Lawrence.  (See  the  plaintiff^s  declaration, 
Becord,  p.  14;  and  his  protest,  Record,  pp.  19  and 
20  pars.  5,  7, 8,  and  9.) 

it  was  contended  on  the  part  of  the  plain- 
tiff that  notwithstanding  the  vessel  was  lost 
in  the  Gulf  of  St.  Lawrence  after  the  15th 
Nov.  1867,  the  case  did  not  fell  within  that 
part  of  the  warranty  or  oondition  by  whidi  it 
was  declared  that  she  was  not  to  be  in  the  saH 
Gulf  after  15th  Nov.  The  argument  in  support  of 
that  contention  was  that  the  words,  "to  proceed  to 
Newfoundland,'*  must,  according  to  the  decision  df 
OolUdge  v.  Harty  (6  Ex.  Bep.  205)  be  read  in  the 
sense  of  "  to  proceed  towards,"  or  "  to  set  sail  for" 
Newfoundland,  and  that  if  read  in  that  sense,  ft 
would  be  inconsistent  to  allow  a  vessel  to  set  safl 
from  Montreal  to  Newfoundland  on  or  before  tibe 
1st  Deo.,  and  not  to  allow  her  to  enter  the  Gulf  of 
St.  Lawrence  after  15th  Nov.  It  was,  therefore, 
urged  that  the  first  part  of  the  condition  by  which 
it  was  declared  that  the  vessel  was  not  allowed  to 
enter  the  Gulf  of  St.  Lawrence  after  tbe  15th  Nov., 
applied  only  to  the  case  of  entering  the  Gulf  for 
the  purpose  of  proceeding  upwards;  and  in 
support  of  that  argument  the  evidence  of  Bazil  de 
Boy  was  referred  to,  in  which  he  stated  that  it 
was  the  custom  of  navigators  to  leave  the  port  of 
Montreal  at  any  time  in  the  month  of  NovemhM', 
•for  the  purpose  of  going  down  the  Gulf,  but  that 
for  the  purpose  of  going  up  the  river,  they  did  not 
generally  enter  tbe  Gulf  later  than  the  15th  Nov., 
and  that  the  reason  was  that  the  ice  then  began  to 
descend,  and  the  navigation  became  dangerous 
(Eecord,  p.  77). 

Mr.  Bouth,  a  commission  merchant,  who  was 
the  agent  of  the  defendants  at  Montreal,  through 
whom  the  policy  was  effected,  stated  that  he 
understood  oy  the  clause  that  the  vessel  wts 
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not  to  be  in  the  Golf  after  the  15th  Nov., 
that  is  to  Bay,  ooming  west ;  and  flying  east  nob  to 
proceed  to  Newfonndland  after  the  Ist  Deo.,  &c. 
On  cross-examiDation,  he  stated  he  did  not  under- 
take to  do  anything  beyond  giving  his  opinion  of 
the  reading  of  the  olause. 

Their  Lordships  are  of  opinion  that  the  olanse 
it  very  clear,  that  the  opinion  of  Mr.  Bonth 
is  not  admissible,  and  that  to  pat  upon  the 
danse  snoh  a  oonstmction  as  that  contended  for 
would  be  to  make  a  new  agreement  for  the  parties, 
instead  of  oonstraing  that  which  they  made  for 
^emselves. 

The  only  way  in  which  a  doubt  is  created  as 
to  the  construotion  of  the  clause,  is  by  reading 
the  latter  part  of  it,  as  declaring  that  the  vessel 
might  proceed  from  any  of  the  ports  mentioned 
in  the  policy  to  Newfoundland  on  or  before  the 
Ist  Dec.,  notwithstanding  they  might  have  to 
pass  through  the  Gulf  after  the  15bh  Nov.  That, 
however,  is  not  the  true  construotion  of  the 
dauae.  As  their  Lordships  read  it,  the  vessel 
was  neither  to  be  in  the  Gulf  of  St.  Lawrence  after 
the  15th  Nov.,  nor  to  proceed  to  Newfoundland 
from  any  port  after  the  1st  Deo.  There  is  nothing 
inconsistent  or  unreasonable  in  giving  effect  to  the 
words  used,  and  in  holding  that  the  vessel, 
whether  proceeding  from  Montreal  or  from  any 
other  port,  was  not  to  be  in  the  Gulf  of  St.  Law- 
rence after  the  15th  Nov. 

Their  Lordships  are  therefore,  of  opinion  that 
the  appellants  are  not  li4|i)le  for  the  loss  un- 
less they  have  rendered  themselves  liablo  by 
accepting  the  notice  of  abandonment. 

As  regards  that  question,  it  may  be  taken  as 
proved  that,  within  a  reasonable  time  after  the 
piuntilf  first  heard  of  the  loss  of  the  vessel,  he 
gsve  notice  of  abandonment  to  the  company's 
igent  at  Montreal.  (See  Appellant's  case,  in  the 
appeal  to  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  Record,  p. 
60.)  It  is  there  said,  '*  The  respondent  heard  of 
the  loss  of  the  vessel  on  the  19th  May  1868,  and 
thereupon  left  the  notification  and  protest  with 
the  company's  agent  at  Montreal.  This  document 
does  not  appear  to  have  reached  the  company's 
head  office  at  Toronto  until  the  19th  June  u>llow- 

Mr.  MoCuaig,  the  agent,  however,  gave  evi- 
dence to  the  effect  that  the  notice  of  abandon- 
ment was,  to  the  best  of  his  knowledge,  served 
upon  him  on  the  19th  May  1868,  and  that  the  said 
paper  was  sent  by  him  to  the  head  office  of  the 
company  at  Toronto  on  the  same  day  or  the  next 
daj(Beoord,  n.  82). 

Their  Lordships  see  no  reason  to  doubt  the 
truth  of  that  statement.  Mr.  Crocker,  who  was 
a  director  and  the  manager  and  agent  of  the 
company  up  to  the  month  of  Aug.  1870,  when 
axamined  as  a  witness  for  the  defendants,  de- 
clared that  the  copy  of  the  notice  of  abandon- 
ment was  received  at  the  office  of  the  defendants 
in  Toronto  on  the  18th  June  1868  (Record,  p.  64, 
line  20).  On  cross-examination,  however,  he  stated 
that  he  did  not  receive  a  copy  of  the  notice  through 
Mr.  McCuaig,  that  he  received  it  from  Mr. 
McGregor,  who  sent  it  to  him  from  Quebec.  That 
«>Py»  if  sent  by  Mr.  McGregor  from  Quebec,  most 
ha?e  been  a  different  copy  from  that  sent  by  Mr. 
HeCoaig.  Indeed,  one  of  the  learned  counsel  fpr 
the  respondents  was  forced  to  admit  upon  the  ar- 
gument that  the  oopy  notice  sent  by  Mr.  McGregor 
•od  the  notice  of  which  Mr.  McCuaig  spoke,  must 


have  been  different  copies.  The  protest  and  notioe 
of  abandonment  is  set  out  at  p.  19  of  the  Beoord. 
It  gave  notioe  of  the  time  and  place  of  the  wreck, 
demsnded  payment  of  the  5000  dollars  for  which 
the  vesssel  was  insured,  and  relinqaished  and  aban- 
doned to  the  defendants  all  the  rights,  claims,  titles 
and  interest  of  the  plaintiff  in  the  said  vessel. 

Both  the  Superior  Courtandthe  Court  of  Queen's 
Bench  on  appeal,  found  that  the  abandonment  was 
accepted  by  the  defendants.    Two  of  the  learned 
judges  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Benoh  dissented 
from  the  judgment  of  that  court;    Mr.  Justice 
Monk,  however,  dissented  only  on  the  question  of 
damages :  Mr.  Justice  Badgley  alone  dissented  as 
to  the  aoceptanoe  by  the  defendants  of  the  aban- 
donment.    It  was  proved  by  McGregor  that  on 
the  24th  May  he  was  instructed  by  the  manager 
of  the  insurance  company  to  proceed  to  Gasp^,  in 
the  Gulf  of  St.  Lawrence,  to  look  after  any  interest 
the  company  might  have  in  the  oargo  or  in  the 
vessel.    He  also  stated  that  the  defendants  had 
constantly  acted  as  salvors  and  saved  vessels,  and 
been  allowed   salvage   for   such    service.     But, 
wUether  the  defendants  had  acted  as  salvors  on 
other  occasions  or  not,  the  instructions  whioh  Mr. 
McGregor  received,  and  upon  whioh  he  acted,  were 
to  look  after  any  interest  the  company  might  have 
in  the  cargo  or  in  the  vessel.     He  seated  that  he 
went  to  Anticosti,  and  was  there  on  the  15th  June; 
that  he  went  to  the  vessel,  whioh  he  found  abouti 
twenty  miles  from  the  lighthouse,  near  the  centre 
of  the  island,  on  the  sontn-west  side ;  that  she  was 
lying  bottom  up,  with  her  bow  out  in  the  Golf, 
and  her  rigging,  anchor,  and  chains  lying  just  at 
her  bow ;  that  a  hole  had  been  out  in  her  side  for 
the  purpose  of  taking  out  her  cargo.    He  further 
stated,  that  after  disposing  of  her  cargo,  he  got 
material  and  men,  and  went  back  to  the  island  and 
took  the  vessel  off,  and  brought  her  to   Gasp^, 
where   he   1^   her  and   went  home.    He  said^ 
**  After  I  got  to  Toronto  I  endeavoured  to  get  the 
salvage,"  but  he  was  wholly  silent  as  to  the  person 
from  whom,  and   the  manner  in  whioh,  he  en- 
deavoured to  get  it.     He  proceeded:    ''When  I 
found  I  could  not  get  it,  I  went  down  in  September, 
and  brought  the  vessel  up  to  Montreal,  where  she 
has  since  been  proved."     It  was  proved  that  the 
salo  was  made  after  a  decree  of  the  Vice- Admiralty 
Court,  in  a  proceeding  in  rem  for  salvage  (p.  54}, 
and  it  is  stated  by  Mr.  Justice  Badgley  that  she 
was  sold  under  Admiralty  process :  (Supp.  Beoord, 

p.  6). 

The  case  of  Hudson  v.  HarrUan  (3  Brod.  & 
Bing.  97)  was  cited  as  an  authority  to  show  that 
the  silence  of  an  insurer  has  been  construed  to  be 
an  acceptance  of  an  abandonment.  It  is  not  neces- 
sary to  go  to  that  length  in  this  case.  Their  Lord- 
ships consider  that  Mr.  Justice  Story  was  correct 
in  stating  that  an  insurer  is  not  bound  to  signify 
his  acceptance  of  an  abandonment.  If  he  says 
nothing  and  does  nothing,  the  proper  conclusion  is 
that  be  does  not  mean  to  accept.  In  the  case  of 
Peele  v.  Tke  Merchants'  Insurance  Company  (3 
Mason's  C.  C.  Beps.  27;  Phillips  on  Insurance, 
3rd  edit.,  391),  it  was  held  by  Mr.  Justice  Story 
that  the  floating  and  repairing  of  a  stranded  ship 
by  the  underwriters,  though  it  was  done  with  the 
intention  of  surrendering  to  the  assured,  was  a  con- 
structive acceptance  of  an  abandonment.  In  the 
case  of  Peele  v.  The  Suffolk  Insurance  Company  (7 
Pickering's  Beps.  254 ;  Phillips,  390),  the  Supreme 
Court  of  Massachusetts  held  that  though  theuuder- 
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writers  had  a  right  to  keep  possession  of  a  ship 
for  a  reasonable  time  to  repair  it,  yet  that  their 
keeping  it  for  an  unreasonable  time  for  that  par- 
pose  was  a  constmotive  aceeptance  of  the  abandon- 
ment. It  has  also  been  held  that,  if  the  nnder- 
writers  take  possession  of  a  vessel  after  an  aban- 
donment, and  proceed  to  repair  without  giving 
notice  of  their  object,  it  is  an  acceptance:  {The 
Cincinnati  Insurance  Company  v.  Bakewell,  4  B. 
Monroe's  Bep.,  Kentncky,  o41.) 

In  the  present  case  the  defendants  were  not 
merely  silent,  bat  they  were  active,  and  by  their 
SRent,  Mr.  McGregor,  took  possession  of  the  vessel 
after  notice  of  abandonment  had  been  sent  to 
the  head  office  at  Toronto;  and  the  vessel 
was  kept  in  the  possession  of  the  defendants  from 
the  time  it  was  raised  and  taken  into  Gasp^  until 
it  was  arrested  at  the  instance  of  the  defendants 
by  the  Vice- Admiralty  Court,  and  it  must  have 
been  repaired  before  it  was  taken  to  Montreal. 

Mr.  McGregor  stated,  in  his  evidence,  that  he  left 
the  vessel  at  Gaep^  when  he  returned  to  Toronto ; 
but  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  it  was  left  in  the 
charge  of  some  persons  on  behalf  of  the  company  from 
that  time  until  the  month  of  September  following, 
when  he  returned  to  Ga3p4  Ancl  took  the  vessel  up 
to  Montreal ;  and,  at  all  events,  the  vessel  having 
been  raised  and  taken  into  Gasp^  by  the  agent  of 
the  defendants,  must  be  assumed  to  have  remained 
in  their  possession  until  proved  to  have  been  de- 
livered over.    There  is  no  evidence  that  the  plain- 
tiff, at  any  time  during  that  period,  had  notice  of 
the  object  with  which  the  defendants  took  and 
retained  possession  of  the  vessel,  or  that  they  dis- 
puted their  liabilty  for  the  loss  upon  the  ground 
of  a  breach  of  warranty,  or  that  they  repudiated 
the  notice  of  abandonment.    There  was  nothing  to 
lead  the  plaintiff  to  suppose  that  the  defendants 
repudiated   altogether   their   liability  under   the 
policy  and  the  notice  of  abandonment,  and  that 
they  were  acting,  not  as  insurers,  but  as  mere 
ordinary   salvors,    who    had   no    interest    what- 
ever  in   the  vessel,  and  their  Lordships  cannot 
believe  that  they  acted  merely  in  that  capacity. 
The   remarks    of   the  court  in   the   chse  above 
cited  of  the   Cincinnati  Insurance   Company  v. 
BakeweU,  are  very  applicable  to  the  present  as  re- 
gards that  suggestion. 

Mr.  Jostioe  Badgley  considered  that  the  decree 
of   the   Vice* Admiralty    Court  in  favour  of  the 
defendants  proved  them  to   be  mere   salvors   of 
the  vessel :   (Sapp.  Eecord,  p.  6,  line  43.)    Bat 
their    Lordships    do   not    concur    in   thbt  view. 
That  decree  is  dated  the  23rd  April  1869.    It  does 
not  appear,  nor  is  it  veir  material,  at  what  time 
the  suit  in  the  Vice-Admiralty  Court  was  com- 
menced.    It  is,  however,  stated  by  Mr.  Justice 
Badgley  (Supp.  Eecord,  p.  5),  and  the  fact  is  pro- 
bably so,  ihar.  the  vessel  was  libelled,  pending  the 
present  action  in  the    Superior  Court.    It  was, 
nowever,  a  proceeding  in  rem,  and  not  against 
the  plaintiff  personally.    It  would  have  been  no 
answer  in  that  proceeding  for  the  plaintiff  to  have 
alleged  that  he  had  no  interest  in  the  vessel ;  that 
by  virtue  of  the  insurance,  the  loss,  the  abandon- 
ment, and  the  acceptance  thereof,  the  vessel  had 
become  the  propertv  of  the  defendants.    If  the 
defendants  thought  fid  to  libel  their  own  vessel  for 
salvage,  it  was  no  concern  of  the  plaintiff's,  nor 
was  he  bound  to  appear.    He  could  not  have  de- 
fended that  suit  without  alleging  that  he  had  an 
interest  in  the  vessel,  and  thereby  prejudicing  his 


own  action  on  the  policy  and  his  contention  that 
the  defendants  had  accepted  the  abandonment. 

Mr.  Croker  stated  that  McGregor  was  never 
instructed  to  accept  an  abandonment,  and  that 
abandonments  could  be  accepted  only  at  the  heid 
office  and  by  writing ;  but  McGregor  was  instructed 
to  look  after  the  interests  of  the  company,  and  if 
his  acts  in  pursuance  of  those  instructions,  coupled 
with  the  nonrepudiatioo  of  the  notice  of  abandon- 
ment, amounted  to  an  acceptance,  or  were  evidenoe 
from  what  an  acoeptaace  might  be  inferred,  the 
defendants  are  bound  by  those  acts.   The  question 
as  to  whether  the  abandonment  has  been  construc- 
tively accepted  is  a  mixed  question  of  law  and  fact. 
Unfortunately,  we  have  not  the  reasons  of  the  ma- 
j ori ty  of  the  3  ud  ges.  Th eir  Lord shi  pa  are  of  opinion 
that  the  acts  of  the  defendants,  by  their  a^^ot, 
McGregor,  in  regard  to  the  vessel  after  notice  of 
abandonment,  and  especially  their  repairing  the 
vessel  and  retaining  it  in  their  possession  from  the 
time  when  it  was  raised  up  to  the  time  of  their 
libelling  it  in  the  Vice- Admiralty  Court,  without 
repudiating  that  notice  or  informing  the  plaintiff 
as  to  the  character  in  which  they  were  acting,  were 
evidence  of  an  acceptance  of   the  abandonment. 
They  would  not  reverse  the  concurrent  decisions 
of  two  courts  upon  a  question  of  fact,  except  upon 
the  clearest  conviction  that  they  were  wroug.    In 
the  present  case,  they  are  of  opinion  that  the  courts 
were  correct  in  finding  that  the  abandonment  was 
accepted.    Their  Lordships'  view  upon  this  part 
of  the  case  would  be  the  same  even  if  Mr.  McCuaig 
had  not  forwarded  the  notice  of  abandonment  to 
the  head  office  before  the  I8th  June. 

Then,  as  to  the  effect  of  that  aoceptanoe,  it 
was  contended  that,  as  there  was  no  loss  for 
which  the  defendants  were  liable,  the  notioe 
of  abandonment  was  inoperative,  and  that  the 
acceptance  of  it  could  not  convert  a  partial 
loss  for  which  the  defendants  were  not  liable, 
into  a  total  loss  for  which  they  were  liable. 
Articles  2521  and  2522  of  the  Civil  Code  were  re* 
ferred  to,  and  it  was  urged  that  there  could  be  no 
loss  within  the  meaning  of  the  Code  unless  it  was 
caused  by  an  event  insured  against.  Mr.  Justice 
Badgley  was  of  that  opinion,  and  he  considered  that 
at  most  there  was  only  a  partial  loss,  which  could 
not,  under  Articles  2544  and  2545,  be  converted 
into  a  total  loss  by  notice  of  abandonment.  That 
learned  judge  said, "  implications  of  acceptance  are 
not  favoured,  and  can  have  no  effect  or  validity  in 
contravention  of  the  positive  fact  upheld  by  Article 
2545  of  the  actual  recovery  of  the  stranded  vessel :" 
(Supp.  Becord,  p.  10,  line  6 )  He  was  also  of  opi- 
nion that  the  fact  of  the  restoration  and  recovery 
of  the  stranded  vessel  prevented  abandonment  at 
all. 

It  appears  to  their  Lordnhips  that  the  learned 
judge  did  not  sufficiently  advert  to  the  distinction 
between  a  mere  notice  of  abandonment  and  a  valid 
abandonment,  or  a  notice  of  abandonment  which 
has  been  accepted. 

Their  Lordships  are  of  opinion  that  the  present 
case  did  not  lall  within  Article  2545,  upon 
which  Mr.  Justice  Badgley  so  much  relied.  It 
was  not  a  case  of  mere  stranding.  The  vessel 
could  not  have  been  raised  and  put  into  a 
condition  to  continue  her  voyage  to  the  place  of 
destination.  Further,  it  appears  to  their  Lord- 
ships that  Article  2545  must  be  read  in  oonjnno- 
tion  with  Articles  2538,  2543,  and  2544,  and  that  it 
does  not  apply  to  the  case  of  an  abandonment 
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which  has  been  accepted.  It  puts  the  case  of 
straoding  yery  much  upon  the  same  fooitnir  as 
that  upon  which  it  stands  under  the  law  of  this 
oonntrir.  A^^^^^^OQ^^Qts  made  and  accepted  are 
treated  of  in  Article  2547.  It  is  there  said: 
"  Abandooment  made  and  accepted  is  equivalent  to 
transfer,  and  the  thing  abandoued,  with  the  rights 
pertaining  to  it,  becomes  from  the  time  of  aban- 
donment the  property  of  the  insurer.  The  accept- 
ance may  be  either  express  or  implied. 

Article  2549  of  the  Code  was  intended  to  pre- 
vent a  notice  of  abandonment  when  accepted  from 
being  defeated  by  any  subsequent  event. 

The  Superior  Court  held  that  the  plaintiff  was 
estopped,  by  the  acceptance,  from  urging  against 
the  plaintiff  objections  founded  upon  the  breaches 
of  condition,  and  awarded  the  plaintiff  half  the 
■mount,  viz  ,  3500  dollars,  of  the  declared  value  of 
thevessel.  TheCourtof  Queen's  Bench,  Mr.  Justice 
Badgley  dis8eutin|f,  held  that  the  allegations  set 
forth  by  the  plaintiff  in  his  declaration,  which 
included  an  allegation  of  acceptance,  were  fully 
proved ;  and  that  by  reason  thereof  and  of  the 
abandonment  accepted  by  the  company,  the  plain- 
tiff was  entitled  to  recover  the  full  amount  insured, 
viz.,  5000  dollars.  Mr.  Justice  Monk  dissented  on 
the  question  of  amount  only.  He  considered  that 
the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover  but  only  one- 
half  of  the  amount  insured. 

Their  Lordships  are  of  opinion  that  by 
the  acceptance  of  the  abandonment,  the  defen- 
dants became  liable  as  for  a  total  loss.  In 
Smith  V.  Robertson  (2  Bow's  Pari.  Cas.  474), 
it  was  held  that  the  insurers  could  not  be 
allowed  to  say  that  the  loss  was  not  total  after 
they  had  acquiesced  in  the  abandonment  as  for  a 
total  loss,  and  had  thereby  admitted  that  the  loss 
was  a  loss  of  that  description.  In  that  case  the 
insurer  had  no  right  to  abandon,  but  merely  a 
right  to  give  notice  of  abandonment.  But  the 
moment  the  notice  was  accepted,  the  abandonment 
took  effect ;  the  loss  immediately  became  tanta- 
mount to  a  total  loss ;  and  the  insurers  were  pre- 
daded  from  relying  upon  the  subsequent  recovery 
of  the  property  because  they  were  not  allowed  to 
sty  that  the  loss  was  not  total.  This  case,  as  it 
appears  to  their  Lordships,  gets  rid  of  the  objec- 
tion of  Mr.  Justice  Badgley  to  the  form  of  the 
plaintiff's  declaration  at  page  7,  line  25,  Supple- 
mental Record.  He  there  sa^s :  '*  Now  the  only 
loss  alleged  in  the  delaration  is,  that  Is  dit  navhe 
aurait  peri  corps  et  hiena  dans  le ,  Qolfe  Saint 
Laurent,  faisant  un  ryaufrags  entier  et  complete 
which  is  the  absolute  total  loss  of  the  Code  article, 
where  the  thing  insured  is  wholly  destroyed  and 
lost,  in  other  words  submerged  in  the  Gulf  of  St. 
Lawrence.  As  matter  of  fact,  the  alleged  total  loss 
is  not  true,  and  has  been  disapproved,  but  ic  is  the 
only  one  alleged,  and  the  insurers  cannot  be  made 
to  suffer  from  any  other  description  of  loss  or  cause 
of  lotion  than  that  charged ;  and  in  strict  justice 
the  appellant's  action  should  be  dismissed,  unless, 
under  the  rule  of  practice,  he  should  elect  to  amend 
his  declaration  to  meet  the  proof  of  the  case,  which 
as  it  is,  admits  of  no  effective  abandonment  with  its 
alleged  acceptance,  as  set  out  in  the  declaration." 

Their  Lordships  would  deeply  regret  if  an  objec- 
tion to  the  mere  form  of  the  declaration,  which  does 
not  affect  the  merits  of  the  case,  should  compel 
them  to  decide  against  the  plaintiff,  but  they  are 
relief  ed  from  that  difficulty  by  the  above-mentioned 
oase  in  the  House  of  Lords,  in  which  it  was  held 


that  the  insurers  after  acceptance  could  not  be 
allowed  to  say  that  the  loss  was  not  total. 

It  was  contended  that  the  vessel  was  not  insured 
at  the  time  when  she  was  lost,  as  the  insurance  did 
not  extend  to  a  loss  in  the  Gulf  of  St.  Lawrence  afber 
th«^  15th  Nov.,  and  that  an  abandonment  can  be  of 
no  avail  when  there  is  no  insurance.  But  the 
vessel  was  in  fact  insured  :  the  loss  occurred  dur- 
ing the  time  and  upon  a  voyage  described  in  the 
policy,  but  there  was  a  breach  of  one  of  the  war- 
ranties or  conditions  expressed.  In  the  case  of  The 
Cincinnati  Insurance  Company  v.  Bakewell,  the 
insurance  was  merely  against  a  total  loss.  But  it 
was  held  that  the  insurers  could  not,  after  accept- 
ance of  an  abandonment,  rely  upon  the  fact  that 
the  loss  was  not  total,  and,  consequently,  that  it 
was  a  loss  within  the  terms  of  the  policy. 

There  is  no  distinction  in  principle  between  an  ex- 
press and  a  constructive  aooeptance  of  an  abandon- 
ment. The  effect  produced  upon  the  rights  of  the 
parties  is  the  same  in  both  cases.  Suppose  the 
defendants,  upon  the  receipt  of  the  notice,  had 
written  to  the  plaintiff  and  said  that,  as  the  loss 
took  place  in  the  Gulf  of  St.  Lawrence  after  the 
I5th  Nov.,  they  did  not  consider  themselves  in 
strictness  liable  to  make  eood  the  loss ;  that  they 
found  upon  inquiry  that  Mr.  Bouth,  their  agent  at 
Montreal,  through  whom  the  insurance  waseffected» 
was  under  the  impression  that  that  part  of  the 
warranty  which  declared  that  the  vessel  was  not 
to  be  in  the  Gulf  of  St.  Lawrence  after  the  15ch 
Nov.  applied  merely  to  the  case  of  its  going  west, 
and  that,  under  those  circumstances,  tbey  did  not 
consider  it  right  to  avail  themselves  of  the  breach 
of  warranty ;  that  they  accepted  the  abandonment, 
and  would  make  the  best  they  could  for  themselves 
of  the  salvage,  and  would  settle  as  for  a  total  loss. 
Or  suppose  they  had  gone  further,  and  stated  that 
they  concurred  with  Mr.  Bouth  in  his  oonstruotion 
of  the  policy,  and  that  they  accepted  the  abandon- 
ment. Suppose  that,  after  they  had  raised  the 
vessel  they  bad  sold  her  for  10,000  dollars  in  excess 
of  the  salvage  expenses,  it  is  clear  that  the  plaintiff 
could  not  have  turned  round  and  claimed  the  full 
amount  of  the  proceeds  of  the  vessel  upon  the 
ground  that  the  loss  was  not  caused  by  a  risk 
insured  against,  and  that  he  had,  consequently, 
no  right  to  give  notice  of  the  abandonment.  If 
the  plaintiff  could  not  have  treated  the  abandon- 
ment as  a  nullity,  surely  the  defendants  cannot  be 
allowed,  after  aoceptance,  to  rely  upon  a  breach  of 
the  warranty  or  condition  of  which  they  had  full 
notice  at  the  time  of  their  acceptance  of  the  aban- 
donment. Estoppels  are  mutual.  If  the  mouth 
of  one  party  is  closed,  so  also  is  that  of  the  other. 
By  the  abandonment  and  the  acceptance  of  the 
abandonment  the  matter  was  closed.  The  whole 
interest  of  the  plaintiff  in  the  thing  abandoned  was 
transferred  to  the  defendants  and  became  their 
property :  (Art.  2547). 

There  are  many  cases  in  which  it  may  be  very 
doubtful  whether,  in  point  of  law,  the  particular 
facts  amount  to  a  breach  of  warranty.  But  if, 
after  a  constructive  total  loss  and  notice  of  aban- 
donment, the  insurer,  with  full  knowledge  of  all 
the  facts,  accepts  the  notice  of  abandonment,  he 
cannot,  when  called  upon  to  pay  the  amount  in- 
sured, resile  and  rely  upon  a  breach  of  warranty. 

The  effect  of  acceptance  is,  as  remarked  by  Mr. 
Arnould,  well  expressed  by  Boulay  Paty — Cours  de 
Droit,  Comm.,  tit.  xi,  sec.  7,  vol.  4,  p.  380 :— "  Par 
leur  acceptation  voluntaire  il  s*est  fair  un  pacte 
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entre  les  parDies  qui  a  toat  termiod :"  (Arnould, 
p.  1173,  note  z.) 

The  only  remainiDg  qaestion  is  as  to  the  amoQDt 
to  whioh  the  plaintiff  is  entitled.  Jean  Baptiste 
Yignean  proved  that  his  brother,  Benjamin  Yig- 
nean,  who  was  the  captain  of  the  « vessel  and 
was  lost  in  her,  told  him  that  he  was  in  debt 
to  the  plaintiff,  that,  in  order  to  give  him 
a  gnarantee  for  the  debt,  he  had  anthorized 
him  to  insure  the  vessel  Bahineau  et  Oaudry  in 
his  own  name  alone,  to  the  end  that  if  the  vessel 
should  be  lost  the  plaintiff  might  reoeive  the  whole 
of  the  insuraooe  money,  and  pay  himself  the 
amount  which  Benjamin  Yigneau  owed  him. 

Their  Lordships  consider  that  this  declaration  of 
the  deceased  against  his  own  interest  was  evidence 
BuflBcient  to  prove  that  the  plaintiff  was  authorized 
by  Benjamin  Yigneau  to  insure  the  half  of  the 
vessel  which  belonged  to  him,  and  to  receive  the 
amount  insured.  This  coupled  with  the  interest 
which  the  plaintiff  had  in  the  other  half  of  the 
vessel,  entitled  him  to  insure  the  whole  vessel,  and 
to  recover  the  full  amount  insured. 

Mr.  Justice  Badgley  appears  to  have  overlooked 
the  evidence  of  Jean  Baptiste  Yigneau,  when  the 
learned  judge  stated  that  the  plaintiff's  interest  in 
the  insurance  money  did  not  exceed  one-half  share 
thereof.  It  is  clear  that  an  agent  who  insures  for 
another  with  his  authority  may  sue  in  his  own 
name:  (Phillips  on  Insurance,  par.  1965).  The 
mortgage  did  not  affect  the  plaintiff's  right,  to 
insure  for  the  full  amount  of  the  value  of  the 
vessel.  The  vessel,  or  the  value  of  it  may  be  the 
only  means  which  he  has  of  paying  the  mortgage 
debt. 

Their  Lordships  are  of  opinion  that  the  judg- 
ment of  the  Court  of  Queen  s  Bench  was  correct, 
and  they  will  humbly  advise  Her  Majesty  to  affirm 
it,  with  the  costs  of  this  appeal. 

Judgment  affirmed  and  appeal  diemisBed, 

Solicitors  for  the  appellants,  Biechoff,  Bompas, 
and  Bisehoff. 

Solicitors  for  the  respondents,  Aahttret,  Morris 
and  Co. 


OSt  APPBAL  7B0H  THB  HIGH  COURT  OP  ADMIRALTY  OP 

BNGLAND. 
Beported  by  James  F.  Abpisall,  Egq.,  Bairiiter-At-Law. 

July  10, 11,  U,  and  24, 1874. 

(Present :  The  Right  Hons.  Sir  James  W.  Colvile, 
Sir  Montague  E.  Smith,  SirR.  P.  Collier.) 

Thb  Amsricak  akd  The  Syria. 

Collision — Steamship  iowing-^BiUy  to  keep  out  of 
way  of  sailing  ship— Duty  of  sailing  ship  to  Jceep 
her  course — Responsibility  of  tow  for  negligence 
of  tug—Oovermng  power— Disabled  skip — 
Salvors*  negligence— Tug  a/nd  tow  belonging  to 
same  owners, 

A  steamiship  lowing  another  ship  is  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  Regulations  for  Preventing  Collisions 
at  Sea  relating  to  steamships,  and  is  not  by 
reason  of  her  incumbered  condition  altogether 
ahsolvedfrom  the  dtdy  of  keeping  otU  of  the  way 
of  a  sailing  vessel;  still  atlowances  should  be 
made,  under  the  circumstances  of  each  case,  for 
the  comparatively  disabled  condition  of  the  in- 
cumbered  steamer,  and  the  duty  of  additional  pre- 
caution is  imposed  upon  a  sailing  ship  approach- 
ing  a  steamer  so  incumbered. 


Where  a  ship  is  ordered  by  ihe  reguloHons  io  pursue 
a  certain  course  in  relation  to  another  vessel^  she 
hcu  a  right  to  presume  that  that  other  vessel  wiU 
do  her  duty,  and  also  observe  the  regulations; 
hence  a  sailing  ship,  approaching  a  steamship 
towing  another  ship,  has  a  right  to  hold  on  her 
course  until  there  is  immediate  danger  ofcollisionf 
in  the  expectation  thai  the  steaanship  will  observe 
the  regulations  and  keep  out  of  her  way. 
Where  a  collision  takes placebetween  a  tug  towing  a 
ship  and  another  ship,  the  qtiestion  whether  the 
tow  is  liable  to  make  good  damage  done  by  (he 
negligence  of  the  tug,  depends  upon  the  deterfMna- 
tion  of  the  question  wliether  the  "  governing  power  " 
is  in  the  tug  or  in  the  tow.  If  Hie  tug  is  in  the 
service  of  and  under  the  orders  of  the  tow,  the  low 
is  answerable  for  the  negligence  of  the  tug  as  for 
the  negligence  of  a  servant;  but  if  the  tug  is, 
although  rendering  service  to  the  tow,  not  under 
the  control  of  the  latter,  but  is  itseifthe  governing 
power,  then  the  tow  is  not  liable  for  the  negligence 
of  the  tug. 
Where  the  master  of  a  steamship,  finding  anoHur 
steamship  belonging  to  the  same  owners  with  her 
engines  disabled,  undertakes,  not  in  pursuance  of 
any  specific  contract  made  with  the  master  of  the 
disabled  ship,  but  ov4  of  his  sense  of  duty  to  his 
employers  and  in  ihe  hope  of  obtaining  salvage 
reward,  to  tow  ihe  ship  home,  the  towing  sh^  is 
not  under  the  control  of  the  tow,  nor  is  the  govern- 
ing power  in  the  tow,  so  as  to  render  the  tow  re- 
sponsible for  the  negligent  acts  of  the  tug.  Xor 
does  the  fact  that  both  ships  belimg  to  the  same 
owners  render  the  towed  ship  responsible  for  the 
acts  of  the  tug.  ' 

This  was  a  consolidated  cause  of  damage  insti- 
tuted on  behalf  of  the  owners  of  the  late  ship 
Aracan,Bknd  of  her  master  and  crew,  against  the 
steamship  American,  and  against  the  steamship 
Syria^  and  against  the  Union  Steamship  Company 
(Limited),  of  Southampton,  the  owners  of  those 
steamships  intervening.  There  was  also  a  cross 
cause  instituted  by  the  defendants  against  the 
owners  of  the  Aracan,  which  was  heard  at  the 
same  time  and  on  the  same  evidence.  The  allega- 
tions of  fact  on  behalf  of  both  plaintiffs  and 
defendants  appear  sufficiently  from  the  pleadings 
in  the  High  Court  of  Admiralty.  The  plaintiff's 
petition  was  as  follows : 

1.  Between  10  p.m.  and  11  p.m.  <m  the  8th  March  1874, 
the  ship  Aracan,  of  788  tone  register,  maimed  by  a  orew 
of  twent^>foar  hands  all  told,  whilst  on  a  voyage  from 
London  to  Hooe  Kong  with  a  general  cargo,  was  in  the 
English  Channu  off  Portland. 

2.  The  wind  at  snch  time  was  abont  west-aonth-west, 
a  moderate  breeze^  the  tide  was  about  two  hours  flood, 
and  of  the  force  of  about  a  knot  or  a  knot  and  a  half  per 
honr,  and  the  weather  was  fine,  and  there  was  mo(mli|^t, 
and  the  Aracan  was  close  hauled  by  the  wind  on  the 
starboard  tack,  and  sailing  at  the  rate  of  about  Ato  or 
six  knots  per  honr,  and  hecMling  about  south.  Her  proper 
relation  side-lights  were  duly  exhibited  and  burning 
brightly,  and  a  good  look-out  was  being  kept. 

3.  At  such  time  a  bright  light,  whioh  proved  to  be  a 
masthead  light  of  the  above  named  steam  vessel  Americ4in 
was  seen  at  the  distance  of  several  milee  from  the  Aratan^ 
and  bearing  about  four  or  five  pointo  on  her  starboard 
bow,  and  some  time  afterwards  the  red  light  of  the 
American,  and  the  red  light  of  the  above  named  steam 
vessel  Syria,  whioh  proved  to  be  in  tow  of  the  American, 
was  also  seen.  The  Aracan  was  kept  close  hauled  hj 
the  wind  on  the  starboard  tack,  in  the  expeotation  that 
the  American  and  Syria  would  take  proper  measures  for 
keeping  out  of  the  way  of  the  Aracan,  but,  instead  of  so 
doing,  the  American,  with  the  Syria  in  tow,  oame  on  and 
caused  immediate  danger  of  collision ;  and  although  the 
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Itelmofthe  Aracan  was  pnt  bard  aport,  the  American 
with  her  port  side  oame  into  collision  with  the  stem  and 
port  bow  of  the  Aracan,  and  slewed  the  Araean  round 
with  her  head  towards  the  eastward,  and  the  Syria 
stmok  the  Araean  on  her  port  side,  and  so  mnoh  damage 
WM  done  to  the  Aracan  that  she  foundered  with  her 
cargo  and  certain  private  effects  of  her  master  and  crew. 
Her  master  and  orew  were  saved  by  getting  on  board  the 
Syria. 

4.  The  said  ooUitions  and  the  losses '  of  the  plaintiffs 
eoneeqnent  thereon  were  oocasionedby  the  negligent  and 
improper  navigation  of  the  American  and  Syria,  or  by 
the  negligent  and  improper  navigation  of  the  American. 

5,  The  said  collisions  were  not  in  any  way  occasioned 
by  any  negligence  on  the  part  of  those  on  board  the 
Araean. 

The  defendftnts'  answer  was 

1.  Shortly  before  10.20  p.m.  of  the  8th  March  187f,  the 
MTSw  steamship  American,  of  1356  tons  nett  register 
tonnage,  propelled  by  engines  of  320  horse  power,  and 
navig^ed  by  £dward  Qeorge  Baynton,  her  master,  and 
a  crew  of  sixty-eight  hands,  was  in  the  English  Chuinel, 
off  Portland,  which  bore  north  by  west,  and  was  distant 
about  sixteen  miles,  proceeding  on  a  voyage  from  the 
Ch>^  of  Good  Hope  to  Southampton,  laden  wiUi  a  general 
esrgo  of  merchandise,  and  havuig  in  tow  the  screw  steam- 
ship Syria,  of  the  bnrthen  of  1959  tons  gross  register, 
whush  was  disabled  in  her  machinery. 

2.  The  wind  at  this  time  was  about  west,  the  weather 
wss  fine  but  dark,  and  there  was  alight  haze  on  the  water. 
The  tide  was  flood,  of  the  force  of  between  one  and  two 
knots  an  hour,  and  the  American  was  proceeding  under 
•team  only,  steering  east  by  north  half  north,  and  mak- 
ing about  five  knots  an  hour,  with  the  Admiralty  regu- 
k^n  lights,  to  wit,  two  bright  white  masthead  lights 
placed  verticallv,  about  nine  feet  apart,  upon  the  fore 
topgallant  stay  (to  indicate  that  she  was  towing  another 
vsBiwl)  a  green  li^ht  on  the  starboard  side,  and  a  red 
light  on  the  port  side,  all  of  which  were  duly  exhibited 
sad  bumiog  well  and  brightly.  The  /Syria  also  had  a 
green  light  on  her  starboud  side,  and  a  red  light  on  her 
port  side,  both  also  duly  exhibited,  and  burning  well  and 
orightly .  A  good  look-  ont  was  being  kept  on  board  both 
tiie  above  named  vessels. 

3.  In  theae  circumstances,  and  whilst  the  American 
was  thus  proceeding,  the  green  starboard  light  of  a 
vessel  (which  afterwards  proved  to  be  the  Aracan)  was 
Men  bearing  about  four  and  a-half  points  on  the  port 
bow  of  the  American,  and  at  the  distance  of  about  three- 
onarters  of  a  mile  off.  The  helm  of  the  American  was 
taen  ported  and  put  hsxd  aport,,  but  the  American  hav- 
ing the  Syria  in  tow,  only  a  slight  alteration  oould  be 
made  in  hier  course. 

4.  The  Aracan  was  on  the  starboard  tack,  and  as  she 
spproaohed  the  American,  she  improperly  deviated  from 
her  course,  and  ran  into  and  struck  her  upon  the  port 
side,  just  before  the  main  rigging,  and  did  her  consider- 
able damage.  The  Araean  then  fell  to  starboard  of  the 
American,  and  the  Syria  ranged  ahMbd,  and  shortly  after- 
wards the  Arcu^an,  with  her  port  side,  oame  into  contact 
with  the  stem  of  the  Syria, 

5.  The  master  and  crew  of  the  Aracan  were  by  means 
of  the  boats  of  the  Syria,  safely  got  on  board  the  latter 
vessel,  and  conveyed  to  Southampton. 

6.  The  Araean^  whilst  approaching  the  American, 
before  the  collision,  improperly  starboarded  her  helm. 

7.  The  Aracan,  prior  to  the  occurrence  of  the  said 
eoUision,  did  not  dmy  and  properly  port  her  helm. 

8.  The  said  collision,  and  the  losses  and  damages  conse- 
quent thereupon,  wore  caused  by  the  negligence  of  those 
on  board  the  Aracan,  and  by  their  improper  navigation  of 
that  vessel. 

9.  No  blame  in  regard  to  the  said  collision  is  attnbu- 
tsble  to  those  in  charge  of  the  Americwn  or  Syria,  and 
the  ssid'ccdlisions  are,  so  far  as  they  are  concerned,  the 
result  of  inevitable  accident. 

10.  Sftve  as  herein  appears,  the  defendants  deny  the 
truth  of  the  statements  contained  in  the  plaintiffs' 
petition. 

The  pleadings  were  thereupon  oonoluded. 

April  15  and  16. — ^Theoaase  came  on  for  hearing 
before  Sir  E.Fhillimore,  assisted  by  Trinity  Masters. 
The  allegations  of  fact  in  the  plaintiffs'  petition 
were  sabstantially  proved  by  the  plaintiSii'  wit-  i 


nesses.  It  was  shown  that  the  Aracan  was  olose 
hauled  on  the  starboard  tack,  and  that  she  was 
kept  on  her  course,  her  offioers  believing  that  they 
were  boand  so  to  keep  her  and  that  it  was  the 
duty  of  the  steamer  to  have  kept  out  of  the  way, 
and  that  her  helm  was  pat  hard  aport  only  when 
there  was  immediate  danger  of  ooUision.  The 
plaintiffs'  witnesses  alleged  that  if  the  American 
and  the  Syria  had,  instead  of  holding  on  as  they 
did,  starboarded  on  sighting  the  Aracan,  they 
would  have  gone  under  the  Aracan'a  stern. 

On  behalf  of  the  defendants  it  was  shown  that 
the  facts  stated  in  the  first  two  paragraphs  of  their 
answer  were  true.    It  was  farther  shown  that  the 
green  light  of  the  Ara^can  was  sighted  by  the  look- 
oat  of  the  American  at  the  distance  of  aboat  three* 
quarters  of  a  mile,  and  bearing  aboat  four  and 
a-half  points  on  the  port  bow  of  the  American, 
This  light  was  at  once  reported  by  the  look-oot; 
at  first  the  look-oat  got  no  answer  from  the  officer 
of  the  watch ;   the  look-out  again  reported  the 
light,  and  then  got  no  answer.    The  officer  of  the 
watch  thoreapon  ordered  the  helm  of  the  American 
to  be  put  a- port  and  then  hard-a-port,  and  the  order 
was  obeyed,  but  the  American  having  the  Syria 
in  tow,  answered  her  helm  very  slightly.    The  de« 
fendants'  witnesses  alleged  that  it  would  not  have 
been  possible,  by  reason  of  the  difficulty  of  manage 
ing  the  two  vessels  together,  to  have  kept  oat  of 
the  was  of  the  Aracan  by  starboarding  and  going 
under  her  stern.  It  was  also  alleged  by  them  that* 
the  Ara>can  did  not  continue  her  coarse,  but  star* 
boarded  her  helm  instead  of  porting  and  going  up 
into  the  wind  as  sue  ought  to  have  done  under  the 
circumstances.    It  was  further  alleged  that  the 
Aracan  showed    only    her  green    light    to    the 
American,  and  tbat  the  blow  which  the  Araean 
Btrack  the  American  was  a  blow  leading  forward 
towards  the  American* a  bow.    This  last  allegation 
was  contradicted  by  the  plaintiffs,  who  called  two 
passengers  from  the  American  (soldiers  returning 
from  Ashantee),  who  swore  that  they  both  saw  the 
red  light  of  the  Araean  shortly  before  the  ooUision. 
The  length  of  the  American  was  325ft.,  the  length 
of  the    Syria  817ft.,    and  the  scope  of  hawser 
between  them  540ft.,  making  a  total  length  of 
1182ft 

April  17  and  18.— Bu«,  Q.O.,  (E.  0.  Olarkeon 
with  him),  for  the  plaintiffs, — First,  on  the  question 
of  law,  I  submit  that  it  was  the  dutygof  the 
American,  as  a  steamship,  to  keep  out  of  the  way 
of  the  Aracan.  By  the  Eegulations  for  Preventing 
Collisions  at  Sea,  Art,  15,  it  is  the  duty  of  a 
steamship  to  keep  out  of  the  way  of  a  sailing  ship, 
and  by  art.  18,  a  sailing  ship  meeting  a  steamship 
mast  keep  her  coarse.  If,  then,  the  Aracan  kept 
her  coarse,  the  American  was  bound  to  keep  out 
of  her  way,  unless  there  were  ciroamstances  within 
art.  19  taking  her  out  of  the  rules.  The  qaestioa 
then  will  be,  is  a  steamship  towing  another  to  be 
considered  as  within  the  scone  of  the  regulations* 
or  is  a  steamship  towing  another  to  be  taken  as  in- 
cumbered, and,  therefore,  an  exception  to  these 
regulations  P  [Sib  R,  Phillikobe. — Is  there  any 
authority  for  the  position  that  a  steamer  towing 
can,  by  reason  of  such  towing,  avoid  her  obligation 
to  keep  out  of  the  way  of  a  steamship  P  I  should 
be  inclined  to  hold,  until  some  very  flrood  reasoa 
to  the  contrary,  that  such  a  steamer  is  no  et« 
ception  to  the  general  rule.]  It  has  been  so  de- 
cided in  several  cases  since  the  regulations  became 
law : 
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The  Warrior,  27  L.  T.  Bop.  N.  S.  101 ;  L.  Bep.  3  Adm. 

&  £oo.  553 ;  1  Asp.  Mar.  Law  Gas.  400; 
The  Emperor,  The  Zephyr  (a) ; 
The  Oala,  The  Zenohxa  (a). 

Before  the  passiDg  of  those  rales,  certain  oases  deci- 
ded that  a  steamer  was  to  be  treated  as  a  Tesselwith 

(o)  ADMIRALTY  COUET. 

June  1, 1864. 

Thb  Zbphtb. 

This  was  a  cause  of  damage  institated  by  the  owners  of 
the  steam  tug  Emperor  against  the  brig  Zephyr.  The 
Emperor  was  towing  a  laden  brig  from  Yarmonthto 
Lowestoft.  The  Zephyr  was  bonnd  in  ballast  from  Ips- 
wich to  Bljth,  and  the  collision  took  place  off  Corton,  at 
abont  5  p.m.,  on  the  22od  Jan.  1864.  The  case  of  the  tng 
was  that  she  was  steering  abont  8.  and  by  W.,  when  the 
Zephyr  was  seen  abont  three-qnsrters  of  a  mile  off 
bearing  8.  ^  W.,  and  steering  N.  by  £.,  with  her  red 
light  only  visible ;  the  tng  kept  her  conrse,  when  the  red 
light  of  the  Zephyr  suddenly  dipappeared,  and  the  latter 
crossed  the  tng*s  dows,  showing  hn  green  light ;  she  con- 
tinued her  conrse,  when  her  green  light  disappeared,  and 
she  bore  about  S.W.  bj  W.  on  the  tug*s  starboard  beam, 
when  she  bore  down  right  before  the  wind  and  ran  into 
the  tug,  striking  the  tug  on  her  starboard  fore  sponson  ; 
as  soon  as  it  was  seen  that  she  was  so  bearing  down  the 
tug's  engines  were  stopped,  and  her  helm  ported,  bnt 
there  was  no  time  to  alter  her  course.  The  defence  of 
the  Zephwr  was  that  whilst  she  was  under  all  plain  sail, 
carrying  her  proper  lights,  and  heading  N.E.  by  E.,  the 
tug  was  made  out  at  some  distance,  about  two  points  on 
her  port  bow ;  neither  the  tug  nor  the  tow  had  any 
lights  exhibited ;  the  Zephyr's  helm  was  ported,  but  the 
tug  did  not  port,  but  starboarded,  and  so  brought  about 
the  collision. 

Dr.  Deane,  Q.C.,  and  Dr.  TTam&ey  appeared  for  the 
plaintiffs. 
Brett,  Q.C.,  and  E,  C.  ClarlcsonAoT  the  defendants. 
Dr.  LusHiNGTON,  addressing  the  Elder  Brethren  after 
reading  the  rules  as  to  lights,  said :— Noir,  gentlemen,  if 
▼on  tmnk  that  in  any  degree  the  absence  of  lights  on 
board  this  tug  contributed  to  this  collision,  there  is  no 
doubt  in  point  of  law,  whatever  other  findings  or  conclu- 
sions we  may  come  to,   that   the  tug  was  to  blame. 
Having  disposed  of  that  part  of  the  case,  I  must  next 
request  your  attention  to  another  part  of  these  Parlia- 
mentary regulations— for  such  they  are — as  to  what  are 
the  rules  applicable  to  these   two  ships,  and  respecting 
that  there  is  no  doubt  also.     It  is  the  15th  article  of  the 
Steering  and  Sailing  Boles :  '*  If  two  ships,  one  of  which 
is  a  sailing  vessel  and  the  other  a  steamship,  are  pro- 
ceeding in  such  directions  as  to  involve  risk  of  collision, 
the  steamship  shall  keep  out  of  the  way  of  the  sailing 
■hip.*'    That  brings  me  atonoe  to  the  consideration^ 
this  question.     No  doubt  these  two  vessels  were  ap- 
proacbiogesch  other;  bnt  were  they  approaching  each 
other  in  such  direction  as  to  involve  risk  of  coUision  P 
The  learned  Judge   then  examined  the   evidence   on 
this  point  and  continued.]      It   will   be   entirely   for 
you,  and  not  for  me,  to  say  whether,  the  tug  being  two 
|>oints  on  the  Zephyr's  port  bow,  there  was  really  any 
risk  of  collision  if  these  vessels  had  kept  their  courses, 
because  it   is  risk  of  collision  alone   which   renders 
it  peremptor^r  for  the  tug  to  give  way.    This  statement 
as  to  the  position  of  the  two  vessels  is  not  contradicted. 
I  know  not,  as  far  as  relates  to  the  tug,  I  need  say  more, 
because^  according  to  her  own  account,  she  intended  to 
do  nothing,  and  all  she  represents  herself  to  have  done 
here,  was  almost  at  the  moment  of  collision  she  stopped 
her  engines,  and  her  master  put  his  hand  upon  the  tiller 
but  had   produced  no   effect,  and   no  measures  were 
adopted  by  her  in  order  to  avoid  the  collision  if  it  was 
incumbent  upon  her  to  sdopt  them.    There  is  a  part  of 
these  rules  which  applies  to  the  Zephyr,  that  is  i!^.  18 : 
*'  Where  by  the  above  rules,  one  of  two  ships  is  to  keep 
out  of  the  way,   the  other  shall  keei^  her  course,  sub- 
ject to  the  qualifications  oontained  in   the  following 
article."    You  see,  gentiemen,  to  a  certain  extent,  at 
least,  as  far  as  mv  Imowled^  and  experience  goes,  tins 
is  a  new  direction,  because  it  is  not  that  two  vessels  shall, 
if  there  is  risk  of  collision,  both  put  their  helms  to  port, 
but  that  if  one   of  two  ships  is  to  keep  out  of  the 
way,  the  other  shall  keep  her  oourse ;  thwefore  it  is  a 


the  wind  free,  bat  that  when  she  has  another  ship 
in  tow,  she  was  not  free,  and  that  there  were  some- 
times occasions  when  a  sailing  vessel  was  bound  to 
give  way  to  a  steamer  towing.  Bat  in  those  oases 
the  steamer  was  the  port  tack  vessel  and  the  sail- 


peremptory  direction  for  the  Zephyr  to  have  kept  her 
course  unless  she  falls  within  the  following  rule :  '*In 
obeying  and  constructing  these  rules,  due  regard  must 
be  had  to  all  dangers  of  navigation,  and  due  regard  mast 
also  be  had  to  any  special  circumstances  which  may  exist 
in  any  particular  case  rendering  a  departure  from  the 
above  rules  necessary  in  order  to  avoid  immediate 
danger."  I  take  it  that  the  meaning  of  that  rule  is  to 
impose  the  obligation  as  strictiy  as  possible  of  obeying 
the  18th  rule,  as  far  as  is  consistent  with  not  incurring 
immediate  danger.  You  will  have  to  consider  in  tins 
case  whether  the  Zephyr  did  or  did  not  comply  with  the 
18th  rule.  The  charge  made  by  the  Zephyr  as  to  the  tog, 
is  that  she  starboarded  her  helm.  If  there  be  any  im- 
probability in  the  story  that  the  tog  starboarded  as 
alleged,  there  appears  to  me  to  be  an  equal  improbability 
in  the  other  story  that  the  brig  first  starboarded  and 
then  ported.    The  point  is  for  you  to  determine. 

The  learned  judge  and  the^der  Brethren  having  re- 
tired for  consultation,  upon  their  return 

Dr.  LusHiNOTON  said :  We  are  all  of  opinion  that  the 
tug  was  solely  to  blame  for  this  collision. 

ADMTBALTY  COUBT. 

July  27, 1865. 

Thb  Zenobia. 

This  was  a  cause  instituted  by  the  owners  of  the  ship 
Gala  against  the  barque  Zenohta.      The  Oala,  a  ship  of 
815  tons,  was  bound  from  Dunedin,  New  Zealand,  to 
London,   and  the  Zenobia,  a  barge  of   415  tons,  was 
bound  from  Waterf ord  to  Shields.  The  collision  occurred 
off  the  South  Foreland  about  2  p.m.  on  the  11th  June 
1865.    The  case  of  the  OcUa  was  that  she  was  proceed- 
ing in  tow  of  the  steam  tug  Warrior  about  E.N.E  with 
both  wind  and  tide  strongly  against  her,  at  the  rate  of 
about  a  knot  and  a  half  throuffh  the  water ;  that  she 
was  in  charge  of  a  duly  licensed  pilot :  that  there  were 
several  vessels  in  sight,  some  beating  ana  others  running ; 
that  the  Zenobia,  which  was  beating  np  channel,  was 
seen  standing  towards  the  Oala  on  the  starboard  tack ; 
that  when  the  Zenobia  had  approached  the  Gala  within 
two  or  three  cables*  length,  she  was  about  five  or  six 
points  on  the  OaXd's  starboard  bow;  that  if  she  had 
continued  her  conrse  the  Zenobia  would  have  passed  well 
astern  of  the  Oala,  but  that  instead  of  doing  so,  the 
Zenobia^  when  she  was  within  about  a  cable's  length  of 
the  Oala,  luffed  up  as  if  for  the  purpose  of  going  about  on 
the  othertack,  ana  then  filled  affatn  and  ran  stem  on  into 
the  starboard  quarter  of  the  Oala,  and  did  her  oonsider- 
able  damage.  The  defence  of  the  Zenobia  was  that  whilst 
proceeding  lunder  topsails,  courses,  staysails,  and  jib. 
close-hauled  on  the  starboard  tack,  headiog  north,  and 
maldng  about  five  knots  an  hour,  the  tide  being  fiood 
and  of  the  force  of  about  three  kxiots,  the  Gala  was  seen 
in  tow   of  a  steam  tu^  at  the  distance  of   between 
one  and  two  miles,  bearing  about  W.  by  K.  coming  op 
channel,  and  the  Zenobia  was  kept  on  her  coarse  close- 
hauled  to  the  wind,  in  the  expectation  that  the  steam  tog 
and  ship  would  pass  clear   under  her  stem ;  that  the 
steamtug  and  Oala  approached  the  Zenobia  and  instead 
of  passing  under  her  stem,  they  proceeded  to  pass  ahead 
of  that  vessel,  and  thereby  rendered  a  collision  with  the 
Zenobia  imminent,  whereupon  the  helm  of  the  Zenobia 
was  puthard-a-starboard  and  her  port  main  braoes  were 
let  go,  and  an  attempt  was  made  to  square  the  main 
yard  of  the  Zenobia,  but  before  this  could  be  done  the 
vessels  came  into  contact. 

Dr.  Deane,  Q.C.  and  Murphy  for  the  plaintiffs. 

Brett,  QC.  and  E,  C.  Clarkson  for  the  defendants. 

Dr.  LuSHiNQTON  addressed  the  Elder  Brethren  as 
follows  :  Qentlemen, — It  appears  that  the  steam  tuff  was 

E^  np  olumnel  with  this  large  ship  in  tow,  and  the 
ue  was  close-hauled  on  the  starboard  tack,  with  her 
to  the  north,  and  the  wind  was  E.K.E  Begarding 
the  tug,  I  apprehend  there  is  no  case  which  relieves  her 
from  the  duty  of  getting  out  of  the  way  of  the  barqne 
under  those  ciroumstanoes.     There  is  no  case  that  I  aa 
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iDg  Teasel  the  starboard  taok  Tessel,  and  henoe, 
mider  the  old  mle,  it  was  the  duty  of  the  steamer 
to  keep  OQt  of  the  way.  The  master  of  the  Aracan 
performed  his  duty  by  keeping  his  course.    If  he 

aware  of,  and  oertainly  neither  the  oaee  of  The  Cleadon 
(Lath  158 ;  1  liar.  Lair  Cae.  O.  S.  41)  whioh  has  been 
adrerted  to,  nor  that  of  The  Arthur  Gordon  (Lush  270 : 
1  Mat.  Law  Gas.  O.  S.  88),  goee  to  that  effeot.  It  was 
the  dnty  of  the  tn^r  then,  provided  it  was  praotioable, 
and  covild  be  done  without  danffor,  to  get  oat  of  the  way 
of  the  barque,  which  was  clone-hauled ;  and  accordingly 
to  my  oonstmction  of  the  roles  it  was  the  duty  of  the 
herqae  to  keep  her  course,  nnless  there  was  an  impera- 
ttft  necessi^  for  her  departing  from  them  in  order  to 
armd  immeduite  danger.  The  first  question  is,  did  the 
tog  do  all  she  onght  to  do,  and  could  do  to  avoid  the 
Qolnsion,  and  was  she  in  point  of  fact  prevented  from 
taking  more  effectoal  measores  to  avoid  collision  from 
the  state  of  the  wind  and  tide  and  the  smallness  of  her 
power,  and  has  she  any  excuse  to  set  up  upon  that  gronnd? 
And,  on  the  other  hand»  did  she  do  anything  whioh 
woold  acoelerate  the  collision  and  prodoce  greater  mis- 
shief  ?  As  to  the  tug,  I  cannot  understand  anything  bat 
that  she  starboarded  at  a  time  which  does  not  appear  to 
«e  to  be  of  importance  in  the  case.  The  ZenoHa  states 
that  she  came  under  the  sta^K>srd  helm,  and  so  con- 
tboed,  and  did  the  utmost  in  her  power  to  avoid  the  col- 
lisioa  or  going  astern  of  the  tug.  The  Oala  asserts  that 
she  did  not  act  so,  but  that  when  she  came  a  certain 
way,  ^preaching  the  Oalay  she  then  ported,  whereby 
she  stopped  her  owu  way,  and  the  consequence  was  she 
ooald  not  go  ahead,  and  tried  to  go  astern. 

The  learned  judge  and  the  Elder  Brethren  having 
xstired  for  consultation,  on  their  retom 

Dr.  LusHiNOTON  said :  We  are  all  of  opiaion  that  the 
sole  blame  is  to  attach  upon  the  tug  and  the  Oala,  and 
Bone  at  all  upon  the  other  vessel ;  and  I  must,  therefore, 
dismiss  the  snit  with  costs. 

ADMIBMiTT  COURT. 

March  16, 1865. 

Thi  Dayid  Cannon. 

This  was  a  cause  of  collision  instituted  by  the  owners  of 
HbtB  tag  Great  Conqiieet  and  of  the  ship  North  East  against 
the  American  ship  David  Cannon.  There  was  also  a  cross 
salt.  The  North  Ecut  was  proceeding  in  tow  of  the 
Oreai  ConqueH  for  Toskar,  having  left  the  Mersey  the 
day  before  the  coUieion.  The  wind  was  about  N.W.. 
and  their  speed  about  five  knots ;  the  tug  and  tow  had 
their  regulation  lights  homing,  and  the  tow  also  carried 
a  light  on  the  after  side  of  her  f annel  as  a  guide  to  Uie 
North  Bast  in  steering.  They  sighted  the  David  Cannon 
nmning  as  they  said,  free.  They  first  saw  her  loom 
aboat  three  points  on  the  tug's  port  bow,  distant  about 
a  BBile :  they  then  saw  her  green  light  and  starboarded 
slightly ;  they  then  saw  her  red  light,  and  they  there- 
upon put  their  helms  hard-a-port.  The  David  Cannon, 
as  the  plaintiffs  alleged,  starboarded  and  ran  into  the 
tag.  The  tog  was  sunk,  and  the  North  East,  coming 
into  collision  with  the  David  Cannon,  was  damaged. 
The  David  Cannon  was  charged  with  a  want  of  look- 
oot,  improperly  starboarding,  and  not  carrying  proper 
lighta  The  Daind  Cannon  was  proceeding  to  Xiver- 
g»oL  The  wind  was,  according  to  the  accoont, 
KJY.W.,  and  she  was  close-hauled  on  the  port 
taok,  heading  N.E.,  going  five  kaots,  her  crew  keeping  a 
ffwd  lookout,  with  her  regular  lights  burning,  when  the 
Right  light  of  the  Qreat  Conquest  was  seen  about  three 
points  on  her  lee  bow,  three  or  four  miles  distant ;  then 
a  red  light  came  in  view,  and  when  both  lights  had  ap- 
ptoached  the  David  Cannon  within  half  a  mile  the  green 
u^t  of  the  tog  also  became  visible,  bearing  three  points 
on  the  starboard  bow  of  the  David  Cannon,  and  all 
three  lights  remained  visible  until  they  had  approached 
to  withm  a  quarter  of  a  mile  and  then  the  green  light 
maappeared.  Then  for  the  first  time  it  was  ascertained 
ttst  the  tug  was  towing  a  ship.  Until  the  green  light 
^ss  lost  the  David  Cannon  was  kept  close  to  the  wind, 
bat  when  the  green  light  disappeared,  it  not  being  poi- 
sihle  to  avoid  the  oolUsion  by  porting,  the  helm  of  the 
Daivd  Cannon  was  put  hard  down  to  lessen  the  blow, 
aad  the  tug  was  hailed  to  pat  her  helm  hard  down ;  but 
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had  done  otherwise,  he  woald  h&^o  been  to  blame 
in  case  of  collision.  Secondly,  on  the  facts  it  \b 
established  that  the  Aracan  did  not  starboard  into 
the  Ameriocm.    The  American   did  hold  on  her 

that  the  collision  immediately  ocoorrsd,  causing  damage 
to  the  Dd^vid  Cannon  ;  both  tug  and  tow  coming  into 
collision.  The  tug  and  tow  were  charged  with  want  of 
a  good  look  out,  with  improperly  starboarding  their 
helms,  with  not  carrying  their  regulation  lights  duly 

S laced  and  duly  burning,  with  not  casting  off  the  towing 
awser  soon  enoogh,  and  with  not  keeping  out  of  the 
way  of  the  David  Cannon, 

Dr.  Deane,  Q.C.,  aopeared  for  the  tug. 
Milward,  Q.C.,  and  Butt  for  the  North  East, 
Brett,  Q.C.,  and  Cohen  for  the  David  Cannon. 

Dr.  LuSHiNOToN,  in  addressing  the  Elder  Brethren, 
said : — Gentlemen,  We  must  first  see  by  what  rule  this 
case  is  to  be  governed,  and  whether  any  exception  is 
engrafted  upon  the  generality  of  that  rule,  and  whether 
this  case  falls  within  the  exception.  The  15th  rule  is  this : 
"  If  two  ships,  one  of  which  is  a  sailing  ship  and  the 
other  a  steamship,  are  proceeding  in  each  direction  as  to 
involve  risk  of  collision,  the  steamship  shall  keep  out  of 
the  way  of  the  sailing  ship.  The  rule  throws  upon 
the  steamship  the  harden  of  keeping  out  of  the  way. 
You  will  observe  here  that  in  one  respect  the  tug  entirely 
answers  the  description,  .because  she  is  a  steam  vessel ; 
but  you  will  also  observe  that  there  is  nothing  said  about 
the  steamer  having  any  vessel  in  tow.  As  to  the  duty  of 
the  other  vessel  ukely  to  be  in  contact  tiie  18  th  rule 
says,  **  Where,  by  the  above  rales,  one  of  two  ships  is  to 
keep  ont  of  the  way,  the  other  shall  keep  her  coarse, 
subject  to  the  qualifications  contained  in  the  following 
article."  If  we  were  to  take  these  two  classes  practically 
to  operate  together,  we  should  say,  of  oonr^e,  the  tog 
was  to  keep  out  of  the  way,  and  that  the  David  Cannon 
was  to  keep  her  course.  But  there  are  certain  exceptions. 
Article  19.  **  In  obeying  and  construing  these  rules,  due 
regard  must  be  had  to  all  dangers  of  navigation,  and  due 
regard  must  also  be  had  to  any  special  oiroumstanoea 
which  may  exist  in  any  partioular  case,  rendering  a 
departure  from  the  above  roles  neoessary  in  order  to 
avoid  immediate  danger."  Undoubtedly  exceptions 
might  arise  under  this  article,  but  it  does  not  appear  to 
me,  I  must  candidly  state  to  yoo,  that  an^  exception 
does  arise  in  this  individual  case  under  this  rule.  It 
appears  to  me  that  the  19th  rule  was  framed  for  the 
purpose  of  the  protection  of  a  vessel  that  was  reqnired 
to  keep  her  course,  and  not  for  any  other  purpose.  I  am 
not  clear  in  mv  own  mind  that  the  case  of  The  Arthur 
Cordon  and  Tne  Independanee,  decided  by  the  Judioiid 
Committee,  is  altogetaer  overruled  and  got  rid  of  by  this 
rule,  and  I  am  also  not  clear  in  my  owu  mind  at  all, 
whether  an  ancient  rule  and  principle,  much  known  and 
acted  upon  several  times  in  this  court,  does  not  apply, 
viz.,  -that  whatever  be  the  roles- or  regalations  whi<^ 
govern  ships  generally,  yet  in  cases  of  immediate  ^mger, 
it  is  the  auty  of  evei^  ship  to  avoid  a  collision.  The 
learned  jodge  having  aavertod  to  the  case  of  The  Arthur 
Gordon  and  The  Independauiee,  said ;  It  will  be  for  you  to 
consider  whether,  lookisg  at  the  droumstancee  of  this 
case,  there  is  anything  whioh  woald  induce  you  to  think 
that  the  steamer  shoold  not  be  so  strictly  confined  to  the 
words  of  these  ree^lations ;  and  also  whether  the  David 
Cannon  was  not  bound  to  take  some  steps  other  and 
different  from  what  she  did  take.  Now  there  is  no  doobt 
whatever  that  the  Great  Conquest  did  starbojtrd  her  helm 
to  a  certain  extent*  To  what  extent  she  starboarded, 
and  whether  it  was  sufficient  to  bring  about  the  present 
collision,  you  will  consider,  having  regard  to  the  plead- 
ings and  evidence.  If  you  should  come  to  the  conolosion 
that  that  starboarding  produced  the  collision,  the  case 
for  the  plaintiffs  must  fail.  Ton  will  also  oonaider 
whether  the  not  happening  to  see  the  two  maet-head 
lights  of  the  Great  Conquest  by  those  on  board  the 
David  Ca/nnon  in  any  degree  operated  so  as  to  cause 
this  collision.  According  to  the  statement  of  the  David 
Cannon,  they  saw,  tiiree  or  foor  miles  off,  a  bright  light, 
and  they  did  nothing  but  follow  their  cours*'.  They  saw 
the  red  light,  then  they  saw  the  green  light,  then  all 
three  lights,  and  finally,  they  loet  the  green  light ;  and 
then  they  say  at  the  last  moment,  in  consequence  of  the 
other  vessel  porting,  they,  in  order  to  lessen  the  blow, 
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oonrse  and  ported,  so  as  to  bring  about  the  colli* 
sion.  If  she  had  starboarded  instead  of  porting 
there  would  have  been  no  oollision.  Thirdly,  a  great 
part  of  the  damage  done  to  the  Araean  was  occa- 
sioned by  the  Syria  coming  into  oollision  with  her. 
This  oolUsion  might  have  l^n  avoided  by  those  on 
board  the  Syria,  and  those  on  board  of  her  are  to 
blame  for  that  oollision. 

Mtlward,  Q.G.  (Gain$ford  Bruce  with  him),  for 
the  defendants. — ^The  defendants  do  not  contend 
that  because  a  steamship  is  towing,  that  she  is 
not  a  steamship  within  the  meaning  of  the  rales, 
bat  the  plaintiffs'  contention  is,  that  by  the  regn* 
lations  a  steamer  is  nnder  the  same  liability 
whether  she  is  towing  or  not.  No  doabt  it  is  the 
datjr  of  a  steamship  to  get  out  of  the  ^ay  of  a 
Baibng  ship,  hot  subject  to  articles  19  and  20  of 
ihe  !^gali»tions.  Sach  an  interpretation  of  the 
rules  has  the  effect  of  making  them  accord  with  the 
practice  of  seamen  before  l^e  rules  came  into 
operation,  and  does  not  alter  the  law,  and  it  is  clear 
that  such  a  case  as  this  ought  to  be  governed  by 
the  practice  of  seamen.  Before  the  passing  of  the 
rule,  the  law  was  laid  down  in  The  Oleadon  (Lush. 
158),  where  it  appears  that  the  rule  as  to  a  ship's 
keeping  her  coarse  is  the  same  as  now,  and  that 
there  wss  no  means  of  knowing  that  a  ship  was 
.in  tow  as  there  were  no  distinguishing  lights, 
and  yet  the  sailing  ship  was  held  to  blame.  [Sir 
B.  Phillimorb. — ^In  that  case  the  sailing  vessel 
executiod  a  wrong  manoauvre,  whilst  here  the 
plaintiffs  allege  that  they  did  nothing.  The  defen- 
dants say  the  Araoan  starboarded,  and  if  they  did 
they  might  come  within  the  decision  in  theCleadon. 
The  plaintiffs  do  not  deny  that  proposition.  Hence 
the  main  question  is,  whether  they  starboarded  P] 
There  is  this  further  question,  whether  the  Araean, 
seeing  that  the  American  took  no  steps  to  keep  oat 
of  her  way,  ought  not  to  ha^e  adopted  some  ma- 
noeuvre to  have  avoided  the  Americcm  and  the 
Syria.  In  The  Arthur  Gordon — The  Independence 
(]jush.  270, 277)  it  is  strongly  laid  down  that  a  tug 
and  tow  are  exceptions  to  tho  rule  that  a  steam- 
ship must  keep  out  of  the  way  of  a  sailing  ehip. 
[Sir  B.  Phillihobb. — ^Are  there  any  cases  showing 
that  the  principle  applies  to  a  steamship  towing 
after  the  passing  of  the  rules  P]  There  are  cases 
where  it  has  been  held  to  be  a  question  of  whether 
there  are  special  circumstanees  arising  in-  each 
oase: 

thiDkiiiff  a  oollision  moat  aotually  take  place,  star- 
boarde£  It  is  said  on  the  other  aide,  that  if  the  David 
C<M.nan  had  kept  her  course,  there  would  have  been  no 
collision,  that  ii  she  had  ported  there  wonld  have  been  a 
greater  ^eedom  from  colusion,  but  that  starboarding  as 
uie  did  brooght  abont  that  calamity  which  actual^  took 
place.    Those  are  the  matters  for  vonr  consideration. 

The  Gonrt  and  Elder  Brethren  then  retired  for  consul- 
tation, and  upon  their  retom, 

Dr.  LusHiNOTON  said:  We  are  of  opinion  that  the 
David  Cannon  is  solely  to  blame  for  this  collision,  on  the 

Eonnd  that  she  did  not  keep  her  course,  as  she  onght  to 
▼e  done.  We  do  not  feel  that  any  blame  attaches  to 
the  tog,  and,  of  course,  not  to  the  ship.  I  wish  to  add 
a  snggestion  of  the  Trinity  Mastors,  though  it  is  not  any 
.ground  of  onr  judgment,  bnt  that  it  should  be  known 
that  thej  deprecate  ezoeedingly  the  way  in  which  the 
lamps  were  carried  on  board  the  David  Cannon,  as  likely 
to  lead  to  a  great  deal  of  mischief  and  confusion. 

Decree  accordingly, 

[The  facts  in  these  cases  are  taken  from  the  printed 
pleadings  and  the  judgment  from  the  transcript  of  the 
shorthand  writers'  notes  as  given  in  the  Shipping 
€laxette,^Ej>,] 


The  Warrior^  vbi  sup. ; 

The  Oala  and  The  Zenohia^  sup. ; 

The  Emperor  and  The  Zephyr,  sup, 

[Sir  E.  Philumore. — In  would  be  a  most  serious 
thing  to  lay  down  that  a  steamer  towing  a  ship 
was  exempt  from  the  liability  ordinarily  attaching 
to  a  steamer.  In  giving  my  judgment  I  ought  to 
be  most  careful  to  avoid  laying  down  anything  of 
that  sort  in  general  terms,  unless  I  am  convinced 
that  such  is  the  true  construction  of  the  sailing 
rules.  Apart  fh>m  that  question,  it  might  be  a 
fair  contention  in  this  case,  that  there  were  special 
cironmstanoes  in  this  case  requiring  special  action.] 
That  is  my  submission.  The  plaintiffs  saw  that  the 
ilmmean was  towing  up  channel,  must  have  judged 
of  the  enormous  length  of  the  tug  and  tow  together, 
and  of  the  difficulty  of  manoeuvring,  and  yet  took 
no  steps  to  avoid  us.  In  Huntley  v.  Palmer  (Mit- 
ohell's  Maritime  Begistor,  Feb.  3,  1871),  Black- 
bum,  J.,  intimates  an  opinion  that  a  steamer  towing 
is  not  a  steamer  within  the  meaning  of  the  Act» 
and  is  not  even  under  as  much  control  as  a  sailing 
vesseL  The  Syria  was  not  snffioientlv  under  con- 
trol to  enable  her  crew  to  prevent  her  coming  into 
oollision  with  the  Araean,  bnt  ihe  damage  doneb^ 
that  oollision  was  so  slight  that  it  did  not  cootn- 
bute  in  any  way  to  the  loss  of  the  Araean, 

E.  G.  dlarkson,  in  reply. — ^A  steamship  towing 
IS  within  the  rales,  just  as  any  other  steamship, 
and  the  rules  were  passed  so  as  to  express  t^is 
meaning.  The  first  rule  defines  a  steamship 
within  the  rules  to  be  any  ship  nnder  steam; 
Bule  4  defines  what  lights  shall  be  carried  by  a 
tug  towing ;  and  Bules  15  and  16  define  the  dnt^ 
of  a  steamship  meeting  a  sailing  vessel.  Hence,  it 
is  clear  that  the  Legislature  had  in  contemplation 
vessels  towing  others,  and  they  have  made  no  dis- 
tinction between  tugs  and  other  steamers  as  to 
their  duties  in  relation  to  sailing  ships,  and  their 
duty  is,  therefore,  to  keep  out  of  the  way  of  sailing 
ships.  If  it  should  be  held  that  a  steamer  towing 
need  not  keep  out  of  the  way  of  a  sailing  ship  close- 
hauled  on  the  starbcxsrd  tack,  then  suon  a  steamer 
may  force  all  other  ships  to  give  way,  whatever  the 
circumstances.  The  cases  cited  were  decided 
before  the  rules,  and  henoe  if  the  rules  are  appli- 
cable the  cases  do  not  apply.  Art.  15  applies,  not 
only  when  a  collision  is  imminent,  but  when  there 
ia  risk  of  collision;  whilst  Art.  19  applies  to  cases 
of  immediate  danger,  and  a  steamer  tewing  cannot 
claim  the  protection  of  Art.  19  if  it  has  wrongfully 
failed  to  obey  Art.  15.  There  was  a  duty  upon 
the  Araean  to  keep  her  course,  and  this  she  per- 
formed. The  American  ought  to  have  slackened 
speed  on  perceiving  danger. 

Sir  B.  PfliLLDCORE. — ^This  is  an  important  case 
of  collision  between  two,  if  not  three  vessels,  that 
is  to  say,  between  the  ship  Araean,  of  780  tons 
register,  which  came  into  collision  with  the  screw 
steamship  American,  which  screw  steamship  was 
towing  a  disabled  screw  steamship  called  the  Syria, 
and  the  action  is  brought  in  this  court  by  the 
Araean  against  both  vessels. 

The  ooUision  took  place  between  ton  and  eleven 
o'clock  at  night,  on  the  8th  March  in  this  year, 
off  Portland  in  the  English  Channel,  and  the 
direction  of  the  wind  is  variously  steted  at  from 
W.  to  W.S.W.  All  the  vessels  carried  their 
proper  lighto,  the  American  carrying  two  masthead 
lights,  her  own  masthead  lights  and  that  of  the 
Syria,  according  to  the  rule,  which  prescribes  that 
a  vessel  in  towing  another  shall  carry  such  lights. 
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The  parts  of  the  yessels  "which  came  into 
ooDtaot  were  the  port  side  of  the  American 
aod  the  stem  and  port  bow  of  the  Araoan^  and 
the  port  side  of  the  Arctcan  and  the  starboard 
side  of  the  Syria,  according  to  the  statement  on 
behalf  of  the  Araean.  According  to  the  statement 
cm  behalf  of  the  American,  the  bowsprit  of  the 
Araean  came  into  contact  with  the  engine  room 
flkjlt^ht  of  the  AmMcan,  and  then  the  stem  of  the 
Araean  stmck  the  American  on  the  port  side  just 
before  the  main  rigging,  and  no  doubt  that  is  the 
place  where  the  main  blow  was  stmck,  "  the  port 
side  of  the  Araean  afterwards  came  into  contact 
with  the  stem  of  the  Syria" 

Now  the  Araean  was  close-hanled  on  the  star- 
board tack,  and  she  says  that  she  saw  the 
American  fonr  or  five  points  on  her  starboard 
bow»  that  is  to  say,  she  saw  first  of  all  a 
mssthead  light,  one  only,  that  of  the  Ameriean, 
lour  or  five  miles  off,  if  not  more,  and  fonr 
or  five  points  on  her  starboard  bow,  and  after- 
wards she  saw  two  red  lights,  that  of  the  Americany 
the  towing  Tessel,  and  that  of  the  Syria,  the 
towed  vessel;  she  says  that,  in  expectation  that 
the  Ameriean  and  Syria  woold  take  the  proper 
oonrse  in  keeping  oot  of  her  way,  she,  the  Araean, 
execated  no  manoaovre  at  all  nntil  jnst  before  the 
collision,  when  she  put  her  helm  hard  a- port  in 
order  to  avoid  the  Tiolence  of  the  blow.  Within  a 
short  time  after  the  collision,  forty  minutes  I 
think,  according  to  the  evidence,  she  fonndered 
with  her  f^argo. 

The  American's  narrative  is,  that  she  being 
a  very  large  steam  vessel  of  nearly,  I  think, 
140O  tons,  and  the  other,  the  Syria,  being 
nearly  2000,  had  towed  the  Syria,  which  was  en- 
tirely disabled,  owing  to  an  accident  which  had 
happened  to  her  screw,  all  the  way  from  Ascension 
Island,  that  the  towing  was  a  work  of  considerable 
difficnlty  and  anxiety,  owing  to  the  Syria  being 
perfectljr  nnmanageable,  or  at  least  answering  her 
helm  with  very  great  difficulty.  The  Ameriean 
says  that  she  saw  the  green  light  of  the  Araean 
al)out  fonr  and  a- half  points  on  her  port  bow,  and 
at  the  distance  of  three-qaarters  of  a  mile,  and  she 
ascribes  the  collision  to  two  oanses ;  first  of  all, 
that  the  Arctean  improperly  starboarded  her  helm 
snd  BO  caused  the  collision,  and  secondly,  that  she 
did  not,  prior  to  the  collision,  duly  and  properly 
port  her  helm,  as  it  is  suggested  it  was  her  duty  to 
da 

Now  I  will  take  the  last  objection  first,  because 
it  carries  a  question  of  law  which  has  undergone 
some  discussion  in  this  case. 

The  qoestion  is,  whether  a  steamer  in  tow  of 
another  is  or  is  not  subject  to  the  Regulations  for 
Preventing  Collisions  at  Sea,  which  were  passed 
and  made  binding  by  the  Act  of  Parliament  in 
1862. 

Now,  the  first  article  defines  what  a  steam- 
ship shall  be,  and  it  says  that,  *'  in  the  fol- 
lowing rules  every  steamship  which  is  under 
sail  and  not  under  steam,  is  to  be  considered 
a  sailing  ship,  and  every  steamship  which  is 
Tioder  steam,  whether  under  sail  or  not,  is  to 
be  considered  a  ship  under  steam ;  "  and  the  4th 
artide,  it  is  observed,  provides  for  steamships 
towing  other  vessels,  and  says  that  "  steamships 
when  towing  other  ships  shall  carry  two  brignt 
white  masthead  lights  vertically  in  addition  to 
their  side  lights,  so  as  to  distinguish  them  from 
other  steamships.    Each  of  these  masthead  lights 


shall  be  of  the  same  construction  and  character  as 
the  masthead  lights  which  other  steamships  are 
required  to  carry."  Therefore,  a  steam  vessd 
towing  another  was  in  the  contemplation  of  those 
who  drew  up  these  rules,  and  the  15 bh  article 
says  :  "  That  if  two  ships,  one  of  which  is  a  sailing 
ship  and  the  other  a  steamship,  are  proceeding  in 
such  directions  as  to  involve  risk  of  collision,  the 
steamship  shall  keep  ont  of  the  way  of  the  sailing 
ship."  The  19th  article  says  that "  in  obeying  and 
construing  these  rules,  due  regard  must  be  had  to 
all  dangers  of  navigation,  and  due  regard  must 
also  be  had  to  any  special  circumstances  which 
may  exist  in  any  particular  case,  rendering  a  de- 
parture from  the  above  rules  necessary  in  order  to 
avoid  immediate  danger." 

And  the  next  article,  the  20th,  is  "that 
nothing  in  these  rules  shall  exonerate  any  ship 
or  the  owner,  or  master  or  crew  thereof,  from 
the  consequences  of  any  neglect  to  carry  lights  or 
signals,  or  of  any  neglect  to  keep  a  proper  look- 
out,  or  of  the  neglect  of  any  precaution  which  may 
be  required  by  the  ordinary  practice  of  seamen,  or 
by  the  special  circumstances  of  the  case." 

Now,  first  of  all,  I  am  clearly  of  opinion 
that  the  effect  of  these  rules  is  to  place  a 
st.eamship  towing  another  vessel  in  the  same  cate- 
gory, speaking  generally,  as  other  steamships, 
that  is  to  say,  that  the  fact  of  her  towing  another 
vessel  does  not  exempt  her  from  the  obligation 
otherwise  imposed  upon  her  by  these  rules.  That 
I  think  was  in  substance  my  decision  in  the  case 
of  The  Warrior  {uhi  sup,),  which  has  been  referred 
to,  and  to  that  decision  I  adhere,  nor  indeed  waa 
the  argument  put  so  high  as  to  dispute  that  by 
the  learned  counsel  for  the  American  in  this  case. 
It  was  not  contended  that  the  mere  fact  of  a  steam- 
ship being  in  the  act  of  towing  another  exempted 
her  from  the  mere  obligation  of  these  rules,  but 
it  was  said  and  contended  with  great  force  that 
the  19th  and  20th  articles  taken  together  show 
that  when  there  were  special  circumstances  it  was 
the  duty  of  the  ^-essel,  which  otherwise  ought  to 
keep  her  course,  to  execute  a  proper  manceavre 
herself,  and  it  was  contended  as  a  matter  of  fact 
that  those  special  circumstances  existed  in  the 
present  case,  and  that  is  the  first  point  to  be 
determined,  whether  there  were  in  this  case  such 
special  circumstances  as  required  the  close-hauled 
starboard  tack  vessel  not  to  keep  her  course,  but 
to  execute  some  other  manoduvre. 

Now  I  have  conferred  with  the  Elder  Brethren  of 
the  Trinity  House  upon  this,  as  upon  the  other  points 
of  the  case,  and  speaking  now  of  the  time  when  these 
vessels  were  first  seen,  that  is  to  say,  when  the 
American  was  seen  at  a  distance  of  from  four  to 
five  miles,  or  from  three  to  four  miles  off  by  those 
on  board  the  Araean  (her  mast  light  was  seen,  and 
afterwards  her  red  light),  speaking  first  of  all  of 
that  state  of  things,  I  am  of  opinion  that  there 
were  no  special  circumstances  which  rendered  it 
the  duty  or  the  Araean  to  port  her  helm  or  to  star- 
board her  helm,  but  that  it  was  her  duty,  according 
to  the  provisions  of  the  article,  to  keep  her  course. 
It  is  quite  true  that  she  must  be  taken,  according 
to  the  evidence,  to  have  been  aware  that  at  that 
distance  these  two  vessels  were  going  somewhere 
in  the  direction  of  E.N.E.,  while  she  was  going  in 
the  direction  of  S. ;  she  must  be  taken  to  have 
been  aware  of  that  fact,  and  that  the  one  was  in 
tow  of  the  other  at  the  distance,  which  I  havo 
i  mentioned,  of  from  three  to  four  miles ;  but  it  was. 
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in  tbe  jadgment  of  the  coart.  Dot  inoDmbeDt  on  her 
upon  that  ground  to  do  otherwise  than  obey  the 
role  which  required  a  close-hauled  starboard  tacked 
vessel  to  keep  her  course. 

The  (]^uestion,  therefore,  which  really  remains  to 
be  considered  in  this  case,  and  which  is  the  one 
which  has  from  the  first  appeared  to  me  of  prin- 
ciple importance  is,  whether  the  other  averments 
or  objections  set  up  in  the  answer  of  the  American 
be  well  founded  in  fact  or  not,  namely,  that  the 
Aracan  did  not  keep  her  coarse,  but  starboarded 
her  helm. 

Now  that  is  the  question  upon  which  the 
evidence  is,  as  we  would  expect  it  to  be,  ex- 
tremely cocflicting,  though  I  do  not  think  there 
is  any  reasonable  doubt  upon  which  side,  when 
carefully  examined,  the  evidence  preponderates. 
There  is  very  strong  and  positive  evidence 
given  on  behalf  of  those  who  were  on  board 
the  Aracan  that  almost  at  the  very  time  of 
the  collision  her  sails  were  shaking,  and  that  she 
had  continued  on  her  starboard  tack.  There  is 
very  strong  evidence  also  that  her  port  side  was 
stove  in,  thouffh  it  is  true  that  unfortunately,  the 
Aracan  herself  having  perished,  the  court  is  de- 
prived  of  the  information  which  a  distinct  inspec- 
tion of  the  vessel  would  otherwise  have  given  upon 
this  point.  On  the  other  side  it  is  contended 
generally  that  it  was  the  starboard  side  that  was 
stove  in  more  thftn  the  port  side,  though  the  port 
side  was  also  injured,  and  that  from  the  first  to 
the  last  the^  evidence  produced  on  the  part  of  the 
American  is  to  the  efiect  that  her  sails  were 
"  ramp  full,*'  as  the  expression  is,  and  that  in  fact 
she  had  starboarded  according  to  the  averments  in 
the  answer,  and  thereby  produced  the  collision. 

Now  there  are  two  witnesses  in  this  case  on 
whom,^  in  the  conflict  of  evidence,  the  court  thinks 
it  is  justified  in  placing  considerable  reliance. 
There  were  two  invalids  soldiers  on  board  the 
American,  from  the  Ashantee  Coast,  who  were 
coming  home,  and  who  were  on  deck  at  the  time 
of  this  collision ;  and,  though  it  is  perfectly  true, 
as  remarked  by  the  counsel  for  the  American,  that 
if  there  were  any  question  of  navigation  or  nautical 
practice  or  science,  their  opinion  might  be  very 
little  worth  having,  that  observation  does  not 
appear  to  me  to  have  much  weight  in  the  present 
instuice,  when  the  question  is,  whether  they  did 
or  did  not  see  the  red  light  of  the  Ara,can  before 
the  collision.  If  they  did  see  this  red  light  of 
the  Aracan,  if  it  was  visible  to  those  on  board  the 
American  before  the  collision,  and  they  did  see  it, 
then  it  would  be  very  strong  evidence  to  show 
that  tbe  story  told  by  the  Aracan  was  true,  and 
that  she  had  not  starboarded  her  helm  at  the  time 
she  was  alleged  by  the  American  to  have  done  so. 
And  the  court  has  considered  this  question  of  evi- 
dence in  conference  with  the  Elder  Brethren,  and 
has  arrived  at  a  very  clear  conviction  that  there  is 
no  rc^ason  whatever  to  distrust  the  statement  made 
by  those  two  soldiers.  They  gave  their  evidence 
with  great  clearness  and  great  precision,  and 
apparently  have  no  interest  whatever  in  the  result 
of  this  case ;  and  they  sppear  to  roe,  as  indeed  they 
did  also  to  the  Elder  Brethren,  to  be  the  witnesses 
of  truth  in  this  case. 

I  have  therefore  arrived  at  the  conclusion  that 
the  evidence  preponderates  in  favour  of  the  aver- 
ment of  the  Aracan,  that  this  collision  was  not 
produced  by  her  starboarding  her  helm,  but  that 
she  kept  her  course. 


Now,  I  must  observe  also,  that  the  American, 
according  to  her  own  statement,  only  saw  the^ 
green  light  of  tbe  Aracan  at  a  distance  of  three-^ 
quarters  of  a  mile.  Tbe  Aracan* a  green  light  is 
proved  to  have  been  one  of  the  best  quality,  and 
the  night  was  one  upon  which  it  would  be  probable 
that  the  light  would  be  seen  at  the  distance 
required  by  the  rules,  namely,  at  two  miles,  cer- 
tainly at  a  very  considerable  further  distance  than 
that  of  three-quarters  of  a  mile. 

I  therefore  arrive  at  this  not  unimportant 
conclusion,  that  if  the  look-out  had  been  proper, 
the  green  light  of  the  Arctcan  would  have  been 
seen  at  an  earlier  time,  and  it  would  have  been 
competent  to  the  American  to  have  executed  the 
proper  manoeuvre  for  getting  out  of  her  way;, 
but,  more  than  that,  even  at  the  time  when 
the  green  light  is  said  to  have  been  seen  the  first 
time,  namely,  at  three-quarters  of  a  mile  distance, 
it  appears  to  me,  on  looking  at  the  evidence,  and 
remembering  the  manner  in  which  it  was  sivenby 
tho  witnesses,  that  there  was  a  delay  between  the 
report  of  (he  look* out  on  board  the  American  and 
the  execution  of  any  manoeuvre  on  the  part  of 
those  who  had  command  of  the  American^  which 
contributed  to  this  collision.  I  observe  that  Smilh, 
who  was  stationed  forward  to  look  out,  says  he 
saw  a  ship's  light,  and  he  reported  a  light  on  the 
port  bow,  and  it  appears  there  was  no  answer  to 
this  first  report,  though,  as  he  says,  very  so(Hi 
afterwards  he  sung  out  a  second  time,  "greai 
light "  on  tbe  port  bow,  and  was  answered  "  all 
right."  I  think,  therefore,  that  not  only  was  this 
green  light  not  seen  in  proper  time,  and  thereby 
the  proper  manoeuvre  not  executed  in  proper  time,, 
but  even  when  it  was  seen,  there  was  a  culpable 
delay  between  the  report  of  it  and  the  execution  of 
a  proper  manoeuvre. 

Now,  the  Elder  Brethren  are  of  opinion,  and 
this  is  a  point  upon  which  they  are  more  com- 
petent to  judge  than  I  am,  that  the  proper 
course  for  the  American  to  have  taken  would 
have  been  to  have  slackened  her  speed  and  star- 
boarded her  helm,  and  so  gone  under  the  stem 
of  the  Aracan,  and  they  are  of  opinion  that  she- 
might  very  well  have  slackened  her  speed,  going 
five  knots,  that  there  was  no  difficulty  in  her  beinff 
still  under  control  if  she  had  slackened  her  speed, 
and  that  was  the  course  she  ought  to  have 
pursued. 

Tbe  accident,  therefore,  was  certainly  not  inevit* 
able,  and  might  have  been  avoided  if  the  American 
had  taken  the  proper  steps  at  the  proper  time. 

I  have  also  considered  whether  there  were 
any  special  circumstances  which  required  the 
Aracan,  on  her  part,  to  execute  any  manoeuvre 
whereby  this  collision  might  have  been  avoided, 
and  I  take  it  to  be  a  sound  principle  of  law,  which 
cannot  be  too  carefully  or  uniformly  applied  to 
cases  of  this  depcriptioo,  that  the  vessel  which  is 
ordered  by  the  regulations  to  pursue  a  certain 
course,  has  a  right  to  presume  up  to  the  last 
moment  that  the  other  vessel  will  do  her  duty,  and 
also  observe  tbe  regulations ;  and  it  is  quite  dear 
that  if  the  American  had  done  her  duty  on  thia 
occasion,  the  collision  would  not  have  happened. 

I  do  not,  therefore,  think  it  neoessary  to  inquire 
whether,  by  any  possibility,  something  done  on  the 
part  of  tbe  Ar<ican  mi|tht  or  might  not  have 
avoided  or  lessened  the  evil  of  the  collision,  because 
I  am  satisfied  that  up  to  the  last  moment,  in  this 
case,  she  had  a  right  to  presume  that  the  American 
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would  do  her  duty,  and  that  if  the  American  had 
dooe  her  dnty  there  would  have  been  no  collision. 

Therefore  I  prononnoe  the  American  alone  to 
Uame ;  I  do  not  prononnce  the  Syria,  bat  I  pro* 
nonnoe  the  Amenean  to  blame  for  the  collision. 

BuU^  Q.O.— The  question  of  how  far  the  decree 
holding  the  American  to  blame  throws  liability 
upon  the  Syria  will  have  to  be  considered.  Unless 
the  court  is  prepared  to  pronoonce  definitely  that 
the  Sffria  is  also  to  blame,  either  for  her  own  neg- 
ligent acts  or  as  responsible  for  the  acts  of  her  tng, 
I  most  ask  that  the  question  should  be  left  open, 
and  should  not  be  mentioned  in  the  decree,  so  that 
the  plainti&  may  be  enabled  to  enforce  the  decree 
against  the  Syria,  if  they  are  entitled  by  law  so  to 
do^  or  that  we  may  haTe  an  opportunity  cf  arguing 
the  craestion. 

MiUocurd,  Q.C.,  claimed  that  the  decree  should 
^smiss  the  Syria  from  the  suit,  as  the  oourt  held 
that  she  was  not  to  blame. 

8m  B.  PunuHosB. — I  have  pronounced  the 
Ameriean  alone  to  blame,  and  if  the  legal  effect  of 
the  judgment  is  to  create  liability  on  the  part  of 
the  Syrun,  I  must  condemn  both  ships,  but  that  is 
a  question  which  will  have  to  be  argued  before  I 
deoideit. 


May  5. — ^The  question  of  the  liability  of  the 
Syria  to  be  condemned  in  the  damage  done  to  the 
Araeam  eame  on  for  argument. 

BmU,  Q.q.  and  E.  0.  Clarkeon  for  the  plaintiffs. 
«— The  c^lision  having  been  occasioned  by  the 
default  of  those  on  board  the  American,  the  qaes- 
tioD  for  decision  is,  whether  a  decree  is  to  be  made 
sgainst  the  owners  of  Uie  American  and  their  bail 
•kne,  or  against  the  owners  of  that  vessel  and  of 
the  Syria  and  their  baiL  The  only  distinction  that 
can  be  drawn  between  this  case  and  that  of  a  hired 
tag  towing  a  ship  is,  that  here  both  vessels  be- 
kosed  to  the  same  owners,  and  we  submit  that 
SQcn  a  distinction  can  have  no  effect  in  law  upon 
the  form  of  the  decree.  If  the  Syria  had  engaged 
a  tug  to  tow  her  home,  and  the  tug  had  damaged 
the  Araoan,  the  Syria  would  have  been  liable  for 
that  damage.  The  employment  of  a  ship  belonging 
to  the  same  owners  can  make  no  difference  in 
principle.  In  The  Oleadon  (Lush.  158),  it  was  held 
that  a  tug  and  tow  are,  for  the  purpose  of  consi- 
dering the  manoeuvres  thev  are  bound  to  execute, 
to  be  treated  as  one  vessel,  and  this  decision  is 
eonfhrmed  in  the  Arthur  Gordon — The  Independence 
(Lush.  270,  278).  If  a  tag  and  tow  are  to  be  treated 
IS  one  vessel  for  one  purpose,  then  they  ought  to 
he  so  treated  for  all.  If  this  were  a  joint  tort,  both 
Bight  be  condemned,  althoagh  belonging  to  the 
■une  owners.  Even  where  the  negligent  act  is 
that  of  one  of  several  co-owners,  the  others  are 
hsble  for  the  act  of  the  one,  who  is  to  be  treated 
M  asent  of  the  others:  {Moreton  v.  Hardem 
4  B.  AC.  23.)  The  crew  of  the  American  were  en- 
pged  in  the  service  of  towing  the  Syria,  and  were 
te  the  performance  of  that  service  the  servants  of 
the  owners  of  the  Syria,  and  hence  the  Syria  and 
her  owners  must  be  held  liable  for  the  negligent 
iots  of  the  crew  of  the  American,  [Sir  B.  Philli- 
KoiB. — ^It  is  important  to  consider  whether  the 
American  was  employed  for  a  towage  service.  If 
she  was  a  salvor  there  may  be  a  distinction.] 
There  was  an  employment  by  which  the  crew  of 
the  Jmmoan  were  engaged  out  of  the  scope  of 
tbor  contract  to  bring  home  the  Syria,    Whether  1 


this  employment  was  in  the  nature  of  salvage  or 
towage  can  make  no  difference,  because  it  is  a 
contract  the  consideration  for  which  could  be  re- 
covered at  common  law  in  an  action  for  work  and 
labour,  and  hence  the  American  became  for  the 
time  the  servant  of  the  Syria.  If  the  governing 
power  was  in  the  American,  she  was  stul  the  ser- 
vant of  the  Syria,  and  if  the  governing  power  was 
in  the  Syria,  the  collision  must  be  considered  as 
having  been  occasioned  by  her  direct  default. 
Moreover,  upon  the  facts,  we  submit  that  the  neg- 
ligence of  the  officers  and  crew  of  the  Syria  con- 
tribated  to  the  collision.  [Sib  B.  Philumopb. — ^I 
foand  as  a  fact,  with  the  assistance  of  the  Trinity 
Masters,  that  there  was  no  negligence  on  the  part 
of  the  Syria  herself,  apart  from  the  Amerioan,^ 

Mihoard,  Q.O.  (Oainrford  Bruce  with  him).— 
The  real  principle  underlying  these  cases  is,  that 
where  a  tug  and  tow  come  into  ooUision  with 
another  ship,  through  the  fault  of  the  tug,  the  tow 
is  liable  for  the  collision  only  where  the  governing 
power  is  in  the  tow.  Where  the  tow  has  on  board 
a  pilot  or  other  person  who  directs  the  movements 
of  both  tug  and  tow,  then  the  tow  is  liable  for  the 
acts  of  the  tug.  The  duty  of  a  tug  towing  a  ship, 
in  ordinary  circumstances,  is  to  obey  the  orders 
of  the  pilot  on  board  the  ship,  save  only  where  the 
tug  sees  that  the  pilot  is  taking  both  the  tug  and 
tow  into  obvious  danger,  and  has  the  means,  and 
can  consistently  with  a  due  observance  of  the  law» 
avoid  that  danger : 

The  Duke  of  Manchester,  2  W.  Bob.  477: 

The  CkrUtina,  6  Netes  of  Cat.  9;  3  W.Bob.  27; 

Moore  P.  0.  G.  879 ; 
2%6  Julia,  Lush.  224. 

The  tug  is  the  servant  of  the  tow,  and  is  bound  to 
obey  the  orders  of  those  on  board  the  tow  in  such 
circumstances.  Here,  however,  there  was  no  con- 
tract between  the  parties.  This  is  shown  by  the 
&ct  that  if  the  American  had  declined  to  complete 
her  service,  there  would  have  been  no  remedy 
either  against  her  or  her  crew.  The  American  was 
a  salvor,  and  was  not  only  the  motive  but  also  the 
governing  power. 

Butt,  Q.O.,  in  reply. — ^The  pilotage  question  does 
not  affect  this  case.  The  only  question  here  is* 
whether  the  American  was  the  servant  or  the  agent 
of  tbe  Syria,  Even  if  the  Am^ioan  was  a  salvor, 
which  I  cannot  admit,  it  would  make  no  difference. 
Salvors  rendering  assistance  to  a  ship,and  bringing 
her  into  collision,  would  render  her  liable,  as  they 
would  be  her  agents  to  perform  the  salvage 
service. 

Our,  adv.  vult. 

May  16. — Sir  B.  Phillihobe. — ^In  this  case  I 
have  already  pronounced  tbe  steamship  American, 
which  was  towing  a  disabled  steamship  the  Syria,  to 
blame  for  a  collision  mih,  the  Aracon.  The  question 
whether  the  Syria,  the  towed  vessel,  was  also  to 
blame,  stood  over  for  consideration.  The  exact 
point  has,  1  think,  not  yet  been  decided ;  but^  the 
principle  that  two  vessels  in  the  relative  positions 
of  the  American  and  Syria  constitute  in  intend- 
ment of  law,  at  least  so  far  as  cases  of  collision  are 
concerned,  one  vessel,  has  been  decided ;  and  upon 
reflection,  I  think  this  principle  carries  me  a  great 
wi^  to  a  conclusion  that  the  Syria  is  also  to  blame. 

I  shoald  observe  also,  that  both  the  American  and 
the  Syria  belonged  to  the  same  owners,  and  that 
both  vessels  came  into  collision  with  tbe  Aracan, 
although  the  damage  inflicted  by  the  Syria  was 
extremely 
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In  the  case  of  The  Cleadon  {uhi  sup.)  the  Privy  | 
Oounoil  said,  the  Cleadon  beiog  in  tow  of  the  sfceam 
tog  it  is  admitted  in  the  oase  that  she  and  the  tow 
mnst  be  considered  to  be  one  Teasel,  "  the  motive 
power  being  in  the  tog,  the  gOTeming  power  in 
the  Teasel  that  is  towed." 

In  the  sabseqnent  case  of  The  Arthur  Gordon 
(«5i  «t^p.)f  this  jndgment  was  referred  to,  and  it  was 
said :  "  Their  Lordships  neTer  intended  to  lay  down 
in  the  case  of  The  Cleadon,  that  a  steamtag  in 
oharee  of  a  ship  must  be  considered  as  a  free 
steamer,"  but  the  proposition  as  to  the  towiog  and 
towed  vessels  forming  one  vessel  in  a  case  of  mari- 
time tort,  does  not  appear  to  have  been  questioned. 

The  decision  in  the  present  case  is,  I  am  aware,  of 
great  consequence  to  the  parties,  inasmuch  as  it  is 
probable,  so  I  am  informed,  that  the  defendants, 
as  owners  of  the  Amerioan  alone,  under  the  ex- 
emption of  limited  liability,  will  not  be  obliged  to 
pay  the  full  amount  of  the  damage  inflicted  on  the 
Araoan,  and  of  course,  their  additional  liability  as 
owners  of  the  Syria,  will  make  a  great  difference  in 
this  respect.  It  appeared  to  me  at  first  sight  that 
the  fact  that  the  towins  vessel  was  a  salvor  and  not 
a  hired  tug,  might  make  a  difference  in  the  appli- 
cation of  the  law,  inasmuch  as  it  was  contended  that 
the  goyerning  power  was  not  in  the  towed  but  the 
towing  vessel ;  bat  on  reflection,  I  think  this  dis- 
tinction does  not  affect  the  case,  whether  the 
l^oveming  power  be  in  the  towed  vessel,  as  accord- 
ing to  the  judgment  just  referred  to  it  would 
usually  be,  or  whether  it  be  in  the  vessel  which  was 
.by  towing  performing  an  act  of  salvage,  in  either 
*Gase  I  think  the  two  vessels  must  be  considered 
one  in  the  present  instance. 

I  therefore  pronounce  the  Syria  also  to  blame 
lor  this  collision. 


A  decree  having  been  made  by  the  learned  j  ndge 
in  accordance  with  the  above  judgments,  the 
owners  of  the  American  aud  the  Syria  appealed 
therefrom,  for  the  following  amongst  other  rea- 
sons: 

1.  Because  the  evidence  proved  that  the  Ara^an 
improperly  deviated  from  her  course  under  a  star- 
board helm. 

2.  Because,  even  assuming  that  the  Araean  kept 
her  course  until  there  was  immediate  danger  of 
ooUision  under  the  circumstances  proved  in  evi- 
dence, the  Araean  was  to  blame  for  neglecting  to 
take  measures  to  avoid  the  collision. 

3.  Because  the  I5th  article  of  the  Begulations 
for  Preventing  Collisions  at  Sea  does  not  apply  to 
the  circumstances  of  this  case. 

4  Because  the  collision  happened  without  any 
negligence  on  the  part  of  the  American,  and  with- 
out any  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  Syria, 

5.  Because,  under  the  circumstances  proved  in 
evidence,  the  American  adopted  the  proper  mea- 
sures, and  did  all  that  could  be  done  by  her  to 
avoid  the  collision,  and  the  Syria  did  all  that  could 
be  done  by  her  to  avoid  the  collision. 

6.  Because  it  would  have  been  impossible  for  the 
American  and  Syria  to  have  slackened  speed  so  as 
to  have  gone  under  the  stem  of  the  Araean, 

7.  Because  it  was  not  proved  that  those  in  charge 
of  the  American,  or  that  those  in  charge  of  the 
Syria,  had  been  guiltv  of  any  negligence. 

The  appellants  further  submitted  that  the  decree 
appealed  from  ought  to  be  reversed,  so  far  as  it 
relates  to  the  Syria,  for  the  following  amongst 
other  reasons. 


1.  Because  the  Syria  being  towed  was  under  the 
direction  of  the  Am^erican,  and  she  ought  not  in 
law  to  be  rendered  liable  for  the  de&ult  of  those 
on  board  the  American. 

2.  Because  the  American  and  the  Syria  were,  in 
law  as  well  as  in  fact,  two  separate  ships  and  not 
one  ship. 

3.  Because  the  question  whether  or  not  ih»  Syria 
is  to  blame,  must  be  determined  altogether  without 
regard  to  the  circumstance  that  the  American  audi 
Syria  belonged  to  the  same  owners. 

4.  Because  the  Syria  did  not  oontribute  to  the 
loss  of  the  Araean,  and  did  not  cause  any  damage 
to  the  respondents. 

The  reasons  submitted  by  the  respondents  for 
supporting  the  decree  were  as  follows  : 

1.  Because  it  was  the  duty  of  the  ^rocofit^being 
a  sailing  ship,  to  keep  her  Qourse,  and  of  the 
American  and  Syria  to  keep  out  of  her  way,  and 
the  evidence  established  that  the  Araean  did  keep 
her  course  until  the  American  and  Syria  had  caused 
immediate  danger  of  collision,  when  she  ported,  as 
she  was  entitled  to  do,  and  the  evidence  established 
that  the  collision  was  occasioned  by  the  negligent 
navigpition  of  the  Amerioan. 

2.  Because  the  collisions  were  occasioned  by  the 
negligent  navigation  of  thejSt/ria. 

3.  Because  the  American  havin|i^  been  engaged 
in  the  service  of  the  Syria  at  the  time  of  the  oo41i- 
sion,  the  Syria,  and  the  appellants  as  her  owners, 
were  and  are  liable  to  the  respondents  in  respect  of 
the  said  collision,  even  if  there  was  no  actual  neg- 
ligence on  the  part  of  those  on  board  the  Syna 
occasioning  or  contributing  to  the  collision. 

4.  Because  the  decree  appealed  from  is  in  ao* 
cordance  with  the  evidenoey  and  right  in  point  of 
law. 

July  10, 11,  and  14. — Mihoard,  Q.G.  and  Oainf* 
ford  Bruce,  for  the  appellants. — First,  upon  the 
facts,  the  evidence  establishes  that  the  Araean  im- 
properly starboarded,  that  she  improperly  kepi 
her  course  until  there  was  immediate  danger  of 
collision,  although  the  circumstances  required  a 
deviation  from  it ;  that  the  American  was  guilty 
of  no  negligence,  nor  was  the  Syria,  and  porting 
was  the  rieht  course  to  adopt  under  the  oircum- 
stances,  and  thatit  was  impossible  for  the  Americm 
to  have  slackened  speed,  considering  the  necessity 
of  keeping  her  position  with  regard  to  the  Syria. 

Secondly,  Art.  15  of  the  Begulations  does  not 
apply  to  thecircumstancesof  this  case.  In  Thelnde* 
pmdence  (4  L.  T.  Rep.  N.  S.  5^5 ;  14  Moore  P.C.O. 
103 ;  Lush.  270 ;  1  Mar.  Law  Gas.  O.  S.  88)  it  is 
laid  down  that  a  steamer  in  tow  is  not  mistress  of 
her  own  motions;  she  is  under  the  control  of  and 
has  to  consider  the  ship  to  which  she  is  attached, 
of  which  it  is  for  many  purposes  to  be  considered 
a  part,  the  motive  power  being  in  the  steamer,  and 
the  governing  power  in  the  ship  towed.  The 
American  could  not  by  starboarding  have  gone  off 
in  time  to  have  avoided  the  Araean,  nor  could  she 
have  slackened  speed,  as  she  would  have  brought 
the  Syria  down  upon  herself.  It  was  the  duty  of 
the  Araean,  seeing  the  immense  length  of  the  tug 
and  tow,  and  the  consequent  dififionlty  of  ma- 
noeuvring, to  have  assisted  the  American  in  ayold- 
ing  collision  b^  going  up  into  the  wind.  These 
were  special  circumstances,  taking  the  case  out  of 
the  operation  of  Art.  15.  Although  the  above  case 
was  decided  before  the  Regulations  became  law,  it 
applies  equally,  because  they  have  not  altered  but 
only  formulated  the  law  as  it  stood  before.  A  ship 
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bas  no  right  to  carry  on  her  coarse  to  the  manifest 
dangerof  another :  {The Mary  Barmatyne,  Stoart'a 
Yke-Adm,  Bep.  353.) 

Thirdly,  even  supposing  the  Amerioam  to  blame 
for  the  ooUisiony  the  Syria  is  not  to  blame,  either 
in  fact  or  in  law ;  in  fact,  there  was  no  negli- 
cen^  and  the  onlT  ground  upon  which  the 
Syria  oonld  be  held  liable,  woald  be  that  she  is 
legally  responsible  for  the  acts  of  the  American  as 
h^  agmt  or  servant.  Bnt  the  American  was  not 
^  agent  or  servant  of  the  Syria.  She  was  not 
employed  by  the  master  or  crew  of  tbe  Syria,  nor 
was  she  under  their  controL  In  the  United  States 
the  question  has  been  much  considered,  and  it  has 
been  there  held  that  the  responsibility  of  the  tug 
or  tow  is  to  be  determined  b^  inquiring  which 
vessel  is  the  principal  and  which  the  servant ;  if 
the  tng  has  the  sole  control  of  die  movements  of 
hoth,  then  she  alone  is  responsible : 

The  Energy,  L.  Bep.  3  Aom.  &  Eoo.  48 ; 

Kent's  Conunentanet,  Vol.  3,  part  v.«  sect.  17,  par.  8 ; 

TKe  Niagara  and  The  Elizabeth,   Stuart's   Yioe- 
Admiralty  Bep.  (OaDada)  908 ; 

8mul  V.  HemMigway,  14  Pickering  (Mass.),  1 ; 

The  Alabama,  1.  Benediot,  476 ; 

TheS»pr98e,  1  Blatohford,  365 ; 

The  Hector,  4  Blatohford,  200,  affirmed  Bturgie  v. 
Boyer,  24  Howard  Sap.  Ct.  Bep.  110. 

Here  the  American  had  the  sole  control,  and  re- 
ceived no  orders  from  the  Syria,  bnt  was  both  the 
motive  and  the  governing  power.  The  Cleadon 
(4  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.  157 ;  14  Moore  P.C.O.  92  ; 
Lush,  160 ;  1  Mar.  Law.  Cas.  O.S.  41)  does  not 
apply  to  this  case,  because  there  it  was  shown  that 
toe  tow  had  the  control,  and  on  that  ground  only 
were  the  tug  aud  tow  held  to  be  one  ship.  The 
master  of  the  American  in  towing  the  Syria  home, 
was  acting  partly  from  what  he  cousidered  his 
duty  to  his  owners,  and  partly  in  order  to  obtain 
salvage  from  the  Syria  and  her  cargo,  but  in  no 
sense  did  he  act  as  a  servant  of  the  Syria,  having 
no  contract  and  being  under  no  obligation  to 
render  assistance  to  that  particular  ship. 

BtUt,  Q.O.  and  K  O.  OlarJeeon,  for  the  re- 
spondents.— First,  there  was  negligence  on  the 
iMTt  of  both  the  American  and  the  Syria,  causiog  the 
loss  of  the  Aracatk.  There  was  no  negligence  on 
the  part  of  the  Araean.  She  kept  her  coarse,  in 
fulfilment  of  her  duty  as  a  sailing  yesseL  A  saHiug 
vessel  meeting  a  steamer  must  hold  on  her  course 
up  to  the  last  moment,  and  is  only  entitled  to 
deviate  from  it  to  avoid  immediate  danger  within 
Art.  19  of  the  regulations.  The  18th  article,  com- 
pelling ships  to  keep  their  course  when  another  is 
to  be  kept  out  of  the  way,  is  to  be  read  in  conjunc- 
tion with  the  19th  article,  and  the  meaning  of  the 
two  together  is  to  impose  the  obligation  of  obeying 
the  18th  article  as  far  as  consistent  with  not  incur- 
ring immediate  danger.  This  has  been  decided  in 
several  cases : 

The  Warrior,  27  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.  101 ;  L.  Bep.  3 
Adm.  &  Eco.  553;  1  Asp.  Mar.  Law  Cas.  400  ; 

The  Emperor,  The  Zephyr,  see  note,  ante,  p.  852 ; 

The  Qala,  The  Zenohia,  see  note,  anU,  p.  352 ; 

The  DoMid  Oannon,  see  note,  ante,  p.  353 ; 

The  Pennsylvania,  3  Benediot,  215. 

The  19th  article  was  framed  for  the  protection  of 
a  vessel  keeping  her  oourse,  and  not  to  compel 
her  to  deviate  under  any  given  set  of  circnm- 
•tences.  [Sir  M.  Smith. — It  is  evident  that  under 
these  rules,  special  circumstances  are  only  to  come 
mto  play  whilst  the  rules  are  being  obeyed.]  A 
■Ailing  vessel  is  entitled  to  hold  on  till  the  last,  in 
(he  expectation  that  the  steamship  will  avoid  her. 


and  special  ciroamntanoes  only  arise  when  it  is  at 
the  last  moment  discovered  that  there  is  immediate 
danger  of  collision ;  then  the  sailing  ship  is  en- 
titled to  deviate,  but  not  otherwise.     If  it  was 
competent  for  the  Americcm  and  Syria  to  go  under 
the  stem  of  the  Araoan,  no  special  circumstances 
arose  in  this  case.     The  steamships  should  have 
starboarded.    They  had  to  clear  only  the  length 
of   the  Araean,  whereas  she  would  have  had  to 
clear  the  length  of  the  tug,  towrope,  and  the  tow, 
aud  this  she  could  only  have  done  by  going  up' 
into  the  wind,  being  dosehauled.    The  crew  of 
the  American  ought  to  have  seen  the  lights  of  the- 
Aracan  sooner,  and  then  there  would  have  been 
plenty  of  time  to  starboard.     If  they  could  not 
starboard  they  might  have  slackened  speed,  and 
so  kept  out  of  the  way.    The  Araean  had  the  right 
to  expect  them  to  keep  out  of  the  way.    [Sir  B.  P^ 
CoLLiSR. — Frimd  fade,  no  doubt ;  but  supposing, 
the  Araean  saw  that  the  steamer  was  not  keeping 
out  of  the  way.]    She  had  the  right  to  expect  that*, 
some  measure  would  be  taken,  up  to  the  last 
moment. 

Secondly,  the  evidence  establishes  that  the 
Araccm  did  not,  by  starboarding  or  othervrise»' 
deviate  from  her  course,  but  that  she  only  ported 
at  the  last  moment  to  avoid  immediate  danger. 

Thirdly,  as  to  the  liability  of  the  Syria  for  the 
acts  of  the  American,  The  American  cases  cited 
are  reviewed  in  Parsons  on  Shipping,  vol.  1,  p.  584, 
and  there  shown  to  be  irreconcilable.  If  the. 
Syria  is  not  herself  to  blame  for  the  cdlision,  she 
is  reeponsible  for  the  negligence  of  the  American. 
Oonoeding  that  the  American  was  a  salvor,  her 
services  were  rendered  under  an  implied  contract,, 
and  whilst  performing  that  contract  she  was  the 
servant  of  the  Syria,  It  might  be  said  that,  in  the 
case  of  a  derelict  ship,  the  mlvor's  act  would  not^ 
hind  the  owners  of  the  derelict,  bnt  where  a  salvage 
service  is  rendered  under  an  arrangement,  whether 
express  or  implied,  made  with  the  master  or 
owners  of  the  salved  ship,  the  latter  are  respon* 
sible  for  the  acts  of  the  salvors,  just  as  if  they  had 
employed  a  steamtug  to  render  ordinary  towage 
service.  In  this  case  the  liability  is  even  mora, 
plain,  because  both  the  vessels  belonged  to  thoi 
same  owners,  and  the  master  and  crew  of  the 
American  were  the  servants  of  tha  owners  of  tha 
Syria,  and  were  acting  in  pursuance  of  their  duty 
towards  those  owners.  The  master  of  the  American 
having  undertaken  to  tow  the  Syria,  must  neces- 
sarily have  been  under  the  control  of  the  latter 
vessel  as  te  speed,  direction,  and  such  orders  as 
were  necessary  to  regulate  these,  and  hence  the 
''governing  power"  within  the  meaning  of  Th& 
Cleadon  (ubi  swp,)  was  in  the  Syria,  But  even  if 
the  "  governing  power  "  was  not  in  the  Syria,  the 
negligent  act  of  the  American  was  the  act  of  a  ser- 
vant or  agent  acting  within  the  scope  of  his  em- 
ployment, and  the  principal  is  responsible  for  that 
act.  According  to  the  English  decisions,  the  tug,^ 
if  in  fault,  is  liable,  but  the  ship  is  also  liable  as 
the  principal.  The  tow  is'  liable  both  for  her  own 
acts  and  for  those  of  the  tug:  (The  Unity,  Swab. 
102.)  [Sir  B.  P.  CoLLiBK.— The  Syria  was  inca- 
pable  of  being  navigated  in  this  case,  and  was 
wholly  under  the  control  of  the  American,  Does 
not  this  make  a  distinction  between  this  case  and 
the  ordinary  English  cases  of  tug  and  tow  P]  The 
English  law  treats  tug  and  tow  as  one  vessel,  and 
that  creates  liability  in  both.  This  liability  muse 
be  decided  now  as  the  Court  of  Chancery  will  not 
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decide  the  oolliBion  olanse  in  case  of  a  claim  for 
limited  liability.  The  Merchant  Shipping  Act 
1862, 6.  54*,  gives  the  right  to  limitation  where  the 
injury  has  been  caused  by  the  improper  navigation 
of  the  deferdant's  ship.  It  is  necessary  to  decide 
the  liability  of  the  Syria,  as  the  amoant  of 
liability  in  respect  of  the  American  is  not  enoagh 
to  satisfy  the  plaintiffs'  claim. 

Miltoard,  Q.O.,  in  reply. 
.  July  24.' The  judgment  of  the  conrt  was  de- 
livered by  Sir  B.  P.  Colubb«— The  American  and 
the  Syria  are  two  large  steam  vessels  belonging 
to  tne  Union  Steam  Navigation  Oompany,  plying 
between  the  Cape  of  Gk>od  Hope  and  London. 

The  Syria,  on  her  voyage  home,  be^bme  disabled, 
through  some  damage  to  her  machinery,  and 
pnc  in  at  Ascension  Island.  The  captain  of  the 
American,  also  on  his  voyage  home,  calling  at 
Ascension  and  finding  the  Syria  disabled,  deter- 
mined to  tow  her  home,  and  attached  her  to  his 
ship  by  long  hawsers.  He  entered  the  British 
Chsnnel  with  tho  Syria  thus  in  tow,  and  was  at  a 
distance  of  about  sixteen  miles  off  Portland,  at 
11  p.m.  on  the  8th  March  1874^  when  the  collision, 
the  subject  of  the  suit,  occurred.  The  American 
had  two  white  lights  on  her  foremast,  and  both 
vessels  had  the  usual  red  and  green  lights;  the 
night  was  moderately  dear,  the  wind  west,  or 
west*south-west.  The  Anurka/n,  with  the  Syria . 
in  tow,  was  steering  east  by  north-half* north,  and 
going  at  the  rate  of  about  iive  knots  an  hour. 

The   Aracan  ft  as  a  sailiog  ship  of  788  tons 
register,  and  was  going  down  the  channel  on  a 
voysge  from  London  to  Hong  Koug,  and  was' 
boating  agaiust  the  wind. 

There  were  cross  suits  in  the  Admiralty  Court. 

The  account  of  the  Aracan  is  substantially  this : 
that  she  was  close  hauled  by  the  wind  on  the 
starboard  tack,  heading  about  south,  when  she  saw 
''the  white  light"  (she  never  saw  the  two  white 
lights)  of  the  American,"  at  a  distance  of  between 
four  or  five  miles ;  that  at  a  distance  of  two  miles 
she  made  out  the  red  lights  of  both  vessels,  and 
understood  that  one  was  towing  the  other ;  that, 
acting  under  the  15th  and  18th  Admiralty  Bules, 
she  kept  her  course,  expecting  the  towing  steamer 
to  get  out  of  her  way  by  starboarding  her  helm 
and  passing  to  the  stern,  until  finding  a  collision 
imminent,  she  ported  her  helm  as  the  best  mode  of 
lessening  its  force. 

The  case  of  the  American  and  Syria  is,  that 
the  captain  of  the  American  saw  the  green  light 
of  the  Aracan  firot  at  a  distance  of  a  mile  or 
three-quarters  of  a  mile,  although  a  good  look- 
out was  kept.  That  impeded  as  he  was  by  his 
''tow,*'  he  was  unable  to  starboard  his  helm 
sufficiently  to  pass  to  the  stem  of  the  Aracan,  that 
he  could  not  slacken  his  pace,  because  he  would 
not  have  had  sufficient  steering  way,  and  might 
have  run  a  risk  of  fouling  his  tow  or  the  hawsers, 
and  that  nothing  remained  to  him  but  to  port  his 
helm,  thereby  giving  the  Aracan  "  more  room ;" 
that  he  did  this,  and  that  his  ship  went  off  one 
point  on  the  port  helm;  thst  the  Aracan  star- 
boarded her  helm  and  so  caused  the  collision, 
whereas  she  ought  to  have  ported  it,  and  either 
turned  round  on  the  opposite  tack  or  have  passed  ■ 
under  the  stem  of  the  Syria, 

The  learned  judge  of  the  Admiralty  Court 
found  that  the  Aracan  was  in  no  respect  to 
blame,  and  that  the  collision  was  wholly  caused 
by  the   negligent   navigation    of  the  American  > 


He  appears  to  have  found  as  a  hc^  that  there 
was  no  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  captain 
or  crew  of  the  Syria  conducing  to  the  accident; 
but  after  hearing  further  ar|;ument  on  thii 
subject,  he  came  to  the  ooncluston  that,  in  point 
of  law,  the  Syria  must  be  pronounced  also  to 
blame,  on  the  ground  that  she  must  be  taken  to 
have  been,  in  intendment  of  law,  one  vessd  with 
the  American, 

The  present  appeal  is  from  this  judgment. 

The  appellants  have  much  relied  on  the  esse 
of  the  Independence,  decided  by  this  Board, 
and  reported  in  14  Moore's  P.C.O.  p.  103,  where 
a  distinction  is  pointed  out  between  the  situation 
of  a  steamer  unencumbered,  and  of  a  steamer 
with  a  ship  in  tow.  Lord  Kingsdown  there 
observes :  **  A  steamer  unencumbered  is  nearly 
independent  of  the  wind.  She  can  tum  out  of 
her  course,  and  turn  into  it  again,  with  little 
difficulty  or  inoonvenience.  She  can  slaokoi  or 
increase  her  speed,  stop  or^  reverse  her  engines, 
and  can  move  in  one  direction  or  the  other  with 
the  utmost  facility.  She  is  therefore  with  reason, 
considered  bound  to  give  wav  to  a  sailing  vesssl 
close  hauled,  which  is  less  subject  to  control  and 
less  manageable.  But  a  steamer  with  a  ship  in 
tow  is  in  a  very  different  situation.  She  is  not  in 
anything  like  the  same  degree  the  mistress  of  her 
own  motions ;  she  is  under  the  control  of,  and  has 
to  consider  the  ship  to  which  she  is  attached,  and 
of  which,  as  their  Lordships  observed  in  the  case 
of  the  Oleadon,  she  may  for  many  purposes  be  con- 
sidered as  a  part,  the  motive  power  being  in  the 
steamer,  and  the  goveming  power  in  the  ship 
towed.  Sbe  cannot,  by  stopping  or  reversing  her 
engines,  at  once  stop  or  back  the  ship  which  is  fol- 
lowing her." 

It  is  trae  that  this  case  was  decided  before 
the  promulgation  of  the  present  Begulations 
for  Preventing  Collisions  at  Sea,  which  in  terms 
direct  that,  where  the  courses  of  two  vessels 
involve  risk  of  collision,  the  steamship  shall  keep 
out  of  the  wav  of  the  sailing  ship,  and  that  the 
sailing  ship  shall  keep  her  course,  subject  to  due 
regard  to  dangera  of  navigation,  and  to  speoia] 
circumstances  rendering  a^departure  from  the  role 
necessary  in  order  to  avoid  immediate  danger. 

But  the  rule  ot  navigation,  though  formulated,  can 
scarcely  be  said  to  have  been  altered  by  the  Begu- 
lations, and  the  distinction  taken  between  the 
relations  of  an  encumbered  and  an  unencumbered 
steamer  is  manifestly  a  just  one  and  still  appli- 
cable. It  does  not  go  the  length  of  absolving 
altogether  the  encumbered  steamer  from  obedienoe 
to  the  rules  which  apply  to  all  steamers,  bat  it 
neccHsitates  allowances  being  made  under  the  cir- 
cumstances of  each  case  for  the  comparatively 
disabled  condition  of  the  encumbered  steamer,  and 
imposes  upon  the  sailing  ship  approaching  her  the 
duty  of  additional  caution.  It  may  be  observed 
that,  in  1863,  an  additional  article  was  promul- 
gated, requiring  the  towing  steamer  to  exhibit  two 
white  lights  instead  of  one,  doubtless  for  the  pur- 
pose of  warning  all  approaching  vessels  that  she 
was  encumbered,  and  not  in  all  respects  mistress 
of  her  movements. 

Their  Lordships  have  given  the  benefit  of  all 
these  considerations  to  the  American,  but  are 
unable  to  come  to  the  conclusion  that  the  judge 
of  the  Admiralty  Court  was  wrong  in  pronouno- 
ing  her  to  blame.  They  do  not  think  (and  in 
this  they  are  confirmed  by  their  assessors)  that 
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ber  noi  seeiog  the  green  light  of  the  ship  until 
the  yessels  were  within  a  mile  or  three-qoarters 
of  a  mile  of  eaoh  other,  is  snffioient  to  oonviot  her 
of  negligence  in  not  keeping  a  safficient  look-out. 
BdI  tbey  think  that  to  attempt,  with  the  Ioua:  mass 
behind  her,  to  cross  the  bows  of  the  ship  was  an 
extremely  hazardous,  and  not  a  necessary  act. 
Their  Lordships  are  of  opinion  that  she  might 
haye  slackened  speed,  as  it  was  her  duty  to  do, 
enren  if  she  could  not  have  starboarded,  and  chat  the 
eoUision  might  have  been  avoided. 

The^mert<%incharges  iheAracan  with  starboard- 
iDg ;  she  denies  it.  There  is  much  conflicting  evi* 
denoe  on  the  subject,  and  the  learned  j  udge,  w  ho  had 
the  advantage  of  seeing  and  bearing  the  witnesses, 
belieyes  the  case  of  the  Araean,  Their  Lordships 
thoogh  not  quite  satisfied  on  this  subject,  after 
consultation  with  their  nautical  assessors,  are  not 
piepared  to  reverse  this  finding. 

She  saw  at  a  considerable  distance,  according  to 
ber  aooount  two  miles,  two  large  steamers,  one  tow« 
ing  tibe other,  with  a  sreat  length  of  hawser  between 
them,  and  she  saw  the  red  lights  of  both.  It  has  been 
eontended  that,  inasmuch  as  she  must  or  should 
have  seen  that  the  leading  steamer  was  not  star- 
boarding but  was  porting,  or,  if  not,  keeping  on 
ber  course,  that  she  ought  not  to  have  persisted  in 
ber  endeavour  to  pass  before  the  bows  of  the 
steamer,  but  should  have  ported  her  helm,  stopped 
her  course,  and  turned  round  on  the  other  tack. 
Considering,  however,  that  the  Araean  might 
reasonably  have  expected  the  American  to  keep 
cot  of  her  way,  by  either  starboarding  her  helm 
and  slackening  her  speed,  and  that  if  the  Araean 
had  stopped  with  a  view  to  tacking,  this  very 
manosuvre  mi^ht  have  thrown  her  in  the  way  ot 
the  American  if  the  American  had  starboarded ; 
tfaetr  Lordships  are  unable  to  pronounce  the  Araca/n 
to  blame  for  keeping  her  course  as  it  was  her  duty 
to  do»  unless  departure  from  it  was  necessitated 
by  apecial  circumstances  to  avoid  immediate 
danger. 

For  these  reasons  their  Lordships  are  of  opinion 
that  the  American  was  to  blame  for  the  collision. 
^  The  question  remains  whether  the  Syria,  though 
free  from  blame  in  fact,  must  nevertheless  be 
held  to  blame  by  intendment  of  law.  The  deci- 
sion of  the  learned  judge  upon  this  point  appears 
to  be  based  upon  the  principle  shortly  stated  by 
Lord  Kingsdown,  in  the  passage  which  has  been 
before  oiled  as  that  on  which  The  Gleadon  (14 
Xoore,  97)  was  decided,  viz.,  that  the  motive  power 
was  in  the  tug,  the  governing  power  in  the  ship 
towed.  The  judge  of  the  Admiralty  Court  applying 
this  principle  to  the  present  case,  held  that  the 
American  and  the  Syria  constituted  one  vessel  in 
intendment  of  law.  This  is  no  doubt  an  accurate 
representation  of  the  relations  usually  subsisting 
in  this  oountry  between  the  tug  and  the  tow.  The 
tug  is  in  the  service  of  the  tow,  the  tow  is  answer- 
able for  the  negligence  of  her  servant,  and  is  for 
some  purposes  identified  with  her.  Some  American 
cases  have  been  cited  which,  though  differently 
decided,  illustrate  this  principle. 

It  appears  that,  in  the  large  American  rivers 
and  Iskes,  it  is  usual  for  a  tug,  which  is  spoken 
of  as  a  public  vessel,  to  take  a  number  of 
small  vessels  in  tow,  some  alongside  of  her, 
some  astern.  She  assigns  to  each  of  these  ves- 
sels its  place,  and  they  are  under  her  direc- 
tion. Under  these  circumstances,  the  American 
Courts  have  held  that  a  vessel  towed  is  not  liable 


for  the  negligence  of  the  tug,  because  the  "  govern 
ning  power"  is  in  the  tug,  not  in  her.  The  master 
of  lae  American  appears  to  have  undertaken  to  tow 
the  Syria,  under  circumstances  quite  exoeptionaL 
Their  Loidshios  collecs  that  he  determined  to  take 
home  the  Syria,  partly  because  he  thought  ic  his 
duty  to  his  employers,  who  owned  both  vessels, 
partly  with  a  view  to  obtain  salvage  from  his 
owners,  and  the  owners  of  the  Syria's  cargo 
(which  he  succeeded  in  doing).  There  is  no  evi- 
dence of  his  having  been  hired  by  the  captain  of 
:  the  Syria,  or  having  acted  in  any  way  under  the 
captain  of  the  Syria e  control.  On  the  contrary,  it 
would  appear  tbac  the  "  governing  power  "  was 
wholly  with  the  American.  Under  these  circum- 
stances, their  Lordships  are  of  opinion  that  the 
principle  on  which  the  Gleadon  was  decided  does 
not  appl^  to  this  case :  that  the  Syria  cannot  be 
deemed  in  intendment  of  law  one  vessel  with  the 
American,  or  liable  for  her  negligence.  Nor  do 
they  think  that  the  &ct  of  the  American  and  Syria 
belongs  to  the.  same  owners  affecting  the  question 
whether  or  not  the  Syria  was  to  blame. 

Their  Lordships  will,  therefore,  humbly  advise 
her  Majesty  that,  in  the  suit  of  the  owners  of  the 
Araean  agjainst  the  owners  of  the  American  and 
Syria,  the  judgment  be  varied  by  declaring  that 
the  American  alone  was  to  blame ;  that  in  the  suit 
of  the  owners  of  the  American  and  Syria  against 
the  Araean,  the  judgment  be  affirmed.  There  will 
be  no  costs  of  these  appeals. 

Judgment  varied  ctocordingly. 
Solicitor  for  the  appellants,  Thomas  Cooper, 
Solicitor  for  the  respondents,  FrUchard  and 
Som, 


COU&T  or  COMMOV  PLSA8. 

(  B^porled  by  ErxmniGTOv  Smrs  and  J.  M.  Lslt,  Eiqra., 

Buriften-atXaw. 

June  1,  and  July  8, 1874. 
(Before  Lord  Coleridge,  G. J.,  Msllob  uid 

B&ETT,  J  J.) 

Mavbo  and  another  V,  The  Ocean  Marine 
Insurance  Company. 

Marine  insurance — Chneral  average  as  per  foreign 
statement — Determination  of  voyage  at  an  ititer* 
mediate  port — Jurisdiction  of  Oonnular  Court  ai 
Constantinople  to  make  order  for  adjustment  of 
coverage, 

A  poUcy  of  insurance  on  wheat  on  hoard  a  certain 
vessel  from  Yama  to  Ma/rseiUes,  contained  the 
words  **  general  average  as  per  ftvtaign  state- 
menf  There  ukls  a  suing  ana  labouring  clause, 
and  among  other  things  com  uhu  declared  to  be 
warranted  free  from  average  unless  general. 

The  shijp  wa>s  injured  by  straining  in  a  storm,  and 
was  towed  into  Constantinople  when  some  of  the 
wheat  was  found  to  be  damaged,  and  the  ship 
herself  unahle  to  proceed  toithout  undergoing 
thorough  repair. 

The  British  Supreme  Consular  Court  was  applied 
to  by  petition,  and  surveyors  were  appointed,  who 
recommended  the  sale  of  the  damagtid  portion  of 
the  cargo,  and  the  transshipment  of  the  rest,  and 
an  ord»r  of  the  court  was  made  in  a^xordance 
with  this  recommendation.  Subsequently  the 
court  duly  appointed  average  a4justers,  who  in- 
vestigated  the  various  claims,and  they, following 
the  decision  of  ihe  Judge  of  the  Consular  Court 
to  whom  the  qtustion  was  submitted,  made  up 
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the  average  adjustment  according    to    the  law 
of  France,    and  the   average   adjustment  was 
registered  and  homologated  hy  a  degree  of  the 
court. 
The  damage  to  the  wheat  was  treated  as  general 
average,  and  properly  so,  ctceording  to  the  law  of 
Prance,    Upon  action  brought  to  recover  a  general 
average  loss . 
Seld  first,  that  the  Consular  Court  at  Gonstanti* 
nople,  having  made  the  orders,  mtLst  he  taken  to 
hone  had  the  necessary  jwrisdiction,  (a) 
Secondly,  that  the  voyage  toot  necessoArUy  broken  up 

at  Constantinople. 
Thirdly,  thai  upon  the  true  construction  of  the  volicy, 
ihis  was  not  a  particular  average  loss,  hut  in 
consequence  of  the  voyage  being  'properly  broken 
up  ai  Constantinople,  brought  within  the  words 
of  the  policy,  a  general  average  as  per  foreign 
statement, 
Harris  v,  Scaramanga  (ante,  vol,  1,  p.  339;   26 
L.  T.  Beo,  N.  8.  697;    L.  Bep.  7  C.  P,  481), 
and  HeDciricks  v.  The   Aastralian   Inanranoe 
Company  (ante,  |>.  244;  30  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  8. 
419)  followed. 
This  was  a  special  case  stated  by  an  arbitrator 
for  the  opinion  of  the  oonrt.     The  action  was 
bronght  on  a  policy  of  insurance  on  wheat,  and 
advances  yalued  at  9200Z.  at  and  from  Yama  to 
Marseilles  on  board  the  vessel  General  Chasse. 

In  the  declaration  the  plaintiffs  BOQght  to  recover: 
first,  a  general  average  loss ;  secondly,  a  total  loss ; 
thirdly,  a  loss  nnder  the  suing  and  laboaring  clause 
in  the  policy.     The  defendants  paid  into  court  the 
sum  of  11 OZ.,  which  the  plaintiffs  denied  to  be 
sufficient  to  satisfy  their  claim. 
The  policy  contained  the  following  provisions : — 
General  ayerage  as  per  foreign  statement. 
And  in  case  of  any  lost  or  misfortune  it  shall  be  lawful 
to  the  insured,  their  factors,  servants,  and  assigns,  to 
sue,  labour,  and  travel  for  in  and  abontthe  defence,  safe- 
guard, and  recovery  of  the  aforesaid  subject-matter  of 
this  insurance,  or  any  part  thereof,  without  prejudice  to 
this  insurance. 

And  it  is  declared  and  agreed  that  com,  fish,  salt,  fruit, 
flour,  and  seed  shall  be  and  are  warranted  free  from 
average,  unless  general,  or  the  ship  be  stranded. 

By  the  consent  of  the  parties  after  issued  joined, 

(a)  Although  this  is  a  decision  to  the  effect  that  the 
Oonsolar  Court  at  Constantinople  had,  for  the  purposes 
of  this  case,  jurisdiction  to  make  the  orders  in  question, 
it  cannot  be  taken  as  a  decision  to  the  effect  that  the 
British  Consular  Courts  in  the  Levant  have  general 
jurisdiction  over  average  adjustments  and  statements. 
The  decision  of  the  Common  Pleas  decides  only  that  the 
facts  laid  before  them  in  this  particular  case  are  suffi- 
cient to  enable  them  and  to  bind  them  in  this  case  to 
decide  that  the  Consular  Court  has  jurisdiction  in  such 
matters  until  its  decisions  are  reversed  on  appeal  to  the 
proper  tribunal.  In  effect,  the  Common  Pleas  decides 
that  it  is  not  for  them  to  investigate  the  question  of 
jurisdiction  where  that  jurisdiction  has  been  exercised  by 
custom  by  a  properly  constituted  court  for  a  consider, 
able  period;  they  consider  that  the  Consular  Court  in 
such  a  matter  is  the  best  judge  of  its  own  jnrisdiotton, 
andlthey  treat  it  in  the  same  category  as  a  foreign 
oovt.  and  respect  its  interpretation  of  the  law  adminis- 
tarred  in  it  until  that  inte^retation  has  been  varied  or 
reserved  bv  its  Court  of  Appeal.  At  the  same  time, 
there  <mui  be  no  doubt  that  it  has  been  the  custom  of 
iheBritiah  Consular  Courts  in  the  Levant  to  exercise 
jurisdiction  in  similar  cases,  and  this  ountom  is  in 
unison  with  that  followed  by  the  Consular  Courts  of  all 
nations  in  the  Levant:  (See  Messina  v.  Petrtftocchino, 
arUe,  vol.  1,  p.  294.)  This  custom  has  been  so  useful, 
and  the  jurisdiction  exercised  so  salutary  in  its  effects 
that  it  is  to  be  hoped  that  the  Court  of  Appeal  would 
oonsider  long  before  deciding  that  no  such  jurisdiction 
existed.— Kd. 


and  by  the  order  of  Grove,  J.,  on  18th  Jan.  1872, 
there  was  stated  for  the  opinion  of  the  oonrt»  the 
following : — 

Oase, 

1.  The  plainti£Es  carry  on  business  as  mercbaatt 
and  brokers  in  London  and  Marseilles,  and  the  de- 
fendants are  an  insurance  company  carrying  on 
business  in  London. 

2.  In  Sept.  1867,  Mr.  Sovrono,  who  was  a  Greek 
merchant  domiciled  at  Constantinople,  and  who 
who  was  desirous  of  consigning  to  the  plaintiffs  at 
Marseilles  for  sale  a  cargo  of  29,156  kilos  of  wheat 
belonging  to  him,  chartered  the  vessel  Oeneral 
Chasse,  which  was  a  British  vessel  beloDffing  to 
Guiseppe  Saliba,  a  Maltese  subjecc,  resident  at 
Constantinople,  to  carry  the  said  cargo  of  wheal 
from  Yarna  to  Marseilles,  and  caused  the  same  tq 
be  shipped  on  board  the  said  vessel  at  Yama  on 
or  about  the  18th  Dec.  1867.  Mr.  Sovrono  also 
made  advances  to  the  master  of  the  Oeneral  Chasse 
amoanting  to  the  sum  of  149L  Is.  9d.  on  account 
of  the  freight  payable  under  the  charter-party. 
The  plaintiffs  and  the  said  Sovrono  were  jointly 
interested  in  the  adventure  relating:  to  the  said 
oargo  of  wheat. 

3.  On  the  22nd  Nov.  1867,  the  plaintiffs  effected 
with  the  defendants  a  policy  of  iosuranoe  for 
lOOOZ.  (a  copy  of  which  policy,  marked  A.,  is  an- 
nexed hereto,  and  is  to  form  part  of  this  case). 
This  insurance  is  declared  to  be  "upon  ^,156 
Coostantinople  kilos  wheat,  and  advances  valued 
at  92002.  i^eneral  average  as  per  foreign  statement 
on  the  ship  Oeneral  Chasse,  at  and  from  Yama  to 
Marseilles,"  and  it  is  also  dieclared  to  be  warranted 
free  from  average,  unless  general. 

4  On  the  6tb  Nov.  1867,  the  Oeneral  Chasse,  with 
the  said  cargo  of  wheat  on  board,  sailed  from 
Yama  for  Marseilles.  Yery  soon  after  leaving  port 
she  encountered  heavy  gales  and  thick  weather, 
which  continued  for  somenours  before  she  came  to 
anchor  in  the  Bosphorus,as  hereinafter  mentioned. 
In  fair  weather  the  vessel  would  have  taken  from 
four  to  five  days  to  have  made  the  voyage  to  the 
Bospborus. 

5.  On  the  7th  Nov.,  during  a  heavy  gale  from 
the  north  it  became  necessary,  on  account  of  the 
vessel  nearing  land,  that  she  should  carry  a  press 
of  sail  in  order  to  prevent  her  making  further  lee- 
way. This  was  accordingly  done,  and  in  conse- 
qaence  the  vessel  laboured  very  much,  and  shipped 
heavy  seas,  which  carried  away  the  jolly  boat,  and 
other  parts  of  the  vessers  apparel  and  fumitnrs. 
It  was  also  found  necessary  to  throw  overbos^d 
sundry  articles  which  were  on  deck,  in  order  that 
the  working  of  the  ship  might  not  be  impeded. 
The  nex*f  day  there  was  a  strong  gale  from  the 
north,  and  as  the  vessel  got  very  near  the  land  it 
became  necessary,  for  the  safety  of  ship  and 
cargo,  that  a  still  farther  press  of  sail  should  be 
carried  in  order  to  avoid  a  leeshore.  More  canvas 
was  accordingly  set.  This  caused  the  Oeneral 
Chassi  to  strain  very  much,  several  of  the  sails 
were  split  and  carried  away,  and  she  soon  sprung 
a  leak ;  the  leak  was,  however,  kept  under  bv 
pamping,  wheat  being  constantly  pumped  up  wiw 
the  water. 

6.  On  the  24th  Nov.  the  Oeneral  ChassS  was 
brought  to  anchor  at  Bajuk  Limon,  in  the  Bos- 
pborus, and  on  the  following  day  having  been 
taken  in  tow  by  a  steamtng,  which  it  was  neces- 
sary to  employ  by  reason  of  the  vessel's  damaged 
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«iid  disabled  ocxiditioii,  she  was  brought  to  anchor 
at  TOThate,  in  the  port  of  OoDstantinople. 

7.  On  the  27th  Nor.  the  master  of  the  Qeneral 
Chaa$e  petitioned  the  Jadge  of  Her  Alajesty's 
Supreme  Consular  Court  of  Constantinople  to 
appoint  surveyors  to  survey  the  Tessel,  and  acoord- 
ingly  Burreyors  were  appomted  by  the  court,  who, 
on  the  28th  Not.  1867,  surveyed  the  Tessel  in  the 
presence  of  the  said  Guiseppe  Saliba,  her  owner, 
and  Mr.  Sovrono,  and  recommended  that  the 
▼oyage  of  the  veesel  should  end  at  Constantinople, 
and  that  the  cargo  of  wheat  should  be  sold  by 
public  auction  for  the  benefit  of  iJl  oonoemed, 
thn-eupon  the  master"  petitioned  the  court  that  an 
crder  might  be  made  for  the  immediate  sale  of  the 
cargo  by  public  auction,  and  this  order  was  made 
on  the  same  day. 

8.  On  the  2na  Dea,  Fourtun^  Jourdain,  asent 
of  the  Assurance  Maritimes  de  France,  prayed  the 
said  court  for  leave  to  intervene  in  the  proceedings 
on  the  around  that  the  cargo  was  insured  in  dxb 
company.  Such  leave  was  accordingly  granted  to 
him,  and  upon  his  application  the  sale  of  the  cargo 
was  suspended,  and  a  fresh  survey  ordered  by  the 
-court. 

9.  On  the  7th  Dec.,  Mr.  HenrylLamb  petitioned 
the  said  court  for  leave  to  intervene  in  the  pro- 
-ceedings  as  agent  for  the  Maltese  Underwriters, 
and  leave  was  granted  to  him  ou  the  same  day ; 
also  Mr.  Hopper,  Lloyd's  agent,  addressed  a  peti* 
tion  to  the  said  court,  stating  that  he  approv^  of 
the  steps  taken  by  M.  Jourdain,  and  praying  that 
as  an  agent  for  Lloyd's  he  might  attend  the  fresh 
survey,  and  his  prayer  was  likewise  granted. 

10.  On  the  10th  Dec.  the  fresh   survey  took 

?lace  in  the  presence  of  the  surveyors  aod  Messrs. 
ourdain  ana  Hopper.  It  was  found  that  about 
one  fifth  part  of  the  cargo  of  wheat  was  damaged, 
and  it  was  recommended  by  the  surveyors  that 
the  sound  portion  should  be  at  once-  transhipped, 
and  the  damaged  portion  sold  by  public  auction. 

11.  The  damage  which  the  cargo  was  found  as 
aforemdd  to  have  sustained  (so  far  as  could  be 
4Moertained),  had  been  caused  by  the  Cf&neral 
(Jha$»e  having  carried  a  press  of  saol,  and  by  her 
having  consequentlv  strained  and  shipped  heavy 
■eaa  and  sprung  a  leak  under  the  circumstances 
above-mentioned. 

12.  After  the  said  survey  of  the  10th  Dec., 
Messrs.  Sovrono  and  Hopper  petitioned  the  court 
to  order  the  damaged  portion  of  the  cargo  to  be 
sold,  and  the  sound  portion  to  be  tran shipped ; 
and  the  court  having  made  an  order  in  acooraance 
with  such  petition,  the  damaged  wheat  was  sold 
by  publio  auction,  and  the  undamaged  wheat  was 
in  the  be^nning  of  Jan.  1868,  transhipped  on  board 
an  Austrian  vessel,  the  Frandsca  M,,  in  which  it 
was  safely  conveyed  to  Marseilles,  its  origiDal  port 
of  deetination. 

13.  There  were  no  public  warehouses  or  docks  at 
•Constantinople  for  warehousing  wheat.  There  was 
no  evidence  to  show  what  it  would  have  cost  to 
have  warehoused  the  wheat  in  private  warehouses. 
It  was  also  uncertain  whether  it  would  have  taken 
one  or  two  months  after  the  discharge  of  the 
cargo  to  have  repaired  the  General  Chaaae,  on 
account  of  the  difficult  in  procuring  a  proper 
berth  Sot  the  vessel  at  CfonstantiDople,  and  also  on 
account  of  the  possibility  of  bad  weather  inter- 
fering  with  the  repairs.  Under  these  circum- 
stances it  was  considered  advisable  to  tranship 
the  sound  wheat  as  afore-mentioned.     It  was  also 


considered  advisable  to  sell  the  damaged  wheat, 
because  it  could  not  be  transhipped  together  with 
the  sound  wheat  without  damaging  the  latter,  and 
because  it  was  not  worth  transhipping  separately. 

14.  The  General  OhasBe  was  afterwards  repaired 
at  Constantinople,  and  on  the  21st  Feb.  she  was 
fit  to  proceed  to  sea  with  cargo. 

15.  On  the  drd  March  1868  Mr.  Sovrono  peti- 
tioned the  court  to  appoint  average  adjusters  to 
adjust  the  average  in  respect  of  the  General 
Chaese  and  her  cargo,  and  to  ascertain  the  contri- 
bution due  from  the  parties  interested. 

16.  The  court  accordingly  appointed  average 
adjusters.  They  were  sworn  by  tne  learned  judge 
of  the  said  Supreme  Consular  Court,  and  proceeded 
to  hold  meetings  in  the  building  of  the  court.  At 
these  meetings  Mr.  Sovrono  and  Messrs.  Jourdain 
and  Hopper  were  present,  and  they  or  their 
counsel  were  heard  in  support  of  their  respective 
claims  and  contentions,  but  there  was  no  agent  of 
the  defendant's  present. 

17.  During  the  discussions  before  the  average 
adjusters,  the  question  having  arisen  as  to  the  law 
by  which  the  average  adiustment  ought  to  be 
governed,  it  was  submitted  to  the  learned  judge 
of  the  court,  who  decided  that  it  ought  to  be 
governed  by  the  law  of  France  as  being  the 
country  to  which  the  port  of  destination  of  the 
cargo  belonged. 

18.  In  pursuance  of  this  decision  the  average 
adjusters  made  up  the  average  adjustment  ac- 
cording to  the  law  of  France,  and  such  average 
adjustment  was  afterwards  registered  in  the  court 
and  homologated  by  a  decree  of  the  court. 

19.  The  law  by  which  the  average  adjustment 
oueht  to  have  been  regulated  according  to  the  law 
and  usages  prevailing  at  Constantinople,  and 
applicable  to  the  Chneral  ChaesS  and  her  cargo 
under  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  was  the  law 
of  France,  and  the  said  average  adjustment  was 
made  up  in  all  respects  in  comormity  with  such 
law. 

20.  Assuming  that  Her  Majesty's  Supreme  Con- 
sular Court  could  acquire  jurisdiction  over  the  afore* 
named  matters  by  the  force  of  custom,  there  was 
not  sufficient  evidence  of  such  custom  to  prove 
that  it  had  in  this  matter  acquired  jurisdiction, 
but  the  plaintiffs  rely  on  the  documents  marked 
B,  which  are  contained  in  the  appendix,  and  are  to 
form  part  of  the  case,  for  the  purpose  of  establish- 
ing that  the  court  had  jurisdiction. 

21.  In  the  said  average  adjustment,  the  damage 
which  the  cargo  of  wheat  had  sustained,  as  afore- 
mentioned, was  treated  as  general  average,  and  the 
sum  payable  by  the  defendants  under  the  policy 
sued  on,  in  accordance  with  the  said  average 
adjustment,  would  be  275L  148.  6d, 

22.  The  defendants  contend  that  they  are  not 
liable  in  respect  of  any  damage  to  the  wheat,  and 
they  have  paid  enough  money  into  court  to  cover 
the  plaintitf' s  claim,  in  respect  of  all  items  con- 
tained in  the  said  average  adjustment  with  the 
exception  of  the  item  representing  the  damage  ci 
the  wheat. 

23.  The  court  is  to  be  at  liberty  to  draw  in* 
ferenues  of  fact. 

24.  A  copy  of  the  pleadings  is  hereunto  annexed, 
marked  C.,  and  is  to  form  part  of  this  case. 

25.  The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  court  is, 
whether  the  defendants  are,  or  are  not,  liable  as 
aforesaid  to  pay  the  plaintiffs  a  sum  not  exceeding 
that  paid  into  court.     If  the  court  should  be  of 
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opinion  in  the  affirmative,  judgment  is  to  be 
entered  for  the  plaintiffs  for  snoh  sam  and  snob 
interest,  if  any,  as  the  oonrt  may  direct,  together 
with  oosts,  the  court  being  at  liberty,  if  it  should 
think  proper,  to  refer  the  amount  for  which  the 
Terdict  is  to  be  entered  to  the  decision  of  Arthur 
Cohen,  Ecq.,  Barrister-at*Law,  upon  such  prin* 
ciples  as  the  court  may  direct.  If  tne  court  should 
be  of  opinion  in  the  negative,  then  judgment  is  to 
be  entered  for  the  defendants  with  costs. 

The  following  extracts  from  the  Orders  in 
Council  respecting  the  administration  of  justice  in 
the  Ottoman  Empire,  dated  80th  Nov.  1864,  show 
the  orders  referred  to  in  par.  20  and  relied  upon 
by  the  plaintiffs. 

6.  All  Her  Majesty's  jnrisdiotion  exeroitable  in  the 
Ottoman  dominioos  for  the  jadioial  heariDg  and  determi- 
Batioo  of  matters  in  difference  between  British  snbjeote 
and  foreigners,  or  for  the  administration  or  eontrol  of 
-  the  property  or  persons  of  British  sab jeots.  or  for  the 
repression  or  punishment  of  orimes  or  offenoes  oom- 
mitted  by  British  sabjects,  or  for  the  maintenaooe  of 
order  among  British  snbjeots,  shall  be  exeroised  under 
and  aooordisg  to  the  provisions  of  this  order,  and  not 
'Otherwise. 

8.  Nothing  in  this  order  shall  be  deemed  to  deprive 
Her  Majesty's  Consolar  Officers  of  the  right  to  observe 
and  to  enforce  the  observance  of  any  reasonable  onstom 
obtaising  within  tiie  Ottoman  dominions,  or  to  deprive 
any  person  of  the  benefit  thereof,  except  where  this 
order  oontaiDS  some  express  and  specific  provision  in- 
.compatible  with  the  observance  of  snch  custom. 

26.  All  H#r  Majesty's  jorisdiotion,  civil  and  ciiminaL 
exercisable  in  the  Ottoman  dominions  shiJl,  for  and 
-within  the  district  of  the  Oonsulate-General  of  Con^tuiti- 
nople,  be  vested  exdosively  in  the  Supreme  Consuliur 
Court  as  its  ordioary  orighial  jurisdiction. 

d9.  The  supreme  and  every  other  oonsular  court  shall 
be  a  oourt  of  law  and  equil^,  And  (subject  to  other  pro- 
visions of  this  order)  shaU  have  and  may  exercise  idl 
jurisdiction,  power,  and  anthoribr^  legal,  equitable,  or 
other,  which  any  Consol  of  Her  Majesty  by  custom  has 
or  may  exercise  in  the  Ottoman  dominions. 
,  41.  The  Supreme  Oonsular  Court  shall  be  a  oourt  of 
Yioe-Admiralty,  and  as  such  shall,  for  and  within  the 
Ottoman  dominions,  and  for  vessels  and  persons  coming 
within  those  dominions,  have  all  such  jurisdiction  as  for 
-the  time  being  ordinarily  belongs  to  Courts  of  Vice- 
Admiralty  in  Her  Majesty's  possessions  abroad. 

On  this  ease  the  plaintiffs'  points  were  first, 
that  the  loss  was  a  loss  by  the  perils  insured 
against  in  the  policy ;  secondly,  that  the  averitfe 
Adjustment  was  a  "  foreign  statement"  within  the 
meaning  of  the  clause  in  the  policy,  and  was  con- 
sequently binding  and  conclusive  against  the 
defendants  as  to  the  matters  therein  treated  as 
general  average;  thirdly,  that  the  loss  in  question 
was  properly  treated  as  a  general  average  loss ; 
fourthly,  that  the  Supreme  Consular  Court  is  a 
court  of  competent  jurisdiction,  and  that  the 
decision  of  thao  court  as  to  the  law  by  which  the 
average  adjustment  ought  to  be  governed  is  bind- 
ing; fifthly,  that  the  homologation  of  the  said  ad- 
justment by  a  decree  of  the  Consular  Court  renders 
the  adjustment  binding  on  the  defendants  as  a 
decree  of  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction;  sixthly, 
that  the  ship's  port  of  destination  for  the  discharge 
of  the  car^  bein^  Marseilles,  the  defendants  are 
bound  to  indemnify  the  plaintiffs  against  any  loss 
which  is  a  general  average  loss  according  to  the 
law  of  France. 

.  The  defendants'  points  were  first,  that  the 
plaintiffs  were  not  shown  to  have  been  bound  to 
oontribute  in  general  average  under  the  adjust- 
ment; secondly,  that  the  adjustment  under  the  cir- 
eumstances  was  not  snch  an  adjustment  as  was  con- 
templated by  the  policy ;  thinily,  that  the  voyage 


was  not  shown  to  have  been  necessarily  broken  op 
at  Constantinople  and  that  the  general  average 
should  have  been  settled  upon  the  arrival  in  safety 
of  ship  and  goods  by  adjusters  conversant  with 
the  law  and  custom  of  the  port  of  destination; 
fourthly,  that  the  Supreme  Consular  Court  had  no 
jurisdiction  over  the  settlement  of  the  general 
average  or  the  matters  referred  to  in  the  case,  and 
had  no  power  to  register  the  adjustment ;  GtMj, 
that  the  damage  to  cargo  was  a  particolar 
average  loss  from  which  the  defendants  ace 
exempted  by  the  terms  of  the  policy ;  sixthly,  thai 
the  defendants  have  paid  into  court  sufficient  to 
cover  all  that  the  plaintiffs  have  had  to  pav  by 
way  of  contribution  in  general  average,  abd  are 
not  further  liable ;  sevenUily,  that  the  damage  to 
the  wheat  l>7  boa  water  was  particular  average 
according  toJQnglish  law  from  which  thedefen- 
dants  are  exempted  by  the  terms  of  the  poliogf. 
and  that  what  took  place  at  Constantinople  did 
not  extend  their  liability. 

Watkin  WiUianu,  Q.C.  (McLsod  with  him),  for 
the  plaintiffs. — ^The  Question  is,  where  are  yoa 
to  state  the  average?  here  the  adventure  was 
abandoned  at  Constantinople ;  there  was  an  agreo- 
ment  to  that  being  done,  the  cargo  and  ship  parted 
company,  then  it  became  necessary  to  state  the 
average ;  and  it  was  properly  stated  at  Constanti- 
nople P  Now  the  rule  is,  that  the  place  at  which 
general  average  ahall  be  adjusted  is  the  place 
of  the  ship's  destination  or  of  the  delivery  of 
her  cargo,  and  then  the  law  by  which  it  is  to  be 
adjusted  is  the  law  of  that  place,  see  Simandg  t. 
Whiie  (2  B.  &  C.  805).  But  where  the  voyage  is 
terminated  at  an  intemediate  place,  it  would  seem 
that  that  is  the  place  at  which  the  adjustment 
should  be  made.  In  Fletcher  v.  Aletumd^  (3 
Mar.  Law  Cas.  O.  S.  69;  18  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  8. 
432 ;  L.  Bep.  3  C.  P.  375),  Bovill,  C  J.,  says : 
"In  this  case,  the  adventure  being  in  pro* 
gross,  the  vessel,  in  consequence  of  the  danuu^e 
she  had  sustained,  put  bade  to  LiverpooL  The 
ship  might  have  been  repaired,  and  might  have 
prosecuted  her  voyage  andcompleted  the  adventoreu 
.  .  .  The  ship  was  otherwise  employed  and  the 
voyage  was  broken  up  at  Liverpool;  Liverpool, 
therefore,  was  the  place  at  which  the  average  ooa« 
tribution  was  to  be  adjusted;  the  adjustment  most 
be  according  to  the  law  of  England ;  and  it  seems 
to  me  that  the  value  must  be  determined  at  Liver- 
pool." The  shipowners  and  freighters  had  a  njghft 
to  terminate  the  voyage  at  Constantinople  under 
the  circumstances,  and  the  owner  was  not  bound 
to  repair.  TTorfiit  v.  Story  (II  Ex.  427)  shows 
that  there  is  no  obligation  to  repair,  but  if  the 
owner  elects  to  repair,  he  must  ao  so  properiy, 
and  must  no  go  on  with  the  ship  in  an  unsea- 
worthy  state,  This  was  a  judgment  of  Parke,  B., 
and  is  approved  by  Willes,  J.,in  Bla$eo  v.  FUiehar 
(1  Mar.  Law  Cas.  O.  S.  380;  9  L.T.Bep.N.  8. 
169;  14  C.  B.,  N.  S.,  148),  and  in  DeGuadraT. 
8wan  (16  C.  B.,  N.  S.,  772).  Here  there  was 
an  agreement  of  all  the  persons  who  had  a  right 
to  be  consulted.  [Bbstt,  J. — ^The  rule  is  that  tho 
owner  is  only  not  bound  to  repair  if  the  damage 
is  so  great  that  it  cannot  reasonably  be  repaireSj 
He  cited  further 

JHekenson  v.  Jdrdine,  8  Ifar.  Law  Cas.  O.  8.126 : 
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And  OD  the  point  as  to  jariBdiotion,lf08«m/iT.Pd/ro- 
coeehino  {arUe.  voL  I,  p.  298 ;  L.  Bep.  4  P.  C.  144), 
•od  read  the  Orders  in  Coancil  of  Nov.  30, 1864 

BvU,  Q  C,  and  /.  C  Matthew^  oontra.—  There  is 
nothing  in  the  case  to  show  that  the  average  ad- 
instment  was  properly  made  at  Conatantinople. 
Why  was  the  adventnre  terminated  there  P    It  is 
said  that  a  captain  is  not  bonnd  to  repair  his  ship, 
aproposition  foanded  on  a  dictum  of  Parke, B.,  in 
WorfMV,Storoy  (ubiaup,).  Bat  it  cannot  possibly  be 
thatsnch  a  general  rnle  as  that  was  intended.  [Lord 
OoLERii>GE,  O.J. :    It  mast  mean,  '*  not  absolately 
mider  all  oonoeivable  ciroamstanoes  '*].    The  con- 
sent of  the  shipowners  and  the  shippers  is  not 
aafficient.  [Brett,  J. :  The  advice  of  the  surveyor 
was  to  sell  the  damaged  portion,  and  tranship  the 
remainder,  and  the  court  ordered  it  to  be  done.    If 
the  Oaptain  had    sent   on  the    cargo,  there  is 
authority  that  the  adjustment  should  have  been 
made  at  Marseilles. — Mellor,  J. :  You  put  the 
order  of  the  court  no  higher  than  a  private  agree- 
ment]. The  jurisdiction  of  the  oonrt  is  exercisable 
by  custom  only,  and  the  orders  in  council  onlj 
eonfirm  it.    In  the  case  there  is  no  finding  as  to 
the  custom.    [Brett,  J. :  The  Ooosular  Oourt  is 
made  a  conrt  of  vice-admiralty].      Yes,  but  a 
vice-admiralry    oonrt    has    no    power    to    order 
trsnshipment.    In  Power  y.  Whitmore  (4  ^L  &  S. 
141),  Lord  El]enboroug[h  says :  "  Althons b  by  the 
comity  which  is  paid  oy  us  to  the  judgment  of 
other  courts  abroad  of  competent  jurisdiction,  we 
give  a  full  and  binding  effect  to  such  judgment, 
as  far  as  they  profess  to  bind  the  persons  and 
property  immediately  before  them  in  judgment, 
and  to  which  their  adjudications  properly  relate, 
yet  we  feel  that  we  should  carry  that  principle  of 
comity  further  than  reasonably  ought  to  be  done, 
or  ever  hitherto  has  in  practice  iMen  done,  if  we 
ihonld  draw  from  the  recital  of  facts  and  usages 
which  are  contained  in  those  judgments,  general 
evidence  of  the  existence  of  those  facts  and  usages, 
and  allow  them  to  be  available  for  all  causes  and 
purposes,  and  consider  them  as  applicable  to,  and 
obligatory  upon  other  persons  than  the  immediate 
parties  to  those  judgments  in  which  the  recitals 
ooonr."    On  the  next  question,  as  to  the  words  of 
the  contract,  Harris  v.  Scaramanga  (uhi  sup.)  is 
not  applicable.    Here  we  have  paid  the  owner  of 
the  cargo  all  that   the  owner  of  the  cargo  was 
ordered  to  pay  under  the  average  adjustment  at 
Constantinople;  and  what  he  is  seeking  to  re- 
cover from  us  is  that  which,  beyond  ail  doubt, 
but  for  these  words,  '*  as  per  foreign  statement," 
would  be  a  particular  average  loss.    What,  then, 
is  the  real  meaning  of  those  words  P    It  mast  be 
that   the   underwriters   indemnify    the    asured 
•gainst  any  loss  he  incurs  by  reason  of  a  foreign 
custom.    Then  the  words  '*  warranted  free  from 
average  nnloss  general,"  must  be  taken  to  mean 
"unless general  bv  English  law,"  and  by  English 
law  the  damagea  wheat  would  not  be   general 
iversge.    [Lord  Colebldob,  C.  J. — ^Does  he  not 
igree  to  pay  general  average  according  to  foreign 
law?]  No;  whatever  is  general  average,  that  is  to 
**7f  by  English  law,  shall  be  paid  in  aooordanoe 
with  any    foreign  custom  to  oe   introduced  in 
•tatbg  it.    [Brett,  J.~How  do  you  get  over  the 
nineteenth  paragraph  P  The  adjustment  was  made 
in  all  respects  the  same  as  it  would  have  been 
at  Marseilles. J    That  is  not  clearly  so,  for  there 
would  have  been  a  great  difference  in  the  expenses 
of  stating  the  average. 


Wathin  WtlliamBt  Q.O.,  in  reply.— There  may 
have  been  various  considerations  as  to  the  detaiU 
in  the  place  where  the  average  was  stated,  but  the 
law  was  the  same  in  Oonstantinople  as  at  Mar- 
seilles. Then  as  to  the  termination  of  the  voyage  t 
It  did  terminate  at  Oonstantinople,  with  the  con- 
sent of  all  parties,  as  found  in  tne  case ;  and  the 
onl  J  question  is,  has  there  been  a  general  average 
statement  binding  upon  the  people  concerned, 
independently  altogether  of  the  policy  P  If  there 
has,  then  the  underwriters  must  pay  upon  the 
footing  of  it. 

Our.  OLdv.  vuU, 

July  8. — ^The  jadgmenb  of  the  court  was 
delivered  by  Lord  Oolerioge,  O.J. — ^This  wa^  an 
action  on  a  policy  of  insurance  on  a  cargo  of 
wheat. 

The  ship,  being  disabled  and  some  of  the  cargo 
damaged,  put  into  Oonstantinople.  Proceed- 
ings were  taken  in  the  Oousnlar  Oonrt  there» 
the  result  of  which  was  that  by  the  order  of  the 
court  the  damaged  portion  was  sold  and  the  sound 
portion  transhippea.  The  entire  cargo  belong^ 
to  the  plaintiff,  an  adjustment  of  average  was  by 
order  of  the  Oonsular  Oourt  made  at  Oonstanti- 
nople, in  which  the  average  adjuster  treated  the 
damage  to  the  wheat  as  general  average.  The 
policv  contained  the  words,  "  General  average  as 
per  foreign  statement,"  and  "  free  from  average 
unless  general."  The  defendants  have  paid  into 
court  sufficient  to  coTer  the  plaintiffs'  claim  on 
all  the  items  of  the  average  adjustment  except 
the  item  of  damage  to  the  wheat.  This  item  they 
deny  their  liability  to  pay. 

They  relied  mainly  upon  three  points:  First* 
that  the  Oonsular  Oourt  at  Oonstantinople  had 
no  jurisdiction  to  make  the  orders  which  were 
made  in  this  case;  secondly,  that  the  voyage 
was  not  necessarily  broken  up  at  Oonstanti- 
nople, and  that  the  average  should  have  been 
adjust-ed  by  an  adjuster  at  Marseilles  upon  the 
arrival  of  the  ship  and  goods  in  safety  there; 
thirdly,  that  the  words  ''free  from  average 
unless  general,"  were  intended  expressly  to  exclude 
such  an  item  as  the  one  in  dispute,  which,  by  the 
law  of  England,  would  not  be  a  general  average 
loss  at  all.  By  the  twenty-third  paragraph  of  the 
case  the  oourt  is  to  draw  inferences  of  fact,  and  this 
enables  us  easily,  and,  as  we  think,  satisfactorily 
to  dispose  of  the  first  two  points  in  the  case. 

We  are  clearly  of  opinion  upon  the  facts  stated  in 
the  case  that  the  court  at  Oonstantinople  must  be 
taken  to  have  had  jurisdiction  to  make  the  orders 
which  it  did,  and  which  were  acquiesced  in  at  the 
time. 

We  are  also  clearly  of  opinion  upon  the  facts 
found  in  the  case  that  it  must  be  taken  that 
the  voyage  was  necessarily  broken  up  at  Oon« 
stantinople.  Some  relianoe  was  placed  in  argu- 
ment upon  the  fact  that  the  law  of  Marseilles,  in 
the  port  of  ultimate  destination,  was  the  same  on 
the  subject  of  general  average  as  the  law  of 
Oonstantinople.  But  this  fact  alone  would  not  be 
conclusive  on  the  subject,  and  we  notice  it  only 
to  show  that  we  have  not  overlooked  it. 

There  remains  only  the  question  upon  the 
true  ooostmction  of  the  policy,  and  with  respect 
to  this  the  cases  of  Harris  v.  Scaramanga  {ante, 
vol.  1.  p.  339 ;  26  L.  T.  Eep.  N.  8.  697 ;  L.  Rep. 
7  0.  P.  481),  and  Hendriks  v.  The  Australian  In* 
surance  Company  {ante,  p.  244;  30  L.  T.  Bep. 
N.  8.  419),  appears  to  us  to  be  undistinguisn 
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able.  The  latter  case  was  very  recently  argaed 
before  ns,  and  we  adhere  to  the  opinion  we  then 
expressed. 

We  think  therefore  that  there  shoald  be  judg- 
ment for  the  plaintiffs. 

Attorney  for  plaintiffs,  W.  Noah, 

Attorneys  for  defendants,  Walton,  Buhh,  and 
Walton. 


COUBT  OF   ADXIRALTT. 

Bepiyrted  by  J.  P.  Aspisall,  Esq.,  Banrlator-at-Law. 

May  5  and  U,  1874. 

The  Duka. 

Salvage — Fractice — Collision — Right  of  'party  to 
blame  to  intervene  in  aaXvage  auU — Gonduot  of 
suit — Bail —  Ooata, 
Where  a  ship  Tia^  been  found  to  blame  in  a  cauee 
of  collision,  and  a  ooMse  of  salvage  has  been 
instittUed  against  the  other  (the  injured)  ship^  the 
ovmers  of  the  ship  found  to  blame  have  a  right  to 
intervene  in  the  salvage  cause  to  protect  their 
own  interest;  and  if  they  choose  to  put  in  bail  to 
answer  the  claim  ofthesaHvurs  in  heu  of  the  bail 
given  by  the  ovmers  of  the  injured  vessel,  the 
High  Court  of  Admiralty  wtU  give  them  the  con- 
duct of  the  defence  of  the  scdvage  suit ;  under 
such    circumstances  the  ovmers  of  the  injured 
vessel  a/re  entitled  to  have  their  bail  released, 
and  to  be  paid  their  costs  up  to  the  time  when 
the  new  bail  is  put  in. 
This  was  a  caase  of  salvage  instituted  by  salvors 
against  the  Grerman  brig  Diana,    The  Diana  had 
been  injured  in  collision  by  the  American  ship 
Kendrick  Fisht9.ud  in  a  cause  of  collision  instituted 
by  the  former   against    the  latter  vessel,    the 
Kendrick  Fish  baa  been  held  alone  to  blame,  and 
ber  owners  consequently  became  liable  to  pay  the 
salvage  expenses  incurred  by  the  Diana, 

May  5. — ^The  case  now  came  before  the  court, 
upon  motion  by  the  owners  of  the  Kendrick  Fish 
for  leave  to  appear  in  and  to  defend  the  salvage 
oanse  against  the  Diana. 

Butt,  Q.O.,  for  the  owners  of  the  Kendrick  Fish, 
in  support  of  the  motion,  contended,  that  as  the 
interests  of  their  clients  alone  were  concerned 
they  bad  a  right  to  appear. 

W,  O.  F,  PhilUmore,  for  the  owners  of  the 
Diana  opposed  the  motion. — The  owners  of  the 
Diana  are  primarily  responsible  to  the  salvors,  and 
moreover  they  are  responsible  to  their  bail  for  the 
conduct  of  the  cause ;  the  witnesses  are  all  in  the 
hands  of  the Dia/na*s  owners,  and,  accordiag  to  the 
practice  of  the  court,  the  conduct  of  the  suit  is 
invariably  left  in  the  hands  of  the  owners  of  the 
ealved  ship.  Under  any  circumstances  the  owners 
of  the  Diana  ought  to  be  paid  the  costs  they 
have  incurred  in  the  salvage  suit  up  to  the  present 
time.  They  have  prepared  their  answer,  and  are 
about  to  file  it. 
Butt,  Q.O.  in  reply. 

Sir  R.  Phillimore. — ^The  owners  of  the  Kendrick 
Fish  are  entitled  to  appear  if  they  think  fit  to 
protect  their  own  interests.  With  regard  to  the 
owners  of  the  Diana,  they  are  entitled  to  all  their 
costs  of  the  salvage  suit  up  to  the  present  time, 
and  they  may  file  their  answer,  but  after  that  the 
question  of  costs  must  be  left  an  open  question  to 
be  decided  by  the  court  hereafter.  The  Kendrick 
Fish  may  appear,  and   if  the  Diana  incurs  nn« 


necessary  costs  she  will  do  so  on  her  own  respon- 
sibility. 

May  14 — Butt,  Q.C.,  moved  on  behalf  of  the 
owners  of  the  Kendrick  Fish,  for  the  appointment 
of  a  day  for  the  examination  of  witnesses. 

Dr.  Deane,  Q.C.,  and  W.  O.  F.  PhiUimore,  for 
the  owners  of  the  Diana  opposed  (beginning  by 
arrangement). — It  is  contrary  to  the  practice  of 
the  court  for  the  vessel,  from  whom  the  ultimate 
recovery  will  be  had,  to  conduct  the  suit,  and  if 
the  application  is  granted  the  effect  will  be  to  place 
the  conduct  of  this  cause  in  the  hands  of  the 
owners  of  the  Kendrick  Fish,  Having  the  oondact 
of  the  suit  may  give  him  opportunities  of  framing 
the  examination  of  our  witnesses,  who  will  be 
theirs  also,  so  as  to  affect  the  question  of  the 
amount  of  damage  done  in  the  collision,  and  so 
influence  the  inquiry  before  the  Registrar  and 
Merchants.  They  may  be  at  liberty  to  intervene, 
but  they  should  not  be  allowed  to  conduct  the 
cause.  Bail  was  put  in  for  the  owners  of  the 
DiatM,  and  that  bail  is  entitled  to  the  protection  of 
the  owners  of  the  Diana.  [Sir  B.  Philltmorb. — 
Apart  from  the  question  of  practice  it  is  obvious 
that  the  Kendrick  Fish  is  the  more  interested,  as 
she  will  have  to  pay.]  The  Diana  is  primarily 
liable,  and  will  have  to  pay  in  the  first  instance. 
If  the  salvage  suit  had  been  tried  first,  the  Diana 
alone  couldliave  defended.  In  probate  suits  the 
residuary  legatee  cannot  take  the  conduct  of  a  suit 
out  of  the  hands  of  the  executors,  although  he  is 
the  most  interested.  What  privity  is  there  between 
the  bail,and  theKendrickFish?  [Sir  B  Philldcobb. 
— Sappose  the  owners  of  the  Kendrick  Fish  give 
bail  Pj  Then  she  must  at  the  s|ime  time  pay  all  the 
oosts  hitherto  incurred  by  the  Diana,,  This  will  be 
the  first  case  in  which  a  sisdved  vessel  has  not  been 
allowed  to  conduct  her  own  suit.  [Sir  B.  Philli- 
more.— The  effect  will  be  that  the  parties  most 
interested  in  the  result  will  conduct  the  8ait.j 
No  offer  has  hitherto  been  made  to  release  the  bail. 
[Sir  B.  Phillimorb. — I  might  make  it  a  condition 
that  the  bail  should  be  released.] 

Butt,  Q.O.,  for  th^  Kendrick  Fish, — As  an  inter* 
vener  I  am  entitled  to  examine  witnesses,  and  ask 
for  the  appointment  of  a  day  for  that  purpose. 
[Sir  B.  Phillimorb. — The  Begistrar  tells  me  that 
accorcling  to  the  practice  of  the  court  an  intervener 
may  examine  witnesses.]  That  is  all  I  claim. 
[Sir  B.  Phillimorb. — Suppose  you  have  the  car- 
riage of  the  suit  will  you  put  in  bail  P]  The  owners 
of  the  Kerhdrick  Fish  have  already  put  in  bail  to 
answer  the  damage,  and  that  includes  salvage. 

W,Q,F.Philliinore, — ^We  are  primarily  interested 
in  examining  our  crew,  to  make  the  salvage  as 
small  as  possible.  Wo  shall  have  to  pay  the  salvage 
in  the  first  instance,  and  shall  not  recover  it  for 
some  time,  and  then  shall  have  to  run  the  risk  of 
the  bail  of  the  Kendrick  Fish  not  being  solvent. 

E,  C,  Olarkson  for  the  salvors. — Why  should  not 
the  usual  course  be  followed  P  It  is  doubtfol 
whether  an  intervener  can  file  an  answer,  and  there 
is  now  a  motion  before  the  court  to  compel  them 
to  do  it,  and  that  motion  I  now  press.  They  now 
ask  to  examine  witnesses  before  filing  an  answer, 
and  to  this  we  object.  {_Butt,  Q.G. — We  have 
made  a  tender,  and  as  soon  as  that  is  aoeepted 
or  rejected  we  will  file  an  answer.]  Under 
any  circumstances  we  object  to  the  release 
of  the  Diana's  bail.  It  is  our  only  security  in  this 
suit,  and  we  shall  not  consent  to  release  it  unless 
we  get  equally  good  security. 
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'  Sir  B.  Phillimobe. — ^I  am  of  opinion  that  the 
Kendrick  Fish  must  ultimately  pay  all  the  ooets 
(after  taxation  by  the  BegiBtrar)  incurred  by  the 
Diana  before  the  order  enabling  the  Kendrick 
Fuk  to  intervene,  bat  the  question  is  not  now 
before  me ;  all  I  have  to  consider  now  is  whether 
the  interveners  are  entitled  to  examine  witnesses. 
I  shall  grant  the  interveners'  motion,  bnt  I  think 
that  theyonght  to  be  snbstitntod  altogether  for 
the  Diana. 

E.  O,  Glarhsan, — I  have  no  objection  if  they  give 
proper  seonrity. 

Dr.  Deane,  Q.C. — ^I  expressly  apply  for  the  release 
of  the  Diana^s  bail. 

E,  O.  Clarkson,  T  assent  thereto,  on  bail  being 
given  by  the  Kendrick  Fish. 

BuU,  Q.C— We  will  put  in  bail. 

Sir  B.  Phillihore. — ^Then  I  shall  order  the 
Diana's  bail  to  be  discharged  on  the  owners  of  the 
Kendrick  Fish  patting  in  bail  in  the  salvage  snit. 
I  shall  grant  Mr.  Glarkson's  motion,  as  to  the 
filing  of  the  answer,  bat  subject  to  question  of 
tender.  The  interveners  mast  file  their  answer 
as  soon  as  the  salvors  have  accepted  or  rejected 
the  tonder. 

Solicitors  for  the  salvors.  Lawless  and  Co, 

Solioitors  for  the  DiancL,  Fielder  and  Sumner. 

Solicitors  for  the  Kendrick  Fish,  Pritchard  and 
Sons. 


Feb.  18,  May  5,  June  19,  20,  and  22;  July  14 

and  22, 1874 

The  Eathlbem. 

Salvage — Derelict — Shipouoner's  lien  for  freight — 
Loss  of  right  to  carry  on  cargo — Sale  by  order 
of  court — Misconduct  of  salvors — Dispossessing 
original  aaZvors — Right  of  recovery — liival  saV 
vors — Pleading — Adoption  of  cdlegaiions  of  mis' 
conduct  in  answer — Cross-examination — Practice. 

Where  a  ship  and  cargo  are  brought  into  port  by 
salvors,  and  a  suit  is  instituted  in  the  High  Court 
of  Admiralty  to  recover  salvage  reward^  that  court 
wUl,  on  the  application  of  the  salvors,  acting  with 
the  assent  of  the  otoners  of  the  cargo,  order  a  sale 
of  the  cargo  to  prevent  deterioration  from  damage 
done,  aUhough  the  shipoumer,  desirous  of  carrying 
en  the  cargo  so  as  to  earn  freight,  opposes  tJie  scUe, 
and  offers  to  give  substantial  bait  for  both  ship 
and  cargo  ;  but  such  sale  will  be  ordered  subject 
to  aU  qtiestions  of  right  to  freight. 

Where  a  ship,  injured  by  collision  without  fault  of 
her  master  a^id  crew,  is  abandoned  by  them, 
and  is  afterwards  taken  possession  of  and 
hroufhi  in  safety  into  port  by  salvors,  who 
insHtute  a  suit  against  ship  and  cargo,  the 
shipowner,  hcuving  by  the  abandorvment  put  an 
end  to  his  contract  of  carriage,  loses  all  claim 
to  have  the  cargo  ptU  into  his  possession  to 
enable  him  to  carry  it  on  a/nd  so  earn  his 
freight,  and  all  claim  to  be  paid  full  freight  out  of 
the  proceeds  of  the  cargo,  if  sold  by  order  of  the 
court.  Nor  ca/n  the  shipowner  have  any  claim  for 
pro  T&tA  freight  unless  there  be  a  new  contract 
express  or  implied  to  pay  the  same,  and  if  the 
SMpovmer  refuses  to  consent  to  a  sale  of  the  cargo 
by  the  court  when  applied  for  by  the  salvors  and 
owner  of  cargo,  unless  he  be  paid  full  freight,  no 
such  contract  can  be  implied. 

Where  in  a  cause  of  salvage  against  a  derelict  ship 
rival  scdvors  institute  separate  causes  and  file 


separ ale  petitions,  alleging  misconduct  against  or^ 
another,  the  Court  of  Admiralty  will  not  allow 
the  defendants,  in  their  answer  to  the  petition  of 
one  set  of  salvors,  to  plead  that  in  the  petition  of 
the  other  set  there  are  allegations  of  miscon- 
duct,  and  that  they,  for  the  purpose  of  the  cause, 
and  not  otherwise,  adopt  these  allegatums;  they 
must  either  make  the  auegations  of  misconduct  as 
their  own  statements,  or  omit  them. 

Where  rival  salvors  file  separate  petitions,  alleging 
miscondtuit  against  each  other,  and  the  defendants 
in  their  separate  answers  repeat  the  charges  of 
misconduct  made  by  each  salvor  against  the  other, 
so  that  the  answers  are  contradictory,  the  dtfen^ 
da/nts  will  not  be  allowed,  on  the  hearing  of  both 
causes  at  the  sa/me  time,  to  cross' examine  one  set 
of  salvors  to  show  that  they,  and  not  the  other  sef^ 
nave  been  guilty  of  misconduct. 

If  first  salvors  lawfully  in  possession  of  a  derelict 
ship  are  wrongfully  and  violently  dispossessed  by 
second  salvors,  who  succeed  in  bringing  the  ship 
into  safety,  the  second  salvors  will  receive  no 
benefit  from  the  service  they  may  render,  but  the 
whole  reward  will  go  to  the  benejfit  of  the  original 
salvors. 

These  were  causes  of  salvage  instituted  by  various 
parties  against  the  hAvqne  Kathleen,  her  cargo  and 
freight.    On  27th  Jan.  1874,  a  cause  of  salvage 
was  instituted  on  behalf  of  the  owners  and  master 
and  crew  of  the  steam  tug  PaUnerston;  in  this 
suit  appearances  were  separately  entered  by  the 
owners  of  the  Kathleen  and  by  the  owners  of  her 
cargo.    On  30th  Jan.,  the  judge  having  heard  the 
proctors  for  the  plaintiffs  and  for  the  owners  of 
cargo,  ordered  a  commission  of  unlivery,  and  that 
the  vessel  should  be  removed  to  a  place  of  greater 
safety.    On  2nd  Feb.  a  cause  of  salvage  (No.  6733) 
was  instituted  on  behalf  of  the  owners,  masters, 
and  crews  of  certain  English  luggers,  the  William 
and  Mary,  the  Ocean  Ranger,  the  Mary  Ann,  the 
Four  Sisters,  the  Sarah  Elizaheth,  the  plack  Bess, 
and  the  Stomawa/y,  against  the    Kakhleen,  her 
cargo  and  freight ;  and  in  this  cause  also  appear- 
ances   were  separately  entered  on  behalf  of  the 
respective  owners  of  ship  and   cargo.     On  3rd 
Feb.  another  cause  (No.  6740)  was  entered  on 
behalf  of  the  owners,  master,  and  crew  of  the 
Palmerston,  and  to  this  also  separate  appearances 
were  entered ;  this  cause  was  entered  on  account 
of  some  mistake  in  the  prsBoipe  in  the  first  men« 
tioned  cause,  and  on  9lh  Feb.  notice  was  given 
that  that  cause  would  be   no  further  proceeded 
with.    On  thA  same  day  (9th  Feb.)  the  plaintiffs 
(in  cause  No.  6733)  applied  to  the  court  with  the 
consent  and  at  the  request  of  the  owners  of  cargo 
for  a  sale  of  the  cargo,  and  an  order  for  its  sale 
was  made;  this  order  was  applied  for  and  obtained 
without  notice  to  the  owner  of  the  Kathleen.    On 
13th  Feb.  the  proctors  for   the  owners  of  the 
Kathleen  entered  a  caveat  against  the  payment  of 
any  sum  out  of  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  the  ship 
and  cargo,  or  either,  when  brought  into  court,  and 
against  release  of  the  cargo. 

Feb.  18. — ^The  case  came  before  the  court  on  the 
following  notice  of  motion : 

I,  William  Mux,  solicitor  for  the  defendants,  the 
owners  of  the  Kathleen,  in  this  cause,  give  notice  that 
we  shall  by  connsel  on  the  18th  Feb.  1874,  move  the 
judge  in  ooart  to  order  that  the  order  made  therein  on 
the  9th  Feb.  1874,  for  the  sale  of  the  cargo  of  the  sidd 
vessel,  shall  be  set  aside,  or  the  sale  therein  directed  to 
be  suspended,  until  the  payment  into  court  of  a  sum 
equal  to  the  gross  freight  of  such  cargo,  or  why  the  said 
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defendABts  on  giring  bail  to  the  Talae  thereof,  should 
not  be  allowed  to  carry  the  lame  forward  to  its  destina- 
tion in  order  to  earn  the  freiffht,  or  to  order  that  if  the 
■aid  order  for  sale  is  allowed  to  stand,  the  said  defen- 
dants shall  be  paid  the  amount  of  the  said  freight  ont  of 
the  proceeds  nf  the  said  sale,  and  that  the  plaintiffs  pay 
to  the  said  defendants  the  costs  of  this  motion,  on  the 
gronnd  that  the  said  order  for  sale  was  obtatoed  by  the 
plaintiffs  without  any  notice  to  the  said  defendants. 

From  affidavits  filed  it  appeared  that  the  com- 
mission of  sale  was,  as  is  nsoal,  pat  into  the 
Harshal's  hands  for  execution,  and  he  sent  down 
a  competent  person  to  examine  the  carso,  who 
recommended  that  it  should  be  removed  to  London 
as  it  could  there  be  more  easily  dried  and  woald 
then  be  more  likely   to   realise  a  better  price. 
From  an  affidavit  filed  by  the  agent  of  the  owners 
of  the  Kathleen,  it  appeared  that  the  Kathleen  had 
1>een  serionsly  damaged   by  oollision    before  the 
alleged  salvage  services,  and  had  been  abandoned 
by  her  master  and  crew ;  the  cargo  was  cotton,  and 
bad    been    shipped    at    Charleston,  U.  S.,  for 
Bremen,  at  a  freight  of  2200Z.;  and  the  owners 
claimed  to  be  entitled  to  carry   the   cargo   on 
from  Dover,  where  the  ship  and  cargo  then  were, 
to  Bremen,  so  as  to  earn  the  freight;  they  objected 
to  the  cargo  being  bronght  to  London  for  sale,  on 
tbe  gronnd  that  the  expense  of  so  doing  would 
exceed  the  expense    of  taking    the    cargo    to 
Bremen ;  they  were  desirous  of  forwarding  it  to 
Bremen  as  soon  as  it  was  discharged  from  the 
Kathleen  and  offered  bail  in  respect  of  it  to  the 
salvors.     From  affidavits  filed  on  behalf  of  the 
owners  of  cargo  it  appeared  that  some  parts  of 
the  cotton  were  wetted  and  other  parts  saturated 
with  salt  water,  and  that  the  iron  bands  round  tbe 
bales  were  rusting  and  damaging  the  cotton;  that 
the  cotton  was  daily  deteriorating  in  consequence 
of  its  wetted  condition,  and  if  carried  to  Bremen 
it  would  lose  much  in  value,   and   be  scarcely 
marketable,  whereas  if  taken  to  London  it  would 
get  there  in  a  day  or  two  by  rail  and  be  sold  at 
once,  thus  giving  the  purchasers  time  to  dry  it 
before  it  became  so  damaged  that  it  could  not  be 
put  into  a  merchantable  condition ;  the  owners  of 
cargo  submitted  that  as  tbe  ship  had  been  brought 
into  Dover   derelict    without   the  assistance  of 
owners,  master,  or  crew,  of  the  ship,  she  was  no 
longer  in  their  possession,  and  they  had  lost  their 
lien  on  the  cargo. 

Asjpland,  for  the  owners  of  the  Kathleen,  in 
support  of  the  motion. — The  shipowners  are  en- 
titled to  a  stoppage  of  the  sale  in  order  to  be  en- 
abled to  carry  the  cargo  on  to  Bremen,  and  so 
earn  freight  or  to  have  their  full  freight  paid  here 
either  to  themselves  or  into  court.  In  the  8oh' 
lomsien  (L.  Bep.  1  Adm.  and  Ecc.293;  15  L.T.  Eep. 
N.  S.  393 ;  2  Mar.  Law  Cas.  0.  S.  436),  where 
freight  was  similarly  claimed  out  of  the  proceeds 
of  sale  of  tbe  cargo,  it  is  said,  "By  British  law  the 
following  points  seem  to  me  settled  :  first,  that 
upon  the  vessel  becoming  disabled  at  an  inter- 
mediate port,  the  master  is  allowed  a  reasonable 
time  within  which  to  reship  or  transship,  so  as  to 
earn  his  freight;  seoond,  that  the  whole  freight 
is  payable  if  by  default  of  the  owner  of  cargo  the 
master  is  prevented  from  forwarding  the  cargo 
from  the  mtermediate  port  of  its  destination: 
{Cargo  ex  Qalam,  Bro.  &  Lush.  167):  third,  that 
no  freight  is  payable  if  tbe  owner  oi  cargo  against 
bis  will  is  compelled  to  take  the  cargo  at  an  inter- 
mediate port ;  fourth,  that  to  justify  a  claim  for 
pro  raid  freight  there  must  be  a  voluntary  accept- 


anoe  of  the  goods  by  their  owner  at  an  inter- 
mediate port,  in  such  a  mode  as  to  raise  a  fair  in- 
ference  that  the  further  carriage  of  tbe  goods  was 
intentionally  dispensed  wich:  (Vlierhoom  v.  Oha^ 
man,  13  M.  &  W.  238)."    In  that  case  the  owners 
of  cargo  only  stood  by,  and  did  not  prevent  a 
sale ;  here  they  have  promoted  the  sale.    In  The 
Teuionia  {ante,  vol.  1.  p.  214;  L.  Rep.  4  P.  0.  171 ; 
26  L.  T.  Rep.  N.    S.  48),  the  principle  of  The 
Soblomafen    is    upheld.     The    gronnd  of  tbeir 
opposition  is  that  the  cargo  will  be  destroyed  by 
waiting,  and  hence  they  claim  the  right  to  sell  it ; 
we  are  entitled  either  to  carry  it  on,  or  if  they 
prevent  us  we  may  claim  full  freight.    [Sir  B. 
Phillimobe. — ^The  cargo  has  been  damaged  by  an 
accident,  and  is  in  course  of  deterioration.    Haye 
not  the  owners  a  right  to  sell  it  here  P]]    Subject 
to  our  right  to  carry  on  or  get  full  freight.     [Sir 
R.  Philuhore. — Even  if  it  should  be  destroyed 
by  the  delay  would  you  claim  a  right  to  carry 
on  P]    No,  it  is  our  duty  to  take  means  to  pre- 
serve it,  and  we  should  be  bound  to  dry  it  before 
carrying    it    on:    {Notara   v.    Henderson,  anie, 
vol.  L  p.  278 ;  L.  Rep.  7  Q.  B.  225 ;  26  L.  T.  Bep. 
N.  S.  442 )    We  are  entitled  to  our  freight  ;   if 
we  are  not  paid  it  we  may  carry  on  subject  only 
to  a  cross  action  in  case  we  thereby  damage  the 
cargo.    [Sir  R.  Philumore. — ^What  is  the  legal 
consequence  of  obtaining  from  the  court  an  order 
for  the  sale  of  the  cargo.    Does  it  not  oblige  tbe 
owners  to  pay  either  full  or  pro  raid  freigbt  P] 
The  sale  took  place  on  the  motion  of  the  salvors 
made  at  the  request  of  the  owners  of  cargo.     [Sir 
R.  Phillimobb. — ^That  seems  to  be  an  acceptance 
of  the  cargo  short  of  its  destination,  and  if  so, 
the  shipowners  are  entitled  to  pro  ratd  freight.] 
That  is  the  case  only  when  the  shipowners  consent 
to  deliver  the  cargo  short  of  its  destination ;  bere» 
however,  thev  have  never  abandoned  their  ri|;bt  to 
carry  on  and  claim  full  freight.    The  owners  of 
cargo  are  not  entitled  to  take  it  out  of  the  sbip- 
owners'  hands  as  long  as  they  are  willing  to  carry 
it  on.    Pro  raid  freight  is  due  only  when  two  con- 
ditions are  fulfilled ;  first,  when  there  is  a  volun- 
tary acceptance  of  the  cargo  by  the  owners   of 
cargo ;  secondly,  when  there  is  a  consent  of  the 
shipowner  to  deliver  short  of  the  agreed  desti- 
nation : 

Vlierhoom  v.  Chapman,  13  M.  &  W.  230 ; 
Tindall  v.  Taylor,  4  £.  &  B.  217. 

In  effect  the  contract  can  only  be  dissolved  by  tbe 
consent  of  both  parties,  and  if  the  owners  of 
cargo  think  fit  to  take  the  cargo  here  without  the 
consent  of  the  shipowners,  they  must  perform 
tbeir  part  of  the  contract  by  paying  tbe  wbole 
freight.  The  fact  that  the  ship  was  abandoned 
does  not  take  away  tbe  shipowners'  claim  to  freight. 
An  abandonment  is  not  a  total  loss,  and  does  not 
dispossess  the  owners  of  their  property  or  ri^bts» 
the  legal  possession  of  the  ship  and  cargo  remains 
in  the  owners,  the  salvors  being  their  agents 
only: 

Thomely  t.  Hebson,  2  B.  &  Aid.  513. 

E,  G.  Olarhaon  for  the  salvors. — In  so  far  as  the 
motion  affects  the  salvors  as  to  costs,  1  oppose  it. 
But  it  is  to  the  salvor's  interest  to  establish  the 
claim  for  freight.  The  shipov^ner  did  not  by  the 
desertion  of  his  crew  lose  his  lien  on  the  cargo,  and 
bis  contract  still  remains.  The  ship  having  been 
arrested  by  the  salvors,  the  shipowner  does  all  he 
can  to  recover  possession  by  entering  an  appear- 
ance, and  the  arrest  of  the  oonrt  is  only  for  the 
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]raipoee  of  protecting  the  salyor's  lien,  and  does 
not  deprive  the  owner  of  his  right  of  property. 
Tlijs  coart  has  given  salvage  reward  in  respect  of 
freight  in  many  cases  of  derelict  ships,  and  if  the 
owners  of  cargo  are  right  here  the  coart  has 
always  been  in  error.  This  is  not  a  question  of 
hen,  it  is  a  qaestion  whether  the  shipowners  can 
or  cannot  lalnl  their  contract.  If  they  can  they  are 
entitled  to  do  so  or  to  recover  their  freight  Hence 
it  oomee  to  be  a  qnestion  of  whether  the  conrt  will 
order  a  sale,  and  oat  of  the  proceeds  thereof  the 
payment  of  freight  or  a  delivery  np  of  the  carfl^o 
to  the  shipowners}  on  their  giving  bail,  in  order  to 
enable  them  to  complete  their  contract.  [Sir  B. 
FHiLLmoBB. — lam  strongly  of  opinion  that  I  ought 
to  order  a  sale.]  Then  will  the  conrt  allow  the 
OMTgo  to  be  sold  and  snbseqnently  released  without 
payment  of  freight  P  [Sir  E.  Philumobe.— That 
mvol?es  the  oneetionof  whether  any  freight  is  dae 
open  cargo  wnich  is  so  damaged  that  it  cannot  be 
earned  on  wilhont  serions  injary,  and  which  is  in 
oooseqnence  stopped  and  sold  here  P]— As  that  is 
OMsed  by  the  acts  of  the  owners  of  cargo,  freight 
if  recoverable. 

W.  O.  F,  PhUlimore  for  the  owners  of  cargo. — 
The  ship  was  found  derelict  and  brought  into  port 
and  arrested  by  salvors.  She  has  been  unloaded 
md  there  is  now  no  cargo  on  board.  Are  the  ship* 
owners  still  in  possession  of  the  ship  and  cargo  so  as 
to  entitle  them  to  freight  P  The  reial  qaestion  here 
toms  upon  the  qaestion  of  lien.  So  long  as  the 
oirgo  remains  in  the  possession  of  the  shipowner, 
the  owners  of  cam)  cannot  touch  it  without  the 
payment  of  the  rail  freight,  by  reason  of  the  lien 
which  the  shipowner  has  in  respect  of  that  freight. 
Here,  however,  the  lien  is  gone  by  the  abandon- 
ment of  the  owner,  and  by  the  snbstitntion  of  the 
sdvor.  The  ship  and  cargo  are  now  in  the  posses- 
son  of  thocourt  holding  for  the  salvor.  [Sir  B.  Phil- 
UMOBE. — The  marBhalltells  me  that  the  shipowner 
WIS  a  consenting  party  to  the  nnli?ery  of  the 
Guga  This  may  be  important  in  considering 
whether  he  preserved  his  hen,  or  whether  he  can 
claim  full  or  only  pro  raid  freight  ]  It  is  clear 
from  the  affidavits  that  the  cargo  ought  to  be  sold 
at  once,  in  consequence  of  its  rapid  deterioration. 
Here  the  cargo  was  so  damaged  that  it  could  net 
be  carried  on  without  drying  it.  Before  any  right 
to  freight  accrues  to  the  shipowner  it  is  his  duty 
to  take  the  cargo  out  and  dry  it,  and  carry  it 
CD  to  its  destination  :  (Notara  v.  Henderson,  ante, 
vol  1,  p.  27;  L.  Rep.  7  Q.  B.  225;  26  L.  T. 
Bep.  N.  8.  442.)  That  case  decides  that  a 
master  has  no  right  to  carry  on  a  cargo  in  a 
damaged  condition  for  the  purpose  of  earning 
freight.  His  duty  may  be  to  sell  it,  or  other- 
wise deal  with  it,  even  if  he  thereby  lose  his 
chance  of  earning  freight.  This  doctrine  obviously 
arises  out  of  the  decision  of  Lord  Stowell  in  The 
ChratUudine  (3  0.  Bob.  240),  on  the  duties  of  a 
master.  [Sir  B.  Phillimobe. — But  that  does  not 
afieot  the  right  to  pro  raid  freight.  There  can  be 
no  doobt  as  to  a  master's  power  to  sell.]  In 
Notara  v.  Henderson  (ubi  sup.)  it  is  laid  down  that 
no  right  to  pro  raid  freight  can  arise  without  a 
oompromise  between  the  parties.  [Sir  B.  Philli- 
HOBB. — Do  not  the  circumstances  of  this  case  show 
that  there  was  a  compromise  here,  by  the  unloading 
at  Dover  and  sale  of  the  cargo  at  the  request  of  the 
owners  of  cargo]  No  such  inference  of  fact  can 
be  drawn  here,  because  the  respecti?e  owners  of 
ship  and  cargo  are  at  complete  issue  as  to  what 
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should  be  done  with  the  cargo.  The  abandonment 
of  the  ship  was  a  loss  of  lien  on  the  cargo ;  she  was 
left,  as  her  crew  say,  to  save  life,  but  was  after- 
wards brought  into  safety  by  salvors.  The  presump- 
tion is  that  there  was  neglect  of  duty  on  the  pait 
of  her  master.  Hence  it  is  clear  that  there  was  an 
absolute  surrendering  on  the  part  of  the  ship- 
owners, through  their  agent,  of  all  intention  of 
completing  the  contract  and  of  all  rights  of 
lien. 

Aspland  in  reply.  Neither  the  court  nor  the 
salvors  have  the  legal  possession  of  the  ship  and 
cargo.  The  salvors  are  in  the  position  of  le^j^l 
agents,  having  a  lien  upon  it,  and  the  court  aids 
them  to  retain  that  lien.  But  the  salvors'  posses- 
sion, subject  to  their  lien,  is  the  possession  of  the 
owners :  {Thornely  v.  Hehson  2  B,  &  Aid.  513). 
They  hold  for  the  benefit  of  themselves  and  the 
owners,  the  legal  possession  remaining  in  the 
owners.  The  shipowners  have  never  abandoned 
their  lien.  An  abandonment  of  a  ship  is  not  a 
refusal  to  complete  the  contract  which  she  is  then 
bound  to  perform,  but  rather  a  confession  of 
inability  to  complete  at  the  time,  with  a  reserva- 
tion of  the  right  of  so  doing,  if  other  persons 
should  succeed  in  getting  the  ship  to  a  place  of 
safety.  There  is  no  intention  on  the  part  of  the 
shipowners  to  take  this  cargo  on  to  Bremen  in  its 
damaged  condition ;  they  propose  to  dry  it  first, 
and  so  perform  their  duty  as  carriers.  Notara  v. 
Henderson  (ubi  sup.}  is  a  strong  authority  that  the 
owners  of  cargo  cannot  claim  to  take  the  cargo 
out  of  our  possession  without  the  payment  of  full 
freight. 

Sir  B.  Philliicobe.— I  think  that  the  dntgr  of 
the  court  in  the  present  stage  of  the  case  is  clear. 
The  evidence  presented  to  me  to-day  establishes 
that  this  cargo  is  fast  deteriorating  through  the 
damage  it  has  sustained  by  salt  water,  and  that  it 
is  for  the  advantage  of  all  parties  that  a  sale  should 
take  place  at  once.  One  thing  alone  is  sufficient 
to  induce  me  to  make  this  order  of  sale,  and  that 
is,  the  owners  of  the  cargo  have  expressed  their 
wish  for  the  sale  in  order  that  further  deteriora- 
tion may  be  prevented.  And,  as  I  understand  the 
matter,  the  owners  of  the  cargo  press  for  this  sale 
even  if  it  should  turn  out  that  thejr  are  bound  to 
pay  freight  for  the  cargo  whether  in  full  or  pro 
ratd.  Hence  I  must  order  the  sale  to  take  place, 
and,  for  that  purpose,  that  the  goods  be  removed 
to  London.  As  to  the  other  question,  I  shall  at 
present  express  no  opinion.  The  matter  will  so 
rest  that  the  shipowners  can  apply  at  a  later  stage 
of  the  case  for  the  payment  to  them  of  their  freight, 
and  the  question  can  then  be  raised  in  a  more 
formal  manner  on  petition,  so  that  not  only  my 
opinion  can  be  taken  but  also  that  of  the  court  of 
appeal.  That  seems  to  me  to  be  the  right  way  to 
deal  with  the  question  of  law,  wnich  is  one  of  con- 
siderable importance  and  difficulty.  As  the  pro- 
ceeds of  the  sale  of  the  cargo  will  be  paid  into 
court,  the  shipowners  will  have  full  security  for 
their  claim  for  freight  if  it  should  turn  out  that 
they  are  entitled  to  it. 

Ma/y  5. — The  case  again  came  before  the  court 
on  motion  on  behalf  of  salvors  to  reject  an  answer 
filed  by  the  defendants. 

Subsequently  to  the  above  proceedings  the  two 
causes  (Nos.  6733  and  6740)  were  consolidated  and 
another  cause  (No.  6769)  was  instituted  on  behalf 
of  the  owners,  master,  and  crew  of  the  French 
lugger  8t.  Claire,  and  pleadings  were  filed. 
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The  petition  in  the  consolidated  caases  (Nos. 
6733  and  6740)  alleged  that  the  English  Ingfirers  on 
25th  Jan.  lef  d  Hastings  to  fish ;  that  the  Ocean 
Eanger  when  about  eighteen  miles  to  the  south- 
ward  of  Hastings,  sighted  a  vessel  in  distress  and 
made  towards  her ;  she  proved  to  be  the  Kathleen ; 
when  the  Ocean  Manger  got  ap  to  the  Kathleen  it 
was  found  that  she  had  been  in  collision  with  some 
other  vessel,  and  that  she  had  a  large  hole  in  her 
port  bow,  extending  below  the  water  line,  and 
that  her  sails  and  rigging  were  much  damaged ; 
the  Kathleen  had  been  abandoned  by  her  master 
and  crew,  but  when  the  Ocean  Banger  got  up  to 
her  a  French  fishing  boat,  which  proved  to  be  the 
8t.  Claire,  of  Boulogne,  was  lashed  alongside  the 
Kathleen;  the  OcSan  Banger  made  fast  to  the 
French  boat,  and  three  of  her  crew  got  on  board 
the  Kathleen,  The  French  boat  had  on  board  a 
quantity  of  sails,  provisions,  and  several  coils  of 
rope,  including  the  hawsers  and  a  quantity  of 
running  gear  and  blocks,  evidently  taken  from  the 
Kathleen.  When  the  three  men  from  the  Ocean 
Ba>nger  got  on  board  the  Kathleen  they  found  some 
of  the  crew  of  the  French  boat  engaged  in  getting 
some  spare  sails  out  of  the  sail  rooms,  and  putting 
them  on  board  the  French  boat,  whilst  others  were 
cutting  away  thermming  gear  of  the  KcUhleen  and 
getting  it  on  board  their  boat.  The  crew  of  the 
French  boat  had  stripped  the  cabin  of  the  Kathleen 
of  everything,  even  to  the  cabin  stove,  and  they 
also  took  away  the  ship's  compass,  leavins:  her 
without  any  compass.  After  the  lapse  of  about 
an  Lour,  the  Black  Bess  arrived,  and  after  she 
arrived  some  of  the  Frenchmen  cut  away  the 
spanker  of  the  KaihUen,  and  took  it  away  and  put 
it  into  their  boat,  whilst  others  were  cutting  away 
the  guys  and  braces,  which  they  also  piit  into 
their  boat.  The  other  Hastings  lugger  then 
arrived,  and  the  Mary  Ann  was  sent  for  a  tug, 
but  could  not  find  one  until  she  got  to  Dover;  the 
master  of  the  Elizabeth  asked  the  assistance  of 
the  Frenchmen  in  saving  the  ship,  but  it  was 
refused ;  the  Frenchmen  took  one  of  the  pins  out 
of  the  wheel  and  tried  to  unship  it,  but  were 
stopped  by  the  crews  of  the  English  luggers ;  the 
Frenchmen,  having  laden  their  boat  with  tackle 
and  articles  belonging  to  the  Kathleen,  left  her, 
and  took  with  them  the  small  boat  of  the  Kathleen  ; 
they  were  asked  to  leave  the  small  boat,  but 
refused.  When  the  Frenchmen  left,  the  English 
crews  were  obliged,  in  consequence  of  the  braces 
having  been  cut,  to  attempt  to  steady  the  sails 
that  were  standing  by  means  of  ropes,  and  it  was 
with  great  difficulty  that  ropes  could  be  got,  so 
completely  had  the  Frenchmen  stripped  the  ship. 
The  petition  then  went  on  to  allege  that  the 
English  luggers  towed  the  ship  through  an 
increasing  sea  for  some  distance,  with  much  risk, 
and  ultimately,  with  the  assistance  of  the  tug 
Pahnerston,  of  Dover,  she  was  beached  under  the 
lee  of  the  Admiralty  Pier  at  Dover,  where  her 
damage  was  partially  repaired  and  some  of  her 
tackle  landed ;  she  was  then  taken  to  a  place  be- 
tween the  piers  at  Dover,  and  some  of  her  cargo 
discharged,  so  as  to  lighten  her  and  let  her  get 
alongside  the  pier  for  final  discharge,  which  she 
eventually  did.  It  was  further  alleged  the  master 
and  crew  of  the  French  vessel  had  no  intention  of 
saving  the  Kathleen,  and  that  she  was  saved  by  the 
exertions  of  the  pkdntiffs  alone,  for  which  they 
claimed  reward. 

The  petition  filed  in  the  other  cause  (No.  6769) 


alleged  that  the  8t,  Claire  was  a  French  lugger, 
manned  by  six  hands,  all  told ;  that  she  sighted  the 
Kathleen  on  the  morning  of  the  25th  Jan.,  about 
twenty  miles  N.N.W.  of  Etaples,  on  the  coast  of 
France ;  that  the  Kathleen  then  had  a  signal  of 
distress  flying,  and  that  her  people  seemed  to  be 
passing  to  and  from  between  the  Kathleen  and 
another  large  vessel  not  far  from  her ;  the  crew  of 
the  St.  Claire  hoisted  a  signal  to  know  if  assistance 
was  wanted,  but  got  no  answer;  soon  after  thesignal 
of  distress  was  hauled  down  and  the  third  vessel 
went  away ;  the  crew  of  the  8t.  Claire  then  boarded 
the  Kathleen  and  found  her  deserted  and  injured 
by  collision.  The  cargo  being  light,  there  was  no 
danger  of  the  vessel  sinking  so  long  as  the  deck 
did  not  give  way ;  but  as  the  water  was  rising  in 
the  hold,  it  was  deemed  expedient  to  remove  the 
sails  and  other  perishable  stores  to  a  place  of 
safety.  The  master  of  the  St  Claire,  therefore, 
with  the  assistance  of  one  of  his  men,  proceeded  to 
pass  such  perishable  stores  as  were  portable  into 
the  lugger.  They  then  got  the  mainsail  of  the 
Kathleen  (which  was  partly  set)  round,  and  hoisted 
a  stay  sail  between  the  stump  of  her  foremast  and 
her  mainmast,  so  as  to  be  able  to  steer  her,  and 
having  taken  on  board  one  of  the  trawling  warps 
of  the  St.  Claire,  they  made  it  fast  and  got  eveiy* 
thing  ready  to  tow  the  Kathleen  to  Boulogne-sor 
Mer.  The  weather  was  almost  calm,  and  the  crew 
of  the  St.  Claire  waited  for  a  breeze  to  spring  up. 
Towards  evening  the  wind  freshened,  blowing 
from  the  N.W.,  and,  with  the  assistance  of  the  St. 
Claire,  the  Kathleen  began  to  slowly  move  towards 
Boulogne,  and  as  the  wind  continued  a  fair  breeze, 
she  would  in  all  probability  have  arrived  there 
without  difficulty  or  further  assistance  about  the 
time  of  high  water  but  for  the  events  following : 
About  an  hour  before  sunset  an  English  fishing 
boat  came  alongside,  and  about  three-quarters  of 
an  hour  after  she  came  up  six  or  more  English 
fishing  boats  came  up,  and  about  twenty  fisher- 
men ^om  them  *  boarded  the  Kathleen  and  pushed 
the  master  of  the  St.  Claire  and  the  man  who  was 
assisting  him  in  the  navigation  of  the  KcUhleen 
away  from  their  work,  and  threatened  to  throw 
them  overboard,  and  otherwise  illused  them  and 
put  them  in  terror.  The  men  from  the  English 
boats  cast  off  the  tow  rope  from  the  St.  Claire,  ejid 
forcibly  took  possession  of  the  Kathle^^.  The 
master  of  the  St  Claire,  seeing  that  it  was  impos- 
sible to  retain  possession  against  the  numbers  on 
board,  left  the  Kaihleen,  under  protest,  with  the 
man  who  had  been  assisting  him,  and  returned  on 
board  the  jS^  Claire,  where  he  held  a  consultation 
with  his  crew.  The  English  fishermen  turned 
the  head  of  the  Kathleen  towards  the  English 
coast,  and  the  master  and  crew  of  the  St  Claire 
finding  that  they  could  do  nothinvr  further  pro- 
ceeded at  once  to  Boulogne.  Immediately  on  their 
arrival  at  Boulogne-sur-A£er,  the  master  of  the  8t 
Claire  delivered  the  goods  and  stores  saved  from 
the  Kathleen,  which  were  on  board  the  lugser,  to 
the  proper  authorities,  and  gave  information  of 
the  circumstances  before  stated.  The  Kathleen 
was  taken  to  Dover  by  the  English  fishermen,  and 
the  master  and  two  of  the  crew  of  the  iS'^  Claire 
followed  her  there.  The  petition  further  alleged 
that  at  the  time  the  crew  of  the  St,  Claire  was 
dispossessed  there  was  a  fair  wind  for  Boulogne, 
which  was  easier  of  access  than  any  port  on 
the  English  coast,  and  they  could  easUy  have 
taken  the  Kathleen  into  Boulogne,  and  were  in 
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the  Mi  of  80  doing ;  that  by  the  wrongfai  aot  of 
the  EDglish  fishermen  the  Kathleen  and  the  cargo 
were  sobjected  to  greater  risk  and  expense,  and 
that  if  the  service  had  been  completed  by  the 
crew  of  the  St.  Claire  they  would  have  effected  a 
mneh  better  salvage  than  that  which  was  effected ; 
and  that  the  owners,  masters,  and  crews  of  the 
English  fishing  boats  had  by  their  misoondnct  and 
vioienoe  forfeited  any  claim  they  otherwise  might 
have  had  for  salvage  services,  and  nnder  the  cir- 
CQmstances  before  mentioned  the  plaintiffs  were 
entitled  to  recover  saoh  salvage  reward  as  they 
would  have  been  entitled  to  if  the  Kaihleen  and 
her  cargo  had  been  salved  by  their  unassisted 
serviees.* 

To  the  petition  in  causes  No.  6733  and  6740,  the 
defendants,  owners  of  ship  and  cargo,  filed  an 
ttiBwer  alleging  that  the  Kathleen  came  into  col- 
lision with  another  vessel,  snstained  the  damage 
stated  in  the  petition,  and  that  on  the  morning  of 
the  25th  Jan.  the  crew  of  tbe  Kathleen  were  taken 
on  board  the  other  vessel  and  taken  to  Deal; 
before  losing  sight  of  the  KaMeen  her  crew  saw 
the  French  lugger  8t,  Claire  approach  the  Kath- 
leen, and  the  crew  board  her.  The  statements  in 
the  petition  were  not  admitted  to  be  true,  save 
as  appeared  in  the  answer.  The  Kathleen  was 
hronght  into  Dover  as  in  the  petition  alleged,  bat 
of  what  oocurred  on  board  of  or  in  relation  to 
the  Kaihleen  from  the  time  when  those  on  board 
the  MaUowdale  loet  sight  of  her  until  she  was 
brooght  off  Dover  the  defendants  had  no  know* 
ledge.  The  answer  then  stated  that  a  cause  of 
salvage  No.  6769  had  been  instituted,  and  was 
tiien  pending  in  this  honourable  court  on  behalf  of 
the  owners,  master  and  crew  of  the  lugger  8t.  Clavre, 
against  the  Kathleen  and  her  cargo  and  freight, 
and  against  the  defendants  intervening,  and  in 
the  petition  filed  in  the  said  suit  it  was  fdleged 
on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff  therein,  that  upon  some 
of  them  going  on  board  the  KaMeen  they 
intended  and  prepared  to  tow  her,  and  were  in  the 
act  of  towing  her  to  Bonlogce*sur-Mer,  and  would 
in  all  probability  have  taken  her  to  Boulogne 
without  difficulty,  but  that  about  twenty  English 
fishermen,  &c.  [The  answer  then  set  ouc  the 
statements  in  the  petition  in  cause  No.  6769, 
which  are  marked  above  within  asterisks  thus*,  and 
then  continued.}  '*  For  the  purpose  of  this  answer, 
(but  not  further  or  otherwise,  the  defendants 
hetein  being  necessarily  ignorant  of  the  actual 
&ct8),  the  defendants  herein  adopt  the  several 
aUegations  in  the  said  petition  on  behalf  of  the 
8t.  Claire  contained,  and  say  that  the  same  are 
respectivelv  true."  The  answer  further  alleged 
tha^  the  beaching  of  the  KcUhleen  after  her 
anival  at  Dover  was  against  the  remonstrances  of 
the  master,  and  was  an  improper  proceeding, 
eansing  unnecessary  damage  to  the  cargo.  The 
answer  concluded  by  praying  the  judge  to  deter- 
mine whether  either  and  which  of  the  conflicting 
aUegations  and  claims  made  on  behsJf  of  the 
plamtiff  and  the  owners,  master,  and  crew  of  the 
ot.  Claire  are  in  whole  or  in  part  well  founded, 
and  in  case  he  shall  find  anything  due  to  the 
plaintiff  to  pronounce  such  a  moderate  sum  to  be 
doe,  &0, 

To  the  petition  in  cause  No.  6769  the  defendant 
filed  an  answer  which  commenced  with  similar 
admissions  and  denials  as  the  answer  in  the  other 
cause,  and  oontinued  as  follows : 

3.  A  oaase  of  salvage  has  been  institated,  and  is  now 


pendmg  in  the  Consolidated  Causa  No.  6783  and  6740, 
m  tluB  honourable  court  on  behalf  of  the  ownf^rs,  masters, 
and  oreirs  of  the  vessels  William  a/nd  Mary,  Ocean 
Ranger f  Mary  Ann,  Four  Sisters,  8arah  Elizahem,  Black 
Bess,  and  Stornaway,  and  on  behalf  of  the  owners, 
master  and  oiew  of  the  steam  tag  Falmerstcn  against 
the  barqae  Kaihleen,  her  tackle,  apparel,  and  fnrnitaze^ 
and  the  cargo  now  or  lately  laden  therein  and  the  freight 
dne  in  respect  of  such  cargo,  and  against  the  defendants^ 
and  on  the  petition  filed  in  the  said  suit  it  is  alleged  on 
behalf  of  the  plaintiffs  therein  that  some  of  them  went 
on  board  the  Kathleen  and  fonnd  the  Frenchmen  (mean* 
ing  the  crew  of  the  St.  Claire)  engaged  in  stripping  the 
Kathleen  of  its  sails,  ronnio^  ^^^  cabin  fnroitnre,  and 
compass,  with  which  they  sailed  off  in  their  boat  taking 
with  them  also  the  small  boat  of  the  Kathleen.  That  the 
master  of  the  Sarah  Elisiaheth  asked  one  of  the  plaintiffs- 
if  they  (tiie  Frenchmen)  woold  assist  in  saving  the 
Kathleen,  but  he  rinsed  to  do  se;  that  at  the  time  when 
the  said  Englishmen  went  to  the  assistance  of  the  Kath" 
leen  the  master  and  crew  of  tbe  St,  Claire  were  not 
attempting  and  did  not  intend  to  attempt  to  save  her, 
and  they  subsequently  refused  to  jmn  the  English  crew  in 
their  attempt  to  save  her,  and  that  by  the  servioes  of  the 
phuntiffB  therein  the  K<UMeen  and  her  cargo  were  saved 
from  total  loss,  for  which  seirices  the  said  plaintiffs 
claim  fall  salvage  reward. 

4.  For  the  purposes  of  this  answer  (bat  not  farther 
or  otherwise,  the  defendants  being  necessarily  ignorant 
of  the  actual  facts)  the  defendants  herein  adopt  the 
aUeffatlons  in  the  said  petition  on  behalf  of  the  said 
En^ish  boats  contained,  and  aver  that  the  same  are  xsr 
spectively  trae. 

The  answer  oonduded  by  praying  the  judge  "  to 
determine  whether  either  and  which  of  the  con- 
flicting allegations  and  claims  made  on  behalf 
of  the  plaintiffs,  and  of  the  owners,  masters,  and 
crews  of  the  said  English  boats  and  steam  tugs, 
are  in  whole  or  in  part  well  founded,"  and  in  case 
he  should  find  any,  to  be  due  to  the  plaintiffs  for 
their  alleged  services,  to  pronounce  such  a  mode<» 
rate  sum  to  be  due,  &o. 

To  the  answer  in  the  consolidated  causes,  Noe. 
6733  and  6740,  no  objection  was  taken  by  the 
plaintiffs  in  that  cause,  and  the  plaintiffs  filed  a 
oonolnsion  denying  the  allegations  set  forth  in  the 
answer  as  being  contained  in  the  petition  in  cause 
No.  6769,  and  also  the  other  allegations  of  the 
answer. 

To  the  answer  in  cause  No.  6769  the  plaintiffs 
in  that  cause  objected,  and  gave  notice  that  thev 
should  move  the  judge  to  reject  the  3rd  and  4tQ 
articles  of  that  answer,  upon  the  gpronnds  that  the 
same  were  impertinent  and  embarrassing,  and 
contained  matters  of  hearsay,  and  referred  to 
pleadings  in  another  cause,  and  to  condemn  the 
defendants  in  the  coets  of  the  motion. 

O.  Brtiee  for  the  owners,  master,  and  crew  of  the 
French  lugger  St,  Claire,  plaintiff  in  cause  No.  6769* 
— ^The  pleading  is  bad.  It  should  either  definitely 
allege  misconduct  or  omit  it  altogether.  As  the 
allegation  of  misconduct  stands  at  present  it 
depends  rather  upon  the  question  whether  the 
plaintiffs  in  the  other  cause  pursue  their  claim  than 
upon  the  actual  fact.  The  defendants  must 
allege  such  facts  as  we  can  answer.  To  leave  our 
misconduct  dependent  upon  allegations  of  a  peti- 
tion filed  by  rival  salvors  is  emfa^rassing. 

Butt,  (^0.  and  Atn^land,  for  the  defendants 
(the  owners  of  the  Kaihlemi),  coniro*— 'The  ship 
having  been  abandoned,  the  defendants'  only 
means  of  knowledge  of  the  facts  are  the  allega- 
tions made  by  the  plaintiffs.  These  allegations 
would  be  a  good  answer  if  they  alleged  the  mis- 
conduct directly,  but  as  the  defendants  are  un- 
willing to  allege  misconduct,  except  where  it  has 
actually  taken  plac^  they  could  only  allege  what 
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ifaey  beard  from  the  other  plaintiffs,  leaving  it  to 
the  rival  salvors  to  prove  or  disprove  their  re- 
■peotive  statements.  This  form  of  pleading  is 
necessitated  by  the  want  of  interpleader  issues  in 
this  conrt.  It  is  impossible  for  tne  defendants  to 
decide  whose  is  the  miscondact,  and  to  charge 
misoondnct  directly  without  the  means  of  proving 
it,  is  contrary  to  the  practice  of  this  conrt. 

W,  G,  F.  PhiUimore  for  the  defendants  (the 
owners  of  the  cargo  of  the  Kathleen),  against  the 
motion. — ^Tbe  pleading  must  be  read  as  if  for  the 
purposes  of  this  case  the  defendants  adopted  the 
allegations  of  the  other  plaintiffs'  petition,  and 
alleged  them  as  statements  of  their  own. 

Sir  B.  Philldcobi. — I  have  nothing  to  do  at 
present  with  other  pleading  in  other  cases ;  the 
only  question  which  I  have  to  decide  is  whether 
the  pleadings  in  the  present  case  are  in  proper  form 
Or  not.  Now  I  am  clearly  of  opinion  that  they  are 
not  in  proper  form.  The  defendants  must  either 
elect  to  leave  the  matter  on  the  statements  of  the 
salvors,  not  denying  their  statements,  but  pleading 
ignorance  of  the  real  state  of  facts,  and  to  let 
them  contest  the  right  to  recover,  or  they  mnst 
positively  and  directly  raise  the  question  of  their 
miscondnct  on  the  pleadings,  by  idlegtng  that 
misconduct  as  a  distinctive  allegation  made  by 
themselves,  the  defendants.  I  am  of  opinion  that 
this  is  an  improper  mode  of  pleading,  and  that  the 
two  articles  ol  the  answer  must  be  reformed.  Sach 
a  mode  of  pleading  is  wholly  without  precedent  in 
this  court. 

.  June  19,  20,  and  22.— -The  defendants  having 
amended  their  answer  in  cause  No.  6769,  ana 
alleged  the  misconduct  of  the  French  salvors  as  a 
substantive  fact,  not  adopting  the  statements  of 
the  English  fishermen,  but  giving  the  facts  as 
their  own  statements,  the  two  causes  came  on 
for  hearing  at  the  same  time;  the  two  sets  of 
salvors  were  separately  represented  by  counseLand 
the  owners  of  the  Kathleen  and  the  owners  of  her 
cargo  were  also  separately  represented.  Bvidenoe 
was  given  by  the  English  salvors  in  support  of 
their  petition,  and  by  the  French  salvors  in 
support  of  their  petition.  Coansel  for  the  de- 
fenaants  wished  to  cross-examine  the  plaintiff's 
witnesses  as  to  the  misconduct  alleged  in  the 
answer,  but  the  court  declined  to  allow  such  cross- 
examination,  on  the  ground  that  the  answers  filed 
in  the  causes  practically  contradicted  one  another, 
and  they  were  thereby  precluded  from  setting  up  in 
one  case  what  they  repudiated  in  the  other.  The 
effect  of  the  evidence  is  sufficiently  stated  in  the 
judgment. 

Dayt  Q.C.  and  Oainsford  Bruce  for  the  French 
salvors,  contended  that  their  clients  had  rendered 
meritorious  service. 

Oohen,  Q.O.  and  E.  0.  OlarJeeon,  for  the  English 
salvors. — If  a  salvor,  hoping  to  salve  property,  is 
utterly  incapable  of  so  doing,  he  cannot  recover 
reward  merely  because  he  remains  by  the  ship,  no 
success,  no  salvage  reward.  There  must  be  a 
willingness  to  assist  in  the  actual  service  which 
brings  the  property  into  safety.  The  French  crew 
were  not  willing  to  assist  in  bringing  the  ship  into 
Dover.  They  rest  their  claim  solely  on  being  dis- 
possessed by  the  English  crew.  There  was  no 
violent  dispossession,  there  having  been  no  inten- 
tion of  getting  the  ship  into  a  place  of  safety. 

Milward,  Q.O.  and  Aspland  for  the  owners  of 
the  Kathleient  contended  that  the  French  salvors 
had  rendered  no  service  entitling  them  to  reward,  i 


BuU,  Q.C.  {W.  G.  F.  PhiUimore  and  8tuhh$  with 
him),  contended  that  even  if  both  sets  of  salvors 
were  entitled  to  reward  they  ought  not  to  have 
more  than  if  one  set  only  were  entitled. 

Bay,  Q.C.  in  reply. 

Sir  B.  Phillivorb. — In  this  case  two  causes  of 
salvage  have  been  instituted,  the  one  by  the 
owners,  masters,  and  crews,  of  certain  Eoglifih 
luggers,  the  other  by  the  owners,  master,  and 
crew,  of  the  French  lugger  8t.  Claire,  Before 
going  into  the  case  it  is  necessary  that  I  should 
refer  to  the  pleadings,  and  the  effect  they  hvn 
had  upon  the  cross  examination  of  the  plaintiff's 
witnesses  by  the  defendants,  and  the  ruling  of  the 
court  thereon.  For  this  purpose  I  must  look  at 
the  pleadings,  and  examine  the  dates  on  whioh 
they  were  filed.  The  petition  of  the  French 
salvors  is  dated  2nd  March  1874.  and  that  of  the 
English  salvors  11th  March  1874.  The  answer, 
filed  on  behalf  of  the  barque,  and  adopted  by  the 
owners  of  her  cargo,  was  not  filed  until  Uth 
April.  Consequently  the  defendants  had  both 
petitions  before  them  when  drawing  their  answers. 
Ill  the  answer  to  the  petition  of  the  English 
salvors  the  defendants  nave  adopted  the  allega- 
tions of  misconduct  made  in  the  petition  of  the 
French  salvors  "  for  the  purposes  of  their  answer 
and  not  otherwise."  In  their  answer  to  the  French 
salvors*  petition  they  have  absolutely  adopted  the 
allegations  oi  misconduct  made  against  the  French- 
men in  the  English  salvors'  petition.  In  this  state 
of  the  pleadings — a  novelty  in  this  court,  as  one 
answer  absolutely  contradicts  the  ether,  although 
there  is  practically  only  one  cause,  and  not  two, 
before  the  court — the  court  was  of  opinion  that 
counsel  for  the  owners  of  the  barque,  and  her 
cargo  were  not  at  liberty  to  cross-examine  the 
witnesses  produced  on  behalf  of  the  French 
salvors,  because,  having  adopted  their  statements 
for  one  purpose,  they  cannot  use  them  to  contra- 
dict those  witnesses  for  another  purpose.  To  that 
ruling  the  court  adheres  after  considerable  refleo« 
tion.  Now  the  vessel  and  the  cargo  to  which 
this  service  was  rendered  was  a  derelict,  which  had 
come  into  collision  with  the  ship  MaUowdaie  on 
24th  Jan.  The  MaUowdaie  has  been  pronounced 
to  blame  for  that  collision  in  a  suit  in  this  coart 
brought  by  the  ownem  of  the  Kathleen  and  ber 
cargo.  I  advert  to  this  because  the  MaUcwdaU 
remained  all  night  with  the  Kathleen,  and  it  wis 
next  morning  thought  impossible  to  save  her;  she 
was,  therefore,  delit^rately  abandoned  and  deserted 
by  her  master  and  crew.  It  is  not,  therefore,  in 
the  power  of  the  owners  of  the  ship  and  cargo  to 
complain  of  hardship  in  having  to  pay  remunera- 
tion for  services  to  which  alone  they  are  indebted 
for  whatever  remained  of  their  property.  The 
value  of  the  salved  property,  ship  and  cargo^  is 
14,000Z.  There  is  no  doubt  as  to  some  of  the  facts 
here,  there  is  no  doubt  at  all  that  the  Freneh 
salvors  were  the  first  to  oome  up  to  the  Kathleeii, 
and  they  seem  to  hsve  reached  her  about  10  a.ni. 
on  25th  Jan.  It  is  of  importance  to  ascertain  the 
position  of  the  KaihUen  then,  was  she,  as  the 
Frenchmen  say,  eighteen  miles  from  Boulogne,  or 
was  she  fourteen  miles  from  Hastings,  as  the 
Englishmen  saidP  1  have  carefully  gone  through 
the  evidence  with  the  Elder  Brethren,  and  guided 
by  them,  and  looking  at  the  plaoe  of  ooUisioo,  I 
think  it  right  to  adopt  the  opinion  of  the  Elder 
Brethren,  namely,  that  the  ship  was  in  the  place 
where  she.was  put  by  the  English  sailors.    Per- 
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baps  neither  party  is  qatte  right,  bat  the  English 
tcooont  is  more  Dearly  aconrate.      The  coarse 
whioh  the  Frenohmen  admit  they  adopted  was, 
that,  thipking,  not  nnnatarally,  that  the  Kathleen 
would  sink,  they  proceeded  to  take  on  board  a 
onmber  of  things  which  they  afterwards  took  into 
Boalogne,  and  for  which  they  received  salTage 
ramnneration  according  to  the  French  Law.    It 
would  be  very  nnjaat  to  condemn  either  of  the 
sets  of   salvors  of  any  intention  of  plundering. 
The  trath  is,  that  both  parties,  thinking  that  it 
was  very  doabtfnl  whether  the  vessel  would  not 
•ink,  tbooght  it  expedient  to  ti^e  as  mach  ont  of 
her  as  they  oonld  before  they  proceeded  to  see  if 
she  could  be  saved  or  not.    The  French  sailors, 
having  laden  their  vessel  with  a  variety  of  articles 
then  proceeded  to  try   and  tow    the  Kathleen, 
Tbfif  got  a  hawser  on  board  for  the  purpose,  and, 
acooraing  to  their  own  account,  had  towed  her 
some  three  leagues  or  more  at  the  time  when  the 
English  sailors  came  up.     The  Englishmen  say 
that  the  Frenchmen  had  never  attempted  to  tow 
the  vessel  at  all,  but   were  simply  engaged  in 
cutting  away  sails  and  rigging  with  the  mtention 
of  carrying  away  as  much  as  they  could   and 
inaking  off  as  soon  as  possible  to  Boulogne.    The 
dffioulty  in  reconciling  the  evidence  of  the  two 
ndes  is  greatly  enhanced,  because  it  is  clear  that 
neither   party  understood    the  language  of  the 
other.     The  Englishmen  say  that  the  Frenchmen, 
sometime  after   leaving,   returned    and    offered 
to  aosiat  in    towing;  that  they    threw  out    a 
rope,  but  the  Englishmen  would  have  nothing  to 
do  with  them,  because  they  had  declined  their 
assistance  in  the  first  instance.     The  Frenchmen 
say  that  thev  were  towing  when  the  Englishmen 
came  up,  and  that  their  hawser  was  oast  off  by  the 
ktter,  and  that  they  were  willing  to  assist,  but 
they  said  nothing  about  returning.    It  appears  to 
yie  ooort  that  the  truth  lies  between  the  two  state- 
ments, and  that  the  Frenchmen  did  intend  to  take 
part  in  the  towing,  but  that  they  were,  rightly  or 
wrongly,  intimidated  by  the  acts  of  the  English* 
men,  in  consequence  of  the  mutual  ignoranoe  of 
each  other^s  languages.     I  do  not  mean  to  say 
that  the  Englishmen  used  any  actual  violence  to 
dispossess  the  Frenchmen ;  if  I  did  come  to  any 
anc^  conclusion  I  should  have  to  pronounce  that 
the  Englishmen  are  not  entitled  to  any  salvage 
reward.    1  think  it  desirable  that  I  should  state 
the  law  upon  this  point,  as  such  cases  may  arise 
again,  and  it  is  important  that  both  French  and 
English  fishermen  should  know  what  the  law  is. 
Lord  Stowell,  in  The  OUndenhail  (1  Dods.  414, 
416)) : — "  Those  who  have  obtained  possession  of  a 
ship  as  salvors  have  a  legal  interest,  which  cannot 
be  divested  before  adjudication  takes  place  in  a 
court  possessed  of  competent  authority ;  and  it  is 
not  for  the  king's  officers,  or  any  other  person  on 
the  ground  of  superior  authority,  to  ois possess 
thmn  without  canse.    Oases  may  certainly  exist  in 
which  the  interference  of  the  king's  officers  may 
be  not  only  justifiable,  but  even  laudable ;  they 
may  find  persons  in  possession  who  are  unfit,  from 
inexperience,  to  be  trusted  with  valuable  property, 
or  who  have  been  guilty  of  gross  misconduct, 
which  may  render  their  removal  proper  and  neces- 
■ary.    But  these  necessities  must  oe  made  appa- 
rent to  the  court ;  and  persons  taking  possession 
and  bringing  in  a  ship  under  such  circumstances 
most  understand  it  as  their  duty,  in  the  first  place, 
to  justify  themselves  for  the  steps  they  have  taken. 


.  .  .  The  court  is  asked  to  give  a  larger  sum,  on 
aooount  of   a  greater   number  of    salvors;   the 
owners,  therefore,  are  materially  interested  in  re- 
sisting the  additional  claim  which  has  been  set  up. 
The  merchants  ought  not  to  be  charged  with  a 
higher  rate  of  salvage  on  account  of  the  unneces- 
sary interference  of  the  second  salvors.  The  origi- 
nal salvors  are  likewise  interested  in  this  claim, 
for  it  must  operate  as  a  discouragement  to  salvors 
to  be  liable  to  be  turned  adrift*  and  baffled  by  an 
opposition  of  this  kind.  I  have  no  hesitation,  there* 
fore,  in  confirming  the  doctrine  I  have  over  and  over 
again  laid  down,  that  persons  dispossessing  origi- 
nal salvors  without  reasonable  cause  shall  receive 
DO  benefit  from  the  services  they  may  afterwards 
perform,  but  the  whole  reward  shall  go  to  those 
who  have  been  wrongfully  dispossessed.    Thoso 
who  are  wrongdoers  shall  take  no  advantage  from 
their  own  wrong.    The  exertions  they  may  use  in 
bringing  the  ship  shall  endure  not  to  their  own 
profib,   but  to  tne    profit  of   those  who  would 
otherwise  have  performed  the  service."      That 
is  Lord  Sto well's  judgment,  and  I  think  it  is  a 
very  cieaat  and  perfect  exposition  of  the  law.    But 
I  aoi  not  of  opinion  that  the  Englishmen  intended 
forcibly  to   dispossess  the    Frenchmen,  and    to 
prevent  them  from  taking  part  in  the  service.    I 
am  clearly  of  opinion  that  it  was  not  in  the  power 
of  the  French  logger  to  render  any  efficient  service 
by    herself;    nor  indeed    could  any    successful 
service  have  been  effected  without  the  assistance 
of  sieam  power;  but  I  do  think  that  the  French 
lugger  was    intending,  at  the    time  when  she 
thought  the  English  sailors  would  not  allow  her 
any  longer  to  perform  salvage  services,  to  tow  the 
vessel,  and  that  she  was  endeavouring  so  to  do> 
and  this  endeavour  I  shall  take  into  consideration 
in  awarding  salvage  reward.     It  is  difficult  to 
arrive  at  the  truth  of  these  statements,  but  taking 
the  probabilities  and  the  admitted  facts,  this  seems 
to  be  the  fairest  oondusion  at  which  I  can  arcive. 
There  can  be  no  doubt  that  the  Englishmen,  when 
they  had  taken  possession  of  the  ship  and  were 
engaged  in  towing  her,  behaved  well,  and  took  tile 
best  means  in  their  power  to  effect  their  object, 
and  showed  that  they  were  not  actuated  by  purely 
selfish  motives  in  sending  for  a  sceam  tug.    After 
consultation  with  the  Elder  Brethren,  I  am  of 
opinion    that  the    English  salvors    incurred  no 
danger  in  the  services  they  reuderedtothe  Kathleen, 
with  this  exception,  that  those  who  were  put  on 
board  the  barque  to  make  fast  the  tow  rope,  and 
who  remained  on  board  whilst  she  was  being 
towed  by  the  tog,  were  exposed  to  considerable 
danger,  and  are   therefore  entitled  to  a  hirger 
proportion  of  remuneration  than  the  others.    The 
English    fishing  boats    appear   to    have   towed 
the  barque  about  seventeen  miles  in  seventeen 
hours,  and  the    court    is  of  opinion    that   this 
was  a  very  meritorious  service,  as  it  brought  the 
Kathleen  so  much  nearer  the  tug.    It  has  been 
truly  said  that  according  to  the  evidence  in  the 
case,  it  was  very  imurobable  that  the  Kathleen 
would  have  been  saved  without  the  interference  ol 
steam  power ;  and  that  it  was  most  probable  that 
she  would  have  gone  ashore  at  Dnngeness  but  for 
the  assibtance  of  the  steam  tug.    But,  at  the  same 
time,  it  must   be  remembered  that  those    who 
brought  the  means  of  saving  the  ship  were  the 
English  boatmen,  and,  though  they  did  not  pos- 
sess sieam  power  themselves,  they  sent  lor  it,  and 
through  their  agency  the  ves6el  was  saved.     The 
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tug  itself  also  incurred  considerable  peril  whilst 
she  was  towing  the  Kathleen  in  oonseqaenoe  of  the 
disabled  condition  of  that  vessel.  It  only  now 
remains  to  state  the  conolasion  at  wbich  1  have 
arrived  as  to  the  amonnt  of  salvage  that  onght  to 
be  awarded.  The  valae  of  the  property  mast  be 
taken  at  14,0002.,  and  oat  of  this  I  award  to  the 
Palmerston  15002. ;  to  the  various  luggers,  seven 
in  nnmber,  17502.,  that  is  to  saj,  to  the  Stornoway, 
wbich  came  np  later,  I  award  200L,  to  the  Ocean 
Banger  I  award  3002.,  and  to  the  rest  of  the  Eng- 
lish luggers  2502.  each.  Then  I  shall  award  1002.  to 
the  French  salvors.  I  shall  only  give  one  set  of 
costs.  I  am  at  a  loss  to  understand  why  the 
salvors  could  not  ha\re  consolidated  their  suits 
and  have  proceeded  upon  one  set  of  pleadings. 

Clarkeon, — Then  a  difficulty  will  arise  as  to 
who  is  to  receive  the  costs  allowed. 

Sir  B.  Philumobb. — I  will  avoid  that  diffionlty 
by  awarding  a  sam  for  costs  namins  e^ensdrum ; 
to  the  English  salvors  2002.,  to  the  French  1002. 

July  14. — ^Tho  qaestion  of  the  liability  of  the 
owners  of  cargo  to  pay  freight  to  the  owners  of 
the  Kathleen  now  came  on  for  argument.  In 
accordance  with  the  direction  of  the  coart  a  peti- 
tion had  been  filed  by  the  shipowners  claiming  the 
payment  of  the  f  reieht  out  of  the  proceeds  of  the 
sale  of  the  cargo.    The  petition  was  as  follows : — 

1.  The  Kathleen  was  a  barqae  of  462  tons  (registered 
tonnaffe),  or  tbertrabonts,  and  December  in  1873,  wan  laden 
at  the  Port  of  Charleston,  in  the  United  States  of  America, 
with  a  cargo  consisting  of  1^0  bales  of  cotton,  under 
several  bills  of  lading,  whereby  the  same  was  to  be 
delivered  at  the  port  of  Bremen  (the  dangers  of  the  sea 
excepted)  under  the  order  of  the  several  shippers  or 
assigns,  he  or  they  paying  freight  for  the  said  cotton  at 
certain  rates  per  ponnd  of  invoice  weight  (amounting 
for  the  whole  of  the  said  cotton  to  the  sum  of 
20612. 168,  Id.)  and  primage  and  average  (amounting  to 
the  sum  of  (1042.  Is.  lOd.) 

2.  The  Kathleen  sailed  from  Charleston  with  the  said 
cargo  on  board,  and  was  proceeding  on  her  voyage  to 
Bremen  on  the  24th  Jan.  1874,  when  she  was  run  intu  in 
tiie  English  Channel,  off  Hastings,  by  the  ifal2ot(K2al«, 
an  iron  ship  of  about  1200  tons  (registcnred  tonnage), 
which  struck  her  on  the  port  bow,  cut  her  down,  and 
otherwise  did  great  damage  to  her.  For  this  collision 
the  Mallowdale  was  solely  to  blame. 

8.  On  the  morning  of  tbe  following  day  (the  25th  Jan.) 
the  master  and  crew  of  the  Kathleen  were  compelled  to 
leave  her  as  she  had  become  unmanageable,  and  were 
taken  on  board  the  MaUawdale,  (which  bad  remained  by 
the  Kathleen  during  the  night)  and  landed  at  Deal. 

4.  After  the  master  and  crew  of  the  Kathleen  bad  so 
left  her,  a  French  lugger,  the  8t.  Claire,  of  Boulogne, 
came  up  to  the  Kathleen^  and  some  of  the  crew  of  the 
8t.  Claire  went  on  board  the  Kaihleen,  and  remained 
there  until  after  a  number  of  fishing  boats  from 
Hastings  had  come  up,  and  the  men  from  the  said 
Hastings  boats  had  taken  charge  and  possession  of  the 
Kathleen. 

5.  Eventually  the  said  Hastings  men  with  the  assii- 
tance  of  a  lugtrer  from  Deal,  and  of  the  steam  tug  PaU 
enereton  from  Dover,  succeeded  in  bringing  the  Kathleen 
and  her  cargo  to  Dover,  where  she  arrived  on  the  27th 
Jan. 

6.  A  salvage  suit  (No.  6725)  to  which  the  owners  of  the 
Kathleen  duly  appeared,  but  which  has  since  been  aban- 
doned,  was  instituted  on  the  27th  Jan.  on  bebalf  of  the 
owners,  master,  and  crew  of  the  steam  tug  Palmereton 
against  tbe  Kathleen,  her  cargo  and  the  freight  due  in 
respect  thereof^  and  on  the  same  day  the  ship  and  cargo 
were  arrested  in  that  suit,  and  on  the  30th  Jan.  a  com- 
mission of  unlivery  issued  in  the  said  suit,  under  which 
the  said  cargo  was  unladen. 

7.  On  tbe  2nd  Feb.  the  salvage  suit  No.  6733  was  in. 
stituted  in  tbe  sum  of  80002.,  and  on  the  5th  Feb.  the 


cargo  then  lately  laden  thereon,  and  the  freight  due  in 
respect  thereof ;  and  the  ship  and  cargo  were  arrested 
in  the  said  suits  respectively.  The  said  two  last  last-men- 
tioned suits,  which  were  instituted  on  behalf  of  the  said 
English  boats  hereinbefore  mentioned  and  of  the  steam 
tog  Palmereton,  have  since  been  consolidated.  Asalvsge 
suit  (No.  6769)  was  also  instituted  on  the  28rd  Feb.  in  the 
sum  of  30002,  against  the  said  vessel,  her  cargo,  and  the 
freight  due  in  respect  thereof,  on  bebalf  of  the  owners, 
master,  and  crew  of  the  said  French  lugger  8t.  Claire ; 
and  ^e  Kathleen  and  her  cargo  have  been  arrested  in 
that  suit  also. 

8.  Appearances  were  entered  in  the  varions  tuits  hsre- 
inbefore  mentioned  bv  Meesrs.  Stokes,  Rannders.  and 
Stokes  who  were  duly  authorised  in  that  bebalf,  on 
behalf  of  all  the  owners  of  the  cargo  of  the  Kathleen. 
And  appearanoss  were  also  duly  entered  by  the  said 
William  Flux,  on  behalf  of  tbe  owners  of  the  Kathleen, 
to  the  said  last  mentioned  suits  respectively. 

9.  On  the  9th  Feb.  Messrs.  Clarkson,  Son,  and  Green- 
well,  solicitors  for  the  plaintiff  in  the  suit  No.  6733,  at 
the  instigation  and  reqaest  of  the  several  owners  of 
the  said  cargo,  acting  by  the  said  Messrs.  Stokes, 
Saunders,  and  Stokee,  but  without  the  consent  or  know- 
ledge of  and  without  giving  any  notice  to  the  owners  of 
the  Kathleen,  or  any  person  acting  on  their  behalf, 
although  appearances  had  then  already  been  entered  as 
aforesaid  on  l^eir  behalf,  moved  for  and  obtained  an 
order  from  this  honourable  court  directing  that  the  said 
cargo  should  be  sold. 

10.  The  said  cargo  had  been  wet,  and  had  suffered 
oonaiderable  damage  from  sea  water,  bat  the  same  ooold 
at  the  time  when  the  said  order  for  its  sale  waa  obtained, 
have  been  re-shipped  and  carried  on  to  Bremen  so  as 
to  arrive  there,  and  the  same  would  have  arrived  there 
in  a  merchantable  condition  as  cotton,  and  the  owners  of 
the  Kathleen  could  and  were  always  ready  and  willing 
and  desired  and  intended  to  re-ship  and  carry  the  saiM 
forward,  taking  dae  care  of  it,  and  using  all  neeessaiy 
precautions  against  its  further  deterioration,  and  wonld 
have  so  done,  and  duly  delivered  it,  upon  payment  of 
freight  according  to  the  aforesaid  bills  of  lading,  if  th^ 
had  not  been  prevented  from  doincr  so  b^  the  proceedings 
on  the  part  of  the  owners  of  the  said  cargo  herem 
alleged. 

11.  The  owners  of  the  Kathleen  had  not,  nor  had  the 
said  William  Flux,  or  any  other  person  acting  on  their 
behalf,  any  notice  or  knowledge  o!  the  said  order  having 
been  applied  for  or  made  untu  the  12th  Feb.,  when  the 
said  William  Flux  accidentally  became  acquainted  with 
the  fact.  He  thereupon  immediately  gave  notice  to  the 
■olioitors  for  the  plamtiffs  in  the  said  suit  No.  6733,  and 
to  the  solicitors  for  the  owners  of  the  said  cargo,  that  be 
should  move  the  right  honourable  the  judge  to  set  aaide 
the  said  order  for  sale,  and  to  order  that  the  ownws  of 
the  Kathleen  shonld  oe  allowed,  on  giving  bail  in  the 
said  salvage  suits  for  tbe  said  oargo  to  carry  the  same  on 
to  its  destination  in  order  to  earn  freight,  or  to  order 
that,  if  the  said  order  for  sale  were  allowed  to  stand,  the 
owners  of  the  Kathleen  should  be  paid  the  amonnt  of 
the  said  freight  out  of  the  proceeds  of  the  said  sale. 

12.  The  said  motion  was  heard  on  the  18th  Feb.,  snd 
was  opposed  on  behalf  of  the  owners  of  the  said  caigo, 
who  asked  the  court  and  urged  that  the  said  cargo 
should  not  be  allowed  to  be  reehipped  and  carried  on  to 
Bremen,  but  should  be  brought  to  London  and  there 
sold.  The  owners  of  the  Kathleen  in  court  offered  to 
give  bail  for  the  cargo  as  aforesaid,  and  insisted  on  their 
right  either  to  carry  on  the  said  cargo  so  as  to  eam 
freight,  or  to  be  paid  freight  if  the  owners  of  the  ssid 
oargo  preferred  to  require  delivery  and  take  the  eameoat 
of  tiieir  hands  at  Dover.  The  right  honourable  the 
judge,  after  hearing  counsel  on  all  sides,  directed  that 
the  eale  theretofore  decreed  of  the  said  onigo  of  tbe 
Kathleen  should  be  proceeded  with,  and  ths^for  the 
purposes  of  such  sale  the  said  cargo  should  be  brought 
to  ,  London,  and  decieed  a  commission  for  the  removal 
thereof  accordingly,  reserving  all  questions  as  to  freigU. 

13.  Pursuant  to  such  last-mentioned  ord<>r,  tbe  said 
cargo  was  removed  to  London,  and  sold  by  auction  on 
12th  March,  and  realised  14,9321.,  and  the  net  proceeds  of 
such  sale  (amounting  to  upwards  of  13,900)  are  now  in 
the  registry  of  the  court. 

14.  In  the  circumstances  above  stated ,  the  owners  of  the 


salvage  suit  No.  6740  was  instituted  in  a  like  sum  against  I  Kathleen  submit  that  they  are  entitied  to  the  freight, 
the  Kathleen,  her  tackle,  apparel,  and  furniture,  and  the      which  they  would  have  earned  by  carrring  the  saidearfo 
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«n  to  Bremen,  if  they  had  not  been  prevented  from  doing 
10  hj  the  intervention  of  the  owners  of  the  said  oargfo, 
and  their  election  to  take  the  same  oat  of  the  ■hip- 
owners'  hands  without  their  consent  at  an  intermediate 
port,  and  that  they  are  entitled  (subject  to  the  rights  of 
tiie  salyors  of  the  said  ship  and  cargo)  to  a  lien  upon  the 
proceeds  of  the  said  cargo,  now  in  the  registry,  in  respect 
«f  snoh  freight ;  and  if  not  entitled  to  the  foil  amount  of 
raoh  freight,  that  they  are  entitled  to  freight  pro  ratd,  or 
to  a  reasonable  remuneration  for  the  carriage  of  the  said 
cargo  from  Charleston  as  aforesaid.  By  the  exertions 
and  expenditure  of  the  owners  of  the  Kathleen^  in  carry- 
ing the  said  cargo  from  Charleston  to  Dover,  the  same 
was  greatly  increased  in  value. 

15.  The  owners  of  the  Kathleen,  upon  the  arrival  at 
Dover  of  the  said  cargo  in  a  wet  and  damaged  condition, 
and  before  the  said  order  for  the  sale  thereof  was  made, 
incurred  various  expenses  in,  about,  and  with  a  view  to 
the  drying  and  improvement  of  the  condition  of  the 
Mid  <aungo,  and  its  preservation  from  further  damage  and 
deterioration  from  damp,  and  also  in  general  average 
tzpenaes.  The  said  expenses  were  reasonably  and  pro- 
perly incurred  in  the  interest  of  the  owners  of  the  said 
^argo,  and  the  said  cargo  was  greatly  benefited  thereby. 
The  owners  of  the  Kathleen  submit  that  they  are 
entitled  (snbjeot  as  aforesaid  to  the  riffhto  of  the  said 
salvors)  to  a  lien  upon  the  proceeds  of  the  said  cargo  for 
noh  expenses  so  incurred  for  tilie  preservation  thereof. 

The  petition  conoladed  by  praying  the  right 
honourable  the  jadge  to  declare  that  the  owners 
of  the  Kathleen  were  entitled  (subject  to  the  rights 
of  the  salvors  of  the  KcUhleen  and  her  oargo)  to  a 
lim  upon  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  the  said 
cargo  for  the  freight  or  other  remuneration  due  to 
the  sud  owners  of  the  Kathleen  in  respect  thereof, 
and  for  the  expenses  reasonably  and  properly  in- 
corred  by  them  in  preserving  the  said  oargo  from 
detmoration  when  the  same  had  been  brought  to 
DoTer,  and  in  general  average  expenses,  to  refer 
it  to  the  registrar  and  mercmmts  to  ascertain  the 
amoant  thereof,  and  to  direct  that  (subject  to  the 
lights  of  the  said  salvors)  the  said  owners  of  the 
KaMeen  should  be  paid  the  amount  that  might  be 
due  to  them  in  respect  of  the  premises  out  of  the 
proceeds  of  the  cargo,  and  to  condemn  the  owners 
of  the  said  cargo  in  the  cost  of  the  proceedings, 
and  that  otherwise  right  and  justice  might  be 
administered  in  the  premtRes. 

The  owners  of  cargo  filed  the  following  answer : 

1.  The  allegations  contained  in  Articles  1  to  9  of  the 
petition,  both  inclusive,  are  true. 

2.  The  said  cargo  had  been  wet,  and  had  suffered 
considerable  damage  from  sea  water.  It  could  not 
have  been  re-shipped  at  Dover.  If  it  could  have  been 
re-shipped  it  would  have  been  only  so  re-shipped  after 
great  delay  and  with  mnoh  damage,  and  it  would  not 
have  arrived  at  Bremen  in  a  mercmuitable  condition  as 
eotton.  If  it  had  so  arrived  in  a  merchantable  condi- 
tion as  cotton  it  would  have  been  as  cotton  of  greatly 
inferior  kind  and  value.  It  was  proper  and  necessary, 
in  order  to  avoid  a  great  depreciation  in  value,  to  sell 
and  deliver  the  said  cargo  as  quickly  as  possible. 

3w  Save  as  hereinbefore  appears  the  several  allegations 
contained  in  Article  10  of  the  petition  are  untrue. 

4.  As  to  the  notice  of  motion  stated  in  the  11th  article 
of  the  petition,  and  the  order  of  the  right  honourable  the 
judge  stated  in  the  12th  article  thereof,  they  refer  to  the 
Aid  notice  of  motion,  and  the  minute  of  the  said  order, 
hut  save  as  aforesaid  theallsgations  contained  in  Articles 
U,  12,  and  13  are  true. 

5.  The  aeveral  allegations  contained  in  Articles  14  and 
15  of  the  petition  are  untrue. 

6.  By  reason  of  the  premises  above  stated  and  ad- 
mitted, the  owners  of  the  Kathleen  have  no  claim  against 
tiie  said  cargo  or  the  owners  thereof  for  any  freight ;  and 
if  any  expenses  were  incurred  by  the  owners  of  the 
Kath^eenf  as  pleaded  in  the  15th  article  of  the  petition, 
the  owners  of  the  Kathleen  have  no  claim  against  tiLe 
•aid  cargo  or  owners  thereof  for  any  such  expenses. 

7.  The  owners  of  the  Kathleen  did  not  in  any  case 
fulfil  tJieir  contract  to  carry  the  said  cargo  to  Bremen, 


and  are  not  entitled  to  any  freight,  or  to  any  sum  in 
respect  of  freight,  or  to  any  remuneration  for  carriage 
of  the  said  oargo. 

The  owner  of  the  KaMeen  concluded  the 
pleadings,  denying  the  allegations  of  the  answer, 
save  as  appeared  by  the  petition. 

At  the  hearing  evidence  was  given  on  behalf  of 
the  shipowners  showing  that  theootton  might  have 
been  carried  forward  to  Bremen,  so  as  to  arrive  in 
specie  and  fit  for  use  as  cotton,  and  that  in  faot 
the  time  occupied  in  transshipping  and  forwarding 
it  would  not  have  occasioned  any  appreciable 
depreciation  in  the  value  of  the  cotton,  but  the 
witnesses  admitted  that  some  depreciation  would 
have  taken  place,  and  that  it  was  an  advantage  to 
have  it  sold  in  London.  The  shipowners  were 
ready  to  carry  on  the  cotton,  and  would  have 
done  so,  but  for  the  order  of  sale.  It  would  have 
been  carried  forward,  so  as  to  arrive  in  Bremen 
before  it  was  actually  sold  in  London,  and  the 
rate  for  carrying  would  hav^  been  17s.  6d.  per  ton. 

MUward,  Q.O.  and  Aepland  for  the  shipowners. 
•—So  long  as  the  cotton  could  have  been  carried 
forward  so  as  to  arrive  in  specie,  and  the  ship- 
owners were  willing  to  forward  it,  we  are  entitled 
to  our  freight.  It  may  have  been  a  wise  discretion 
on  the  part  of  the  owner  of  the  cargo  to  have  it 
taken  out  and  sold  in  this  country,  but  that  will 
not  Justify  them  in  saying  that  the  contract  of 
carnage  is  at  an  end.  The  owner  of  cargo  ought 
to  prove  it  imposf^ible  that  any  considerable  part 
of  the  cargo  oould  arrive  in  specie  before  they  can 
support  their  present  contention.  They  repu- 
diate all  freight.  The  strongest  position  which 
the  owners  of  cargo  can  take  is  that  the  cotton 
would  have  been  depreciated  by  being  carried  for- 
ward. Hence  we  are  entitled  to  full  freight,  or  at 
least  to  pro  raid  freight.  In  The  Teutonia 
(L.  Rep.  4  P.  0.,  71 ;  26  L.  T.  Rep.  N.  8.  48 ; 
ante,  vol.  1,  p.  214)  it  was  held  that  if  the 
owner  of  cargo  demands  his  goods  short  of 
port  of  destination  he  is  entitled  to  full  freight. 
In  The  Sohhmsten  (L.  Rep.  1  Adm.  &  Ecc.  ^3 ; 
15  L.  T.  Rep.  N.  S.  393 ;  2  Mar.  Law  Gas.  O.  S. 
436)  the  ship  was  not  a  derelict,  but,  with  that  ex- 
ception, the  facts  were  similar  to  these,  and  it  was 
there  held  that  the  owners  of  cargo  having 
submitted,  without  objection,  to  a  sale  of  their 
cargo,  they  had  waived  their  right  to  have  the 
cargo  carried  forward,  and  hhd  impliedly  accepted 
it  short  of  its  destination  so  as  to  create  an 
implied  contract  to  pay  pro  raid  freight,  which 
seems  to  have  been  all  that  was  claimed.  In  the 
present  case  the  acts  of  the  owners  amounted  to 
a  promise  to  pay  at  least  pro  ratd  freight ;  they 
actively  interfered,  and  the  order  for  sale  was 
made  on  the  application  of  the  salvors  acting 
at  their  instigation,  and  the  sale  took  place 
after  the  coart  bad  ordered  that  the  sale 
should  be  subject  to  any  questions  of  freight 
due.  No  liability  attaches  to  the  shipowner 
for  not  carrying  on  in  this  case.  The  da- 
mage preventing  the  completion  of  the  contract 
in  the  first  instance  was  occasioned  by  the  collision; 
an  excepted  peril,  being  a  peril  of  the  seas.  After 
the  arrival  of  the  ship  at  Dover  we  were  willing 
to  carry  on  the  car^o.  The  faot  that  cargo  is 
damaged  gives  no  right  to  the  owner  to  take  it 
out  of  the  bands  of  the  shipowner,  except  on  the 
payment  of  freight.  Notara  v.  Henderson  (ante, 
vol.  1,  p.  278;  L.  Rep.  7  Q.  B.  225;  26  L.  T.  Rep. 
N.  S.  442)   was   an   action  against  a  shipowner 
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to  recoTer  damage  to  a  cargo  of  beans  by  salt 
water ;  the  ship  had  been  in  collision,  for  which 
she  was  not  to  blame;  the  collision  occarred 
at  an  intermediate  port :  her  master  refused  to 
deliver  tbem  at  the  intermediate  port,  except  on 
payment  of  fall  freight ;  the  owners  of  the  cargo 
offered  ;pro  raid  freight,  bat  this  was  refused  ;  toe 
master  carried  the  goods  on  to  their  port  of  desti- 
nation without  taking  any  steps  to  dry  them ;  the 
action  was  bronght  to  recover  the  injury  sustained 
over  and  above  that  caused  by  the  wetting  from 
the  collision  by  reason  of  the  beans  being  left 
in  a  wet  condition.  It  was  alleged  to  be  the  duty 
of  the  master  to  take  them  out  and  dry  them 
before  carrying  them  on.  Willes,  J.»  in  deliyering 
the  judgment  of  the  Excheq^uer  Chamber,  says : 
"  The  law  up  to  a  certain  pomt  is  clear  and  well 
settled  by  authority;  the  shippers,  though  on  the 
spot,  were  not  entitled  to  tne  possession  of  the 
beans  for  any  purpose,  without  paying  the  full 
freight  to  Glasgow,  llie  freight  was  not  due,  but 
the  shipowners  were  entitled  to  retain  the  goods 
as  security  for  earning  it.  The  offer  of  pro  raid 
freight  may  have  been  reasonable,  but  it  was  one 
which  the  shipowners  were  not  bound  to  accept ; 
and  it  most  be  treated  as  an  attempt  to  compro- 
mise, not  affecting  the  right  of  the  parties,  though 
it  may  bear  upon  the  reasonableness  of  the  course 
pursued,  assuming  such  reasonableness  to  be 
material  in  determining  the  question  of  neglect. 
It  was  argued  for  the  shipowners  that  the  fact  of 
the  shippers  being  upon  the  spot  negatived  any 
implied  doty  on  the  part  of  the  master,  as  agent 
of  necessity,  to  take  care  of  the  goods;  but  this 
argument  will  not  bear  examination.  The  ship- 
pers were  present,  but  they  could  not  lawfully 
touch  the  goods  without  leave.  The  shipowners 
refused  to  let  them  do  so  without  payment 
of  a  sum  not  yet  earned,  and  insisted  upon 
retaining  the  goods,  with  the  rights  and  con- 
sequently the  duties  of  the  original  bailment, 
whatever  those  might  be.  The  shippers  there- 
upon insisted  upon  the  goods  being  properly 
taken  care  of  by  the  shipowners,  who  retained  the 
control  of  them  as  a  pledge  for  their  freight."  We 
had  a  clear  right  to  carry  on  the  cargo,  even  if  we 
did  not  take  proper  measures  to  dry  it ;  although 
the  owners  of  cargo  might  have  had  an  action 
against  us  for  neglect  in  this  respect.  Freight 
is  due  upon  the  arrival  of  the  cargo  at  its  port  of 
destination,  whatever  its  condition :  (Dahin  v. 
OxUy,  16  C.B .  N.  S.,  646).  We,  however,  must  be 
assumed  to  have  been  ready  to  take  aJl  proper 
measures  to  preserve  the  cargo,  nor  would  the 
expense  of  drying  and  transshipping,  if  necessary, 
for  the  preservation  of  the  cargo  have  fallen  upon 
the  shipowners,    but  upon  the  owners    of    the 


BUuco  V.  Fletchw,  14  C.B.,  N.S.,  147; 

Notara  v.  JETenelartfon,  speoUl  cam,  par.  14 ;  L.  Bep. 

5Q.B.  350; 
C<vrgo  69  Argos,  ante,  p.  6 ;  28  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.  745 ; 
Qteat   Northern  Baihoa/y   Compawy   v.    SwaMeld, 

L.  Bep.  9  Ex.  132 ;  SO  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  8.  562; 
TroMon  v.  Dent,  8  Moore,  P.C.C.  420. 

Secondly,  how  far  does  the  fact  of  the  ship  having 
been  abandoned  and  a  derelict  when  found  by  the 
salvors  affect  our  right  to  recover  freight? 
Salvors  taking  possession  of  a  ship  take  it  only  as 
agents  for  the  owners,  and  no  rights  are  altered 
by  the  service,  and  the  shipowners  are  entitled  to 
recover  possession  subject  only  to  the  salvor's 
lien.    The  abandonment  does  not  take  the  right 


of  property  out  of  the  true  owner,  and  if  he  olainb 
its  return  on  being  brought  into  port,  the  salvors 
hold  possession  for  him  only ;  he  is  never  adversely 
dispossessed — 

The  AquOa,  1  0.  Bob.  87  ; 
Thomtey  t.  Hehaon,  2  B.  &  Aid.  513. 

In  BriggB  v.  The  Merchants'  A»9urance  Oompany 
(13  Q.B.  167)  it  appears  that  the  court  allowed  a 
shipowner  to  give  bail  for  both  ship  and  cargo 
which  had  been  abandoned,  and  consequently  to 
retain  his  control  over  the  cargo.  The  Americsa 
law  is  the  same  as  the  English.  In  Jordan  v.  The 
Warren  Insurance  Gampany  (1  Story's  0.0.  342), 
Story,  J.  says,  "Now  nothing  is  better  founded 
in  the  law  on  this  subject  than  that  the 
shippers  are  bound  to  pay  the  full  freight 
for  the  voyage  if  the  cargo  is  carried  to 
the  port  of  destination,  and  specifically  re- 
mains, notwithstanding  at  its  arrival  it  is,  by 
reason  of  sea  c'»amage,  utterly  mined  and  worth- 
less. This  doctrine,  although  formerly  a  matter 
of  some  doubt,  is  now  firmly  established,  and, 
indeed,  must  be  manifestly  correct  upon  principle. 
It  is  as  clear  that,  after  shipment  of  the  cargo  on 
the  voyag^e,  the  shippers  have  no  right  to  demand 
it  at  an  intermediate  port,  short  of  the  port  of 
destination,  without  payment  of  the  full  freight 
for  the  voyage,  whether  the  cargo  arrive  there  in 
a  damaged  or  in  an  undamaged  state."  In  The 
Propeller  Mohawk  (8  Wallace  U.S.  Sop.  Ot.  Bep. 
153, 161),  it  is  said,  **  In  oases  where  the  disaster 
happens  in  consequence  of  one  of  the  perils  within 
the  exception  in  the  bill  of  lading,  or  charter-party, 
the  onlv  responsibility  of  the  vessel  is  to  refit  and 
forward  the  cargo,  or  the  portion  saved,  or  if  that 
is  impracticable  to  forward  it  on  another  vessel, 
and  the  owner  is  then  entitled  to  freight.  If  part 
of  the  cargo  is  so  far  damiiged  as  to  be  unfit  to  be 
carried  on,  the  master  may  sell  it  at  the  inter- 
mediate port,  as  the  agent  for  the  shipper,  for 
whom  it  may  concern,  and  carry  on  the  remainder. 
In  this  class  of  cases  the  vessel  is  only  respon- 
sible for  carrying  on  the  cargo,  being  exempt 
from  any  damage  oy  the  exception  in  the  oontraot 
of  afireightment.  And  it  is  perfectly  settled,  that 
if  the  shipper  voluntarily  accepts  the  goods  at 
the  place  of  the  disaster,  or  at  any  intermediate- 
port,  such  acceptance  terminates  the  voyage  and 
all  responsibility  of  the  carrier,  and  the  master  is 
entitled  to  freight  pro  rata  itineris,"  Oar  contract 
never  having  been  put  an  end  to  we  are 
entitled  to  full  freight,  as  we  always  insisted  on 
carrying  on  the  goods  till  sold  by  the  court ;  or,  at 
least,  to  pro  raid  freight,  in  oonsequenoe  of  the 
action  of  the  owners  of  cargo  in  having  the  goods 
sold  here. 

BuU,  Q.O.,  and  W.  G.  F,  PhOlimore  (8tMi 
with  them),  for  the  owners  of  cargo, — We  aubmit^ 
that  no  freight  is  due.  A  condition  precedent  to 
the  right  to  recover  full  freight  is  delivery  at 
Bremen,  and  there  has  been  no  such  delivery. 
[Sir  £.  Phillimo&b. — But  if  the  court  has  by  its 
action  stopped  delivery,  whidi  would  otherwise 
have  taken  plaoe,  must  not  the  shipowner  still 
retain  his  rights  whatever  they  may  be  P]  Even 
on  equitable  grounds  the  shipowner  is  not  entitled 
to  full  freight,  as  it  would  have  oosn  him  something 
to  carry  the  cargo  forward,  but  the  real  answer  to 
the  claim  for  full  freight  is  that  the  oon tract  has 
never  been  performed.  But  can  the  shipowner 
claim  pro  raid  freight  P  To  entitle  a  shipowner  to 
recover  pro  raid  freight,  there  must  have  arisen  a 
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neir  contract,  either  express  or  implied  by  law 
from  oertain  taota.  Where  a  hindrance  to  the 
oompletion  of  the  voyage  arises  at  an  intermediate 
port,  and  the  owner  of  cargo  accepts  the  goods  at 
that  porty  the  law  implies  a  contract  on  the  part 
of  the  shipowner  to  pay  freight  pro  rcUd  itineria 
peracU,  The  consideration  in  that  case  is  that  the 
goods  are  deliyered  to  the  owner  at  an  inter- 
mediate port,  and  that  the  master  thereby  agrees 
to  Borrender  the  lien  to  which  he  is  entitled  to 
enable  him  to  earn  the  foil  freight.  In  this  case 
the  shipowner  had  become  dispossessed  of  the 
goods.  ^  He  had  abandoned  them  Hne  ape  racu- 
fMroitdi.  It  is  immaterial  whether  the  abandon- 
ment was  right  or  wrong ;  the  possession  was  ont 
of  the  owners  of  the  ship.  The  possession  was  in 
the  salvors,  and  afterwards  in  the  court.  The 
master  never  became  repossessed,  and  so  never 
had  the  opportunity  of  giving  np  his  lien  to  the 
owners  of  cargo,  and  creating  a  new  contract  to 
pay  freight  pro  raid.  The  possession  of  the  salvor, 
if  for  the  benefit  of  any  person  except  themselves, 
was  for  the  benefit,  so  far  as  the  cargo  was  con* 
cemed,  of  the  owners  of  the  cargo.  The  damage 
to  the  ship  by  the  collision  came  between  the  ex- 
cepted perils  of  the  bill  of  lading,  and  the  ship- 
owner is  not  liable  for  non-delivery,  bat  the  bill  of 
^Miinggoesno  farther;  it  excuses  the  shipowner,  bat 
does  not  create  a  new  contract.  Moreover, pro  ratd 
freight  can  only  be  due  when  both  parties  consent  to 
a  delivery  at  the  intermediate  port.  Here  neither 
party  would  consent  to  the  payment  of  pro  ratd 
nreight.  The  shipowners  claimed  fall  freight,  or 
the  rightto  carry  on.  Hence  it  cannot  t^  said 
that  the  shipowners  were  assenting  parties  to  any 
contract  stipulating  for  the  payment  of  t^o  raid 
freight.  They  cannot  now  ask  the  coart  to  set  ap  a 
contract  which  they  have  hitherto  refused  to  adopt. 
In  all  the  cases  cited  the  shipowner  continaed  in 
possession  of  the  goods,  and  in  sach  cases  it  mast 
be  admitted  that  he  may  retain  the  goods  and  carry 
them  on  in  the  exercise  of  his  right  of  earning 
freight.  Here,  however,  there  is  no  possession  by 
the  shipowner.  Even  where  goods  are  sold  by  a 
master  in  the  exercise  of  a  wise  discretion,  before 
arrival  at  the  port  of  destination,  be  is  not  the 
SAont  of  the  owners  of  cargo  to  accept  delivery  for 
them,  and  so  create  a  contract  to  pay  pro  ratd 
freight :  {Vlierboom  v.  Chapman,  13 M.  i  W.  230). 
The  master  is  bound,  no  doabt,  to  carry  goods  on 
if  the  merchant  does  not  interfere,  bat  not  other* 
wise:  TroiMon  v.  Den*,  8  Moore  P.  0.  C.  419) 
and  he  can  only  recover  freight  in  case  of 
snch  carrying  on  or  saoh  interference.  In 
Notara  v.  H&i^der$on  (L.  Rep.  5  Q.  B.  316 ;  22 
L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.  577 ;  3  Mar.  Law  Oas.  O.S.  419)  it 
is  said:  *'What  then  ought  the  master  to  have 
done  P  If  he  had  been  in  a  foreign  port,  where  the 
freighter  was  not  and  could  not  have  been  con- 
salted,  it  would  have  been  his  duty  either  to 
jMrovide  for  sending  home  the  cargo,  when  suffi- 
ciently dry  by  another  ship,  or  for  selling  it  on 
the  spot,  as  might  best  serve  the  interest  of  the 
freighter.  He  could  not  have  justified  the  taking 
them  on  in  their  then  condition,  if  any  better 
ooorse  ooald  have  been  adopted,  and  if  he  sold 
them  he  would  not  have  been  entitled,  according  to 
the  decision  of  the  Oourt  of  Exchequer  in  the  case  of 
VUerhoom  v.  Chapman  {vhi  <up.),  even  to  freight 
pro  raidJ*  A  new  contract  is  absolutely  necessary 
to  found  the  claim  to  p^'o  ratd  freight.  In  the 
aame  case  in  the  Exchequer  Chamber  (L.  Bep.  7 


Q.  B.  234) it  is  said:  ''There  are  unquestionably 
cases  in  which  the  exercise  of  such  a  duty 
would  be  incumbent  upon  the  master  as  repre- 
senting the  owners  of  the  ship,  and  for  their 
interest.  As  for  instance,  in  the  case  of  a 
perishable  cargo  so  damaged  by  salt  water  that  it 
could  not  in  its  existing  state  be  talcen  forward  in 
specie  to  the  port  of  discharge,  so  as  to  earn  the 
freight,  but  which  could,  at  an  expense  consider- 
ably less  than  the  freight,  be  dried  and  carried  on. 
In  such  a  case  to  earn  the  freight,  it  might  be  for 
the  interest  of  the  owner  of  the  ship  to  save  the 
cargo  by  drying.  To  sell  it  or  abandon  it  would 
give  no  right  to  freight  pro  ratd  against  the  owner 
of  cargo,  nor  any  right  to  recover  against  the 
underwriter  on  freight."  If  in  the  opinion  of  tho 
court  the  cargo  was  in  such  a  state  that  to  save- 
further  deterioration  it  was  right  to  sell  it  in 
London,  then  the  master,  if  he  had  been  in  posses- 
sion, ought  to  have  sold  it  there,  and  then  he 
could  have  recovered  no  freight;  he  cannot  put 
the  case  higher  than  if  he  sold  it  himself.  The 
contract  of  afi'reightment  was  at  an  end  by  reason 
of  the  happening  of  an  excepted  peril,  and  the 
shipowners  set  up  this  peril  as  an  excuse  for  not 
performing  their  contract;  how  can  they  now  say 
that  the  contract  is  subsistinff  P  If  the  contract 
is  scat  an  end  the  duty  of  the  master,  if  he  had 
brought  the  ship  into  port,  would  have  been  to  sell 
the  cargo :  {The  Gratitudine,  5  0.  Bob.  240).  But 
on  the  sale  there  would  have  been  no  right  to 
freight. 

MUward,  Q.O.  in  reply. 

Cur,  adv.  vtUt. 

July  22.  Sir  B.  Phillimorb. — ^The  Kathl*'en,  a 
vessel  laden  with  cotton,  coming  from  Charleston 
to  Bremen,  came  into  collision  with  a  vessel  called 
the  Mallowdale  on  the  24th  Jan.  last.  The  damage 
which  she  received  induced  the  master  to  abandon 
her;  no  blame  attaches  to  him  on  that  account; 
she  was  abandoned  and  became  a  derelict.  She 
was  afterwards  saved  in  her  shattered  condition 
by  certain  salvors,  English  and  French,  and 
brought  with  her  cargo  into  Dover  on  the  27th 
Jan.  I  awarded  3350fr.  salvage  remuneration  with 
oertain  costs.  On  the  30th  Jan.  I  made  an  order 
for  unlivery  of  her  cargo.  On  the  9th  Feb.,  on  an 
affidavit  of  the  owner  of  the  cargo  as  to  the 
deterioration  of  the  cotton,  I  ordered  a  sale 
to  take  place.  On  the  16th  Feb-  the  unload* 
ing  was  completed.  On  the  18th  Feb.  the 
shipowner  offered  to  carry  on  the  ootton  to 
Bremen.  I  ordered  the  sale,  however,  at  the 
request  ol  the  owners  of  the  cargo,  reserving  all 
questions  as  to  freight.  The  sale  took  place 
on  the  12th  March.  The  ship  sold  for  580^,  and 
the  cargo  for  14,0002. ;  the  freight  claimed  is  2300L 
The  money  (the  produce  of  the  sale  of  the  cargo) 
has  been  paid  into  court,  and  I  am  now  asked, 
after  payment  of  the  salvage  reward,  to  deduct 
the  freight  amounting  to  the  sum  mentioned 
before  the  residue  be  paid  out  to  the  owner  of  the 
cargo. 

Whatever  right  the  shipowner  had,  has  been 
preserved  to  him,  for,  as  Mr.  Justice  Story 
said,  in  the  case  of  The  Ship  NaiJianiel  Hooper  (3- 
Summer's  Bep.  553) :  *'  The  possession  of  the  pro- 
perty by  the  court  through  its  officers,  is  a  posses- 
sion protective  of  the  interests  of  all  concerned, 
and  not  displacing  the  rights  or  lien  of  any  party." 

It  is  urged  on  behalf  of  the  shipowner—first,  that 
the  cotton  could  have  been  carried  on  in  another 
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€hip,  and  would  have  arrived  at  Bremen,  thoogh 
partially  iDJared,  in  speoie.  Seoondly,  that  he 
was  willinff  and  ready  to  oarrjr  it  on  in  another 
ship ;  thirdly,  that  the  collision  was  not  in  any 
way  imputable  to  him  or  the  oonseqnenoe  of  his 
famt ;  fourthly,  that  the  collision  was  one  of  the 
excepted  perils  in  the  oontraot  contained  in  the 
bill  of  lading.    All  these  propositions  are  trae. 

It  was  farther  urged  that  it  must  be  presumed 
that  he  would  have  taken  proper  measures  for 
drying  the  cotton  before  it  was  transshipped. 
The  cases  of  Noiara  v.    Hender$on   (L.  Bep.  7 

§.  B.  217),  and  Blaaeo  v.  Fletcher  (14  G.  B., 
.  S.,  147),  and  other  oases  were  relied  upon. 
It  was  contended,  therefore,  that  the  ship- 
owner was  entitled  to  full  freight,  or  at  least  to 
pro  raid  freight.  The  latter  question  may  be 
conveniently  disposed  of  first. 

There  is  no  express  contract  for  a  pro  ratd 
freight.  According  to  the  decisions  at  common 
law,  however,  a  title  to  pro  ratd  freight  may 
Arise  out  of  a  new  implied  contract  with  the 
ahipowner  to  which  both  parties  assent.  But 
it  was  truly  observed  by  Mr.  Butt,  that  in 
this  case  neither  party  consented.  The  ship- 
owner resisted  aS  much  as  he  could  the  delivery 
of  the  goods,  and  each  party  stood  upon  what 
he  considered  to  be  his  rights ;  the  shipowner  to 
carry  on  the  cargo,  the  cargo  owner  to  receive  the 
goods.  Moreover,  it  has  been  proved  by  the  evi- 
dence, that  the  shipowner  demanded  full  freight. 
I  am  of  opinion  that  no  pro  ratd  freight  is  due. 

The  only  question,  in  truth,  is  whether  the  ship- 
owner is  entitled  to  the  full  freight.  I  have  been 
referred,  by  the  industry  of  counsel,  to  a  great 
many  cases,  and  they  contain  valuable  principles 
•of  law,  but  in  all  of  them  I  think  the  element  of 
mixed  fact  and  law  present  in  this  case  is  wanting. 

In  this  case  the  vessel  was  a  derelict;  in  other 
words,  the  owner  through  his  agent,  the  master, 
had  abandoned  all  possession  of  the  ship,  and  at  the 
time  of  abandonment  had  certainly  lost  all  right  to 
freight  or  to  carry  on  the  cargo.  It  has  been 
urged  that  the  salvors  have  only  a  lien  for  their 
remuneration,  and  this  is  true.  But  it  is  also 
true  that  they  are  in  lawful  possession,  and  cannot 
be  displaced  by  the  owners.  When  the  salvage 
suit  b^ins  the  property  is  placed  in  the  custody 
<^  the  court,  which  is  bound  to  do  what  is  best  for 
it.  In  this  case  the  court  ordered  the  sale  of  the 
cargo  for  the  benefit  of  the  parties  interested.  If 
no  claimant  appears  the  property  in  the  ship  would 
after  a  certain  length  of  time  belong  to  the  Grown. 
Sir  John  NiooU  in  the  case  cited  by  counsel  {The 
Danizie  Pcickei,  3  Hagg.  385)  draws  the  distinc- 
tion between  salvacre  rendered  to  a  ship  in  distress 
and  a  ship  abandoned.  *'  It  is  different,"  he  says, 
**  in  the  case  of  a  derelict ;  there  the  first  occu- 
pant has  a  vested  interest  and  an  exolasive  right 
of  possession,  if  alone  he  can  save  the  property ; 
he  takes  possession,  indeed,  for  the  benefit  of  the 
Crown,  in  the  first  instance,  but  subject  to  a 
liberal  remuneration."  It  is,  indeed,  true  that 
the  original  shipowners  are  allowed  a  persona 
standi  in  this  court,  and  receive  the  remainder  of 
their  abandoned  propertv  after  the  legal  charges 
on  it  have  been  satisfied;  but  the  same  can  be 
predicated  of  the  owners  of  the  cargo,  which,  if 
the  contract  still  subsisted  between  them  and  the 
shipowner,  would  not  be  the  case;  for  the  ship 
would  have  a  right  to  represent  the  cargo  as  well 
as  the  ship.    In  fiact,  the  nossession  of  the  cai^go 


abandoned  by  the  shipowner  vested  first  in  the 
salvors  and  afterwards  in  this  court  before  it 
could  be  restored  to  the  owners. 

On  the  whole,  I  am  satisfied  that  the  contingency 
provided  for  in  the  bill  of  lading  as  nullifying  the 
contract,  namely,  "  the  danger  of  the  seas,"  has 
happened,  and  that  the  original  oontraot  between 
the  owners  of  the  ship  and  of  the  cargo  is  at  an 
end.  I  shall,  therefore,  grant  no  freight  in  this 
case. 

Solicitors  for  the  English  salvors,  Olarkaonf  Son, 
and  Oreanwell, 

Solicitors  for  the  French  salvors.  Beacon,  Son, 
and  Rogers. 

Solicitors  for  the  owners  of  the  Kathleen,  Fha 
and  Oo, 

Solicitors  for  the  owners  of  cargo,  Stokes,  fifotm- 
ders,  and  8tokes» 


SUPREME    GOUBT    OF   THE  XJNITBD 

STATES. 

Reported  hj  B.  D.  BnriDicr,  Prootor  and  AdTOoate. 


The  Steamship  Fenvstlvanll. 

OoUieion  aJt  Sea — Steamer  and  hargne-^Foghoim 

and  heUr^Speed  in  fog — Contributory  negligence 

— Presumption, 

A  steamer  going  at  the  rale  of  seven  miles  an  hont 

in  a  fog,  came  into  coUieion  vnih  a  barque,  wkiek 

was  lying  to  and  making  aheadway  of  a  mile  anda 

half  an  hour*    Those  on  the  barque  were  ringing 

a  beU,  but  were  not  blowing  a  foghorn.  The  barque 

wcu  sighted  bv  the  steamer* s  lookout  ahovA  tkres 

or  four  humored  feet  distant,  a   little  on  the 

steamer's  starboard  bow.    Her  helm  was  first 

ported,  then  starboarded,  and  then  norted  again, 

and  she  struck  the  barque  <ibout  midships,  sink" 

ing  her  almost  instantly. 

Held  that  the  steamer  was  in  fault  in  going  at  too 

great  a  tpeed  in  the  fog.     Thai  the  barque  was  in 

fault  in  not  blowing  a  foghorn  instead  of  ringing 

a  bell.     That  the  presumption  woks  that  thisfamU 

of  the  barque  eontrihuted  to  the  collision.    That 

it  was  impossible  to  rebtU  that  presumption,  and 

thai  the  damages  n^ust  be  apportioned  {differing 

from  the  Frivy  Gouneil  in  the  case  of  the  Fenn^ 

syhania  (23  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.  55). 

This  was  an  appeal  by  the  owners  of  the  Fennsyl' 

vania,  from  a  decree  of  the  Girouit  Gourt  of  the 

United  States  for  the  Southern  District  of  New 

York,  holding  her  liable  for  the  loss  of  the  barque 

Mary  A.  Troop,  which  was  sunk  by  a  collision  with 

the  Pennsylvania  on  15th  June  1869.  Tbe  evideooe 

in  the  case  did  not  vary  materially  from  the 

evidence  in  the  suit  brought  against  the  Pemn* 

sylvania  by  the  owners  of  the  cargo  on  board  of 

the  barque,  the  decision  in  which  is  reported  in 

24  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.  55,  except  that  it  was  mors 

complete  as  indicated  in  the  judgment. 

For  the  barque,  B,  D.  Benedict. 

For  the  steamship,  William  Allen  Butler, 

Stilong,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  tbe  Gourt : — 

It  may  be  that  when  the  barque  was  discovered 

by  those  on  board  the  steamer  it  was  too  late  to 

avoid  a  collision.    The  two  vessels  were  then  not 

more  than  three  or  four  hundred  feet  apart,  and 

the  steamer  had  the  barque  almost  across  her  bow. 

Yet  it  is  possible  that  if  her  helm  had  been  put  to 

starboard  instead  of  to  port  when  the  lookout  an- 
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iMmnoed  "bell  on  the  BtHrboard  bow,"  and  had 
been  kept  ported,  the  collision  might  either  have 
been  avoided  or  have  been  mnch  lessdisaetrons.  By 
porting  her  helm  she  was  turned  toward  the  point 
where  the  bell  indicated  the  barqae  was,  and  this 
apparently  increased  the  danger  of  a  ooUisioa. 
Bat  if  this  is  not  to  be  attribated  to  her  as  a  fault, 
there  is  no  excuse  to  be  found  in  the  evidence  for 
the  high  rate  of  speed  at  which  she  was  sailing 
during  so  dense  a  fog  as  prevailed  when  the  vessels 
eame  together.  The  concurrent  testimony  of  wit- 
nesses is  that  the  objects  could  not  be  seen  at  any 
considerable  distance,  probably  not  farther  than  the 
length  of  the  steamer,  and  yet  she  was  sailing  at 
the  rate  of  at  least  seven  knots  an  hour,  thus  pre- 
cipitating herself  into  a  position  where  avoidance 
of  a  collision  with  the  barque  was  difficult,  if  not 
impossible,  and  would  have  been,  even  if  the 
barqno  had  been  stationary.  And  she  ought  to 
have  apprehended  danger  of  meeting  or  overtaking 
Tessela  in  her  path.  She  was  only  two  hundred 
miles  from  Sandy  Hook,  in  the  track  of  outward 
and  inward  bound  vessels,  and  where  their  presence 
might  reasonably  have  been  expected.  It  was, 
therefore,  her  duty  to  exercise  the  utmost  caation. 
Our  rules  of  navigation,  as  well  as  the  British 
ralesy  require  every  steamship,  when  in  a  fog,  **  to 
go  at  a  moderate  speed."  What  is  such  speed  may 
not  be  precisely  definable.  It  mast  depend  upon 
the  circomstances  of  each  case.  That  may  be 
moderate  and  reasonable  in  some  circumstances 
which  would  be  quite  immoderate  in  others.  But 
the  purpose  of  the  requirement  being  to  guard 
against  danger  of  oollisions,  very  plainly  the  speed 
Bbould  be  reduced,  as  the  risk  of  meeting  vessels 
la  increased.  In  the  case  of  The  Europa  (Jen- 
kins'  Bule  of  the  Boad  at  Sea,  p.  52),  it  was  said 
by  the  Privy  Council :"  This  may  be  safely  laid 
down  as  a  rule  on  all  occasions,  fog  or  clear,  light 
or  dark,  that  no  steamer  has  a  right  to  navigate  at 
iuoh  a  rate  that  it  is  impossible  for  her  to  prevent 
damage,  taking  all  precaution  at  the  moment  she 
'Sees  danger  to  be  possible,  and  if  she  cannot  do 
that  without  going  less  than  five  knots  an  hour, 
then  she  is  bound  to  go  at  less  than  five  knots  an 
hour."  And  we  do  not  think  the  evidence  shows 
any  necessity  for  such  a  rate  of  speed  as  the 
steamer  maintained.  It  is  true  her  master,  whilst 
admitting  she  was  going  seven  knots,  states  that 
he  don't  oonsider  she  could  have  been  steered 
going  slower — could  not  have  been  steered  straight. 
And  two  other  witnesses  testify  that,  in  their 
opinion,  she  could  not  have  been  navigated  with 
safety  and  kept  under  command  at  a  less  rate  of 
speed  than  seven  miles  an  hoar.  These,  however, 
are  but  expressions  of  opinions  based  upon  no 
fscts.  TheV  are  of  little  worth. .  And  even  if  it 
were  true  that  such  a  rate  was  necessary  for  safe 
steerage,  it  would  not  justify  driving  the  steamer 
through  so  dense  a  fog  along  a  roate  so  much  fre- 
quented, and  when  the  probability  of  encountering 
other  vessels  was  so  great.  It  wonld  rather  have 
been  her  dcty  to  lay*to.  But  there  is  the  evidence 
of  one  who  had  been  a  ship-master,  and  who  once 
crossed  the  Atlantic  as  a  passenger  in  this  steamer. 
He  states  that  on  the  passage  she  did  not,  to  the 
best  of  his  knowledge,  average  over  four  knots 
during  twenty-four  hours,  and  that  he  noticed  no 
difficulty  in  her  steerageway  at  that  low  rate  of 
speed.  As  he  was  in  the  habit  of  going  to  sea  he 
would  probably  have  noticed  difficcdty  if  there  had 
been  any.   This  is  a  fact  of  more  weight  than  any 


mere  opinions  unsupported  by  observation  or  triaL 
We  think,  therefore,  it  must  be  condaded  that  the 
steamer  was  going  at  an  undue  rate  of  speed,  and 
that  it  was  her  fault  that  she  came  into  a  position 
from  which  she  could  not,  or  certainly  did  not, 
escai>e  without  colliding  with  the  barqae. 

It  is  next  to  be  considered  whether  any  fault  of 
the  barqae  contributed  to  the  collision.  That  she 
was  in  fault  is  beyond  controversy.  She  was  in 
plain  violation  of  the  rules  of  navigation,  which  re- 
quired her  to  blow  a  foghorn.  Both  our  own  and 
the  British  shipping  Acts  enact  that  sailing  ships 
when  under  way  shall  use  a  foghorn,  and  when 
not  under  way  shall  use  a  bell.  The  British 
Merchant  Shipping  Acts  expressly  declare  that 
owners  and  masters  of  ships  shall  use  no  other 
fog  signals  than  such  as  are  reqaired  by  the  regu* 
la&ions,  and  that  if  in  any  case  of  collision  it 
appears  to  the  oourt  before  which  the  case  is  tried 
that  such  collision  was  occasioned  by  the  non* 
observance  of  any  regulation  made  by  the  Aot» 
or  in  parsuance  thereof,  the  ship  by  whioh 
the  regulation  has  been  infringed  shall  be 
deemed  to  be  in  fault,  unless  it  is  shown 
to  the  satisfaction  of  the  court  that  the  oiroum- 
stances  of  the  case  made  a  departure  from  the 
regulation  necessary.  Oar  own  statute  does  not 
contain  this  provision  expressed,  but  its  meaning 
is  the  same.  The  barqae  in  this  case  was  a  British 
ship,  as  was  the  steamer.  She  was  under  way, 
moving  slowly,  indeed  little,  if  any,  more  than  a 
mile  an  hour,  with  her  helm  lashed  three-cioarters 
to  port,  but  on  her  starboard  tack,  carrying  two 
close-reefed  topsails,  foresail,  fore  topmast  and 
mizzen  staysails,  and  with  no  sails  aback,  so  far  as 
it  appears.  She  was  constantly  changing  her 
position.  It  was  her  duty,  therefore,  to  blow  a 
foghorn,  and  not  to  ring  a  bell.  By  ringing  a  bell« 
as  she  did,  she  gave  a  false  signal,  and,  so  far  as 
she  could,  assured  all  approachmg  vessels  that  she 
was  not  under  way.  There  is  some  evidence  that 
a  bell  can  be  heard  as  far  as  can  a  foghorn,  and 
some  that  it  can  be  heard  farther.  On  the  other 
hand  there  is  evidence  that  a  foghorn  can  be 
heard  farthest.  However  this  may  be  the  barqae 
had  no  right  to  substitute  any  equivalent  for  the 
signal  required  by  the  navigation  rales.  In  the 
case  of  The  Emperor  (Holt's  Bale  of  the  Boad, 
38),  it  was  said  '*  it  is  not  advisable  to  allow  these 
important  regulations  to  be  satisfied  by  eqaivalents, 
or  by  anything  less  than  a  close  and  literal  ad- 
herence to  what  they  prescribe."  In  addition  to 
this  it  may  be  remarked  that  a  bell  can  never  be 
an  equivalent  for  a  foghorn.  It  gives  different 
information.  Both  may  notify  an  approaching 
vessel  that  the  signalling  ship  is  in  the  neighbour- 
hood, but  the  one  gives  notice  that  the  ship  is 
moving,  and  the  other  that  the  ship  is  stationary. 

Oonclading  then,  as  we  must,  that  the  barque 
was  in  foult,  it  still  remains  to  inquire  whether  the 
faalt  contributed  to  the  collision — whether  in  any 
degree  it  was  the  cause  of  the  vessels  coming  into 
a  dangerous  position.  It  must  be  conceded  that  if 
it  clearly  appears  the  fault  could  have  had  nothing 
to  do  with  the  disaster,  it  may  be  dismissed  from 
consideration.  The  liability  for  damages  is  u  pon  the 
ship  or  ships  whose  faalt  caased  the  injury.  But 
when,  as  in  this  case,  a  ship  at  the  time  of  the  col- 
lision is  in  actual  violation  of  a  statutory  rule 
intended  to  prevent  collisions,  it  is  no  more  than  a 
reasonable  presumption  that  the  fault,  if  not  the 
sole  cause,  was  at  least  a  contributory  cause  of  the 
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disaster.  In  snob  a  case  the  burden  rests  npon  tbe 
■bip  of  sbowinp:  not  merely  tbat  ber  fanlt  migbt 
not  baye  been  one  of  tbe  oanses,  or  tbat  it  probably 
was  not,  bat  tbat  it  conld  not  bave  been.  Snob  a 
role  is  necessary  to  enforce  obedience  to  tbe 
mandate  of  tbe  statute.  In  tbe  case  of  Phs  Fenham 
(23  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.  329),  tbe  Lords  of  the  Privy 
Council  said  "  it  is  of  the  greatest  possible  import- 
ance having  regard  to  tbe  Admiralty  regalations, 
and  to  tbe  necessity  of  enforcing  them,  to  lay  down 
this  rule:  tbat  if  it  is  proved  tbat  any  vessel  has  not 
shown  lights,  tbe  burden  lies  on  ber  to  show  tbat 
her  non-compliance  with  tbe  regulations  was  not 
tbe  cause  of  tbe  collision."  In  some  oases  it  is 
possible  to  show  this  with  entire  certainty.  In 
others  it  cannot  be.  The  evidence  in  the  present 
case  leaves  it  uncertain  whether  if  a  foghorn  had 
been  blown  on  the  barque,  it  would  not  have  been 
beard  sooner  than  the  bell  was  beard,  and  thus 
earlier  warning  have  been  given  to  the  steamer- 
seasonable  warning  to  have  enabled  her  to  keep 
out  of  the  way.  It  was  not  witibout  reason  tbat 
the  statute  required  a  foghorn  for  ships  under 
way,  and  a  bell  for  those  not  under  way.  The 
Legislature  must  have  known  it  was  important 
ships  should  have  the  earliest  possible  notice  of 
tbe  proximity  of  other  moving  vessels.  They  might 
be  approaching  each  other.  If  so,  they  would 
oome  together  sooner  than  they  oould  if  one  of 
them  was  not  under  way.  It  may  be  assumed 
therefore,  tbat  tbe  Legislature  acted  under  tbe 
conviction  tbat  a  foghorn  could  be  beard  at  a 
greater  distance  than  a  bell,  and  required  the  use 
of  one  rather  than  tbat  of  the  other  for  tbat 
reason.  To  go  into  the  inquiry  whether  the  Legis- 
lature was  not  in  error — whether  in  fact  a  bell  did 
not  give  notice  to  the  steamer  that  tbe  barque  was 
where  she  was  as  soon  as  a  foghorn  would  have 
done — is  out  of  place.  It  would  be  substituting 
our  judgment  for  tbe  judgment  of  the  law-making 
power.  It  would  be  admitting  tbe  validity  of  an 
equivalent  for  thai  which  tbe  statute  has  made  a 
positive  requirement. 

Then  bow  can  it  be  shown  on  the  part  of  the 
barque  that  the  failure  to  use  a  foghorn  certainly 
contributed  in  no  degree  to  tbe  collision  P  How 
can  it  be  proved  that  if  a  foghorn  bad  been 
blown  those  on  board  the  steamer  would  not 
have  heard  it  in  season  to  have  enabled  them 
to  check  their  speed  or  change  their  course,  and 
thus  avoid  any  collision  P  Though  there  were  two 
look-outs  on  the  steamer,  each  in  bis  proper  place, 
the  barque's  bell  was  not  beard  until  the  vessels 
were  close  upon  each  other.  Who  can  say  tbe 
proximity  of  tbe  vessels  would  not  have  been  dis- 
covered sooner  if  tbe  barque  bad  obeyed  the  navy 
regulations  P  If  it  be  said  this  is  speculation,  it 
may  be  admitted,  but  it  is  speculation  rendered 
necessary  by  a  certain  fanlt  or  the  barque.  lb  is 
equally  speculative  to  conclude  that  the  collision 
would  have  taken  place  if  a  foghorn  had  been 
used  instead  of  a  bell,  and  infer  therefrom  that  the 
fault  of  tbe  barque  had  no  relation  to  tbe  disaster. 
The  truth  is  the  case  is  one  in  which,  while  the 
presumption  is  that  the  failure  to  blow  a  foghorn 
was  a  contributory  cause  of  the  collision,  and 
while  tbe  burden  of  showing  that  it  was  in  no 
degree  occasioned  by  that  failure  rests  upon  the 
barque,  it  is  impossible  to  rebut  the  presumption. 
It  is  a  well  known  fact  that  in  some  states  of  the 
atmosphere  a  foghorn  can  be  beard  at  much 
greater  distances  than  others.    How  far  it  could 


have  been  beard  when  this  collision  oocurred  can 
never  be  known.  Nor  can  it  be  known  what  pre- 
cautions the  steamer  would  have  adopted  if  the 
true  and  proper  signal  had  been  given  her.  Hence, 
it  appears  to  us  tbe  barque  has  not  proved  tbtl 
her  failure  to  obey  the  shipping  regulations  was 
not  a  concurrent  cause  of  the  injury  she  received, 
and,  oonneqaently,  as  both  vessels  were  in  &nlt, 
tbe  damages,  according  to  the  Admiralty  mle^ 
should  be  divided. 

We  have  not  overlooked  the  Uict  that  in  a 
libel  by  the  owners  of  the  cargo  of  the  barque 
against  the  steamer  for  damages  resulting  from 
the  same  collision,  it  was  held  by  the  Judicial 
Committee  of  the  Privy  Council  in  England,  that 
the  disaster  was  chargeable  to  the  steamer  alone : 
{The  Pennsyloania,  23  L.T.  Rep.  H^,  S.  55.)  Bat 
with  great  respect  for  the  tribunal  that  thus  decided 
we  do  not  feel  at  liberty  to  surrender  our  judgment 
especiallv  in  view  of  the  fiMt  that  the  case  is  now 
more  fully  presented  and  the  evidence  is  more 
complete  than  it  was  in  the  British  Court. 

The  degree  of  the  Circuit  Court  is  reversed,  and 
the  cause  is  remanded  with  instructions  to  enter 
a  decree  in  accordance  with  this  opinion. 
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OREGON. 

(Collated  by  J.  P.  Aspzhall,  Esq.,  BaxriBter-at-Law.) 


Ik  Admibaltt. 

Tuegday,  Aug.  18, 1874. 

The  Hbbmiks  (a). 

8eamen*8  wages — Shipping  articlss — Duration  of 
voyage^Mtirchant  Shipping  Act,  1873—  Wrong* 
ful  discharge  "^  Foreign  ships -"-Jurisdiction- 
Leaving  ship  without  permufsion  of  master— 
Desertion — Setting  aside  inequitable  contracts. 

Und*ir  the  Merchant  Shipping  Act  of  England  of 
1873,  the  shipping  artictts  need  only  specify  (m 
maximum  duration  of  the  engagement  of  a  sea- 
man,  and  the  places  or  parts  of  the  world  to  which 
it  does  not  extend : 

Held,  that  a  specification  of  the  places  to  which  the 
voyage  or  engagement  might  extend,  was  an  im- 
plied  agreement  that  it  was  not  to  extend  to  any 
other,  and,  therefore,  a  sufficient  compliance  vita 
the  Act. 

A  Court  of  Admiralty  wiU  not  decline  jurisdiction 
of  a  stdt  by  foreign  seamen  against  a  foreign 
vessel  to  recover  wa^es,  where  it  appears  thcU  Sie 
voyage  has  been  completed  or  broken  up,  or  the 
seamen  have  been  discharged  by  the  wrongful  ad 
of  the  master. 

Semble,  that  the  court  wiU  not  decline  jurisdiction 
where  it  appears  the  seamen  have  been  discharged 
with  their  own  consent  before  the  expiration  of  the 
voyage,  without  the  payment  of  wages  cUready 
earned,  or  any  ageeement  or  understanding  con' 
ceming  them. 

A  seaman  is  bound  to  stay  hy  the  vessel  according 
to  his  agreement,  whether  the  master  takes  any 
means  to  compel  him  to  do  so  or  not,  and,  there' 
fore,  where  seamen  leave  a  vessel  before  the  com- 
pletion  of  the  voyage,  although  vnth  the  knowledge 
of  the  master,  and  upon  his  promise  that  thsy 
should  not  be  arrested  therefor,  but  vnthout  his 
conS'  nt,  they  are  guilty  of  desertion, 

(a)  From  the  written  jadgment  of  the  learned  judge 
as  given  in  the  Chicago  Legal  News. 
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Cantracfs  wUh  9eamen  upon  a  discharge  before  com- 

plfiion of  tfoyagA concerning  wctges  already  earned, 

wUl  he  set  aside  or  discharged  by  Court  of  Ad' 

fniralty  if  inequitable, 
Quantwn  fiMruu,  what  seamen  entitled  to  on. 
This  was  a  caose  of  wages  instituted  by  oertain 
British  seamen  against  the  British  barque  Her- 
mine. 

The  facts  snfBoiently  sppear  from  the  judgment. 

A,  (7.  Oihbs  and  Hughes,  for  the  libellants. 

W.  H.  EMnger,  for  the  claimants. 

DBA.OT,  J. — Peter  Whelan  and  five  others  bring 
this  suit  against  the  British  barqae  ffermine,  to 
reooyer  the  sum  of  489.98  dollars,  alleged  to  be 
doe  them  as  wages  for  service  as  seamen  on 
said  barqae,  on  a  voyage  from  Liverpool  to  this 
port. 

The  libellants  shipped  on  the  RermiiM  at  Liver- 
pool on  the  21st  Jan.  1874,  as  ordinary  seamen, 
on  a  voyage  from  Liverpool  to  Portland  (Oregon), 
aad  any  ports  and  places  in  the  Pacific,  Indian, 
and  Atlantic  Oceans,  China  and  Eastern  seas; 
thence  to  a  port  for  orders  and  the  conti- 
nent of  Earope  (if  required),  and  back  to  a  final 
port  of  discharge  in  the  United  Kingdom  ;  term 
not  to  exceed  three  years  ;  at  the  monthly  wages 
of3i.6s." 

It  is  alleged  in  the  libel  •  that  the  libellants, 
daring  the  voyage,  were  "fed  upon  very  poor 
food,  of  snch  poor  qnality  as  to  endanger  their 
health  and  render  them  liable  to  scurvy  and  other 
stcknees."  and  that  therefore  they  asked  for  their 
discharge  at  this  port,  ''unless  they  coald  be 
better  treated  and  fed,"  and  that  thereupon  the 
master  discharged  them,  but  refused  to  pay  them 
tiieir  wages. 

The  answer  of  the  claimants^  Q.  H.  Fletcher 
and  Ca,  of  Liverpool,  denies  that  the  libellants 
were  poorly  fed  or  otherwise  improperly  treated 
on  the  voyage,  or  that  they  left  the  vessel  on  that 
account,  or  that  the  master  discharged  them,  and 
avers  that  the  libellants  deserted  the  vessel,  and 
thereby  forfeited  their  wages. 

The  Hfrmine  arrived  at  this  port  on  the  5th 
Aug..  and  a  fnw  days  afterwards  the  libellants  asked 
the  master,  Alfred  H  Hiscock,  for  their  disohari^e. 
He  replied,  that  he  was  willing  to  discharge  them 
if  they  would  forfeit  the  wages  earned,  as  he  would 
have  to  pay  double  or  more  wages  for  seamen  in 
this  port  to  take  their  place.  Boberts  wanted 
15  dollars,  but  finally  agreed  to  take  5  dollars. 
Bogers  agreed  to  the  same  terms ;  and  the  others 
said  they  would  forfeit  their  wages  if  the  master 
would  give  them  a  legal  discharge. 

On  the  following  dsy,  Monday,  Aug.  10,  the 
libellants,  by  the  direction  of  the  master,  met 
him  at  the  British  consul's  office.  The  matter 
was  then  stated  to  the  consul,  who  declined  to 
discbarge  the  men  unless  they  were  paid  in 
foil.  This  the  master  declined  to  do,  and  the 
oonsol  directed  the  men  to  return  on  board. 
Some  conversation  then  ensued  between  the 
master  and  the  men,  the  latter  being  still 
anxious  to  leave  the  vessel,  the  result  of  which 
was,  that  the  former  promised  if  the  libellants 
left  he  would  not  arrest  them.  Thereupon  the 
libellants  returned  to  the  vessel,  and  after  some 
hours  the  master  followed.  The  result  was  that  the 
master  paid  the  mim  from  8  dollars  to  4  dollars 
apiece,  except  Boberts,  to  whom  he  paid  8  dollars, 
when  they  took  their  effects  and  quietly  went 
ashore  on  the  same  day.    In  addition .  to  these 


sums,  they  had  each  received  a  month's  wages  in 
advance,  and  6  dollars*  from  the  slop  chest  on  the 
voyage. 

The  master  did  not  expressly  assent  to  the 
libellants  quitting  the  ship,  but  he  had  good 
reason  to  believe  they  would  do  so,  and  took  no 
means  to  prevent  it.  In  fact,  the  money  paid 
libellants  was  given  to  and  received  by  them  with 
the  tacit  understanding^  that  if  they  were  allowed 
to  clear  out  without  bemg  troubled  or  arrested, 
they  would  make  no  further  claim  against  the 
vessel. 

The  libellants  had  no  cause  to  complain  of 
their  treatment  on  the  voyage.  On  the  trial  they 
testified  that  the  beef  and  bread  were  bad,  but  the 
weight  of  evidence  is,  that  both  were  as  good  as  is 
usually  furnished  at  the  port  of  Liverpool.  They 
were  otherwise  very  well  supplied  and  oared  for, 
and  were  in  good  health  during  the  whole  of  the 
long  voyage.  Neither  did  they  complain  of  bad 
food  or  ill-treatment  of  any  kind  to  the  British 
consul,  although  they  had  ample  opportunity  to 
do  so,  if  they  desired ;  nor  did  they  leave  the  vessel 
on  that  account,  but,  so  far  as  appears,  for  the  pur* 
pose  of  bettering  their  condition  in  a  pecuniary 
point  of  view.  The  wages  out  of  this  port  average 
40  dollars  per  month — more  than  twice  the  rate  at 
which  they  were  engaged  to  serve  on  board  the 
Her  mine  for  the  next  two  and  a  half  years. 

It  is  admitted  that  the  answer  correctly  describes 
the  voyage  set  out  in  the  shipping  articles,  but  the 
libellants  maintain  that  the  description  of  the  voy- 
age bevond  this  port  is  so  vague  and  uncertain  as 
to  render  the  contract  so  far  void,  and  therefore 
the  libellants  are  entitled  to  their  discharge  and 
wages  here,  as  being  the  legal  end  of  the  voyage. 

The  contract  having  been  made  in  a  British  port 
for  service  on  a  British  vessel,  its  validity  must 
depend  upon  the  law  of  that  country.  This  is  the 
general  rule  of  law,  and  it  is  particularly  applicable 
to  oases  like  this  in  the  Admiralty  Oourts,  whidi 
"  are  in  some  sense  international  courts  charged 
with  the  duty  of  declaring  the  law  applicable  to 
ships  :*'  ( The  Acme,  2  Benedict,  386;  The  Jerusalem, 
2  Gal.  191 ;  The  Iw[anta,  1  Abb.  Ad.  B.  263.) 

Sect.  149  of  the  llnglish  Merchant  Shipping  Act 
1854  provides  that  the  shipping  articles  shall, 
among  other  things,  contain  the  following :  "  The 
nature,  and  as  far  as  practicable,  the  duration  of 
the  intended  voyage  or  engagement."  The  Mer- 
chant Shipping  Act  1873,  amends  this  section,  so 
that  the  agreement, "  instead  of  stating  the  nature 
and  duration  of  the  intended  voyage  or  engage- 
ment," may  "  state  the  maximum  period  of  the 
voyage  or  engagement,  and  the  places  or  parts  of 
the  world  (if  anj)  to  which  the  voyage  or  engage- 
ment is  not  to  extend." 

No  English  authorities  have  been  cited  upon 
the  constrnction  of  this  provision,  but  I  think 
that  under  the  Act  of  1873,  if  not  the  one  of 
1854,  the  description  of  the  voyage  is  sufficient. 
The  maximum  duration  of  the  engagement  is 
fixed  at  three  years,  and  although  the  articles 
do  not  expressly  "state  the  places  or  parts  of 
the  world  "  to  which  it  is  not  to  extend,  I  think 
they  do  so  sufficiently  when  the  mention  "  the 
places,  &o.,"  to  which  it  may  extend.  By  a 
necessary  implication,  all  other  "  places  or  parts 
of  the  world  "  than  those  mentioned  are  excluded 
from  the  engagement — ^it  does  not  extend  to  them. 

Upon  this  point  counsel  for  libellants  cited  Snow 
Vt  Wdpe  (2  Curtis,  301),  in  which  the  agreement  was 
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held  void,  beoanse  the  articles  ooly  desoribed  the 
Toyage  as  boiog  "  from  the  port  of  Boston  to  Val- 
paraiso, aod  other  ports  in  the  Pacific  Ocean,  at  and 
nom  thence  home  direct,  via  ports  in  the  East 
Indies  or  Europe,"  without  any  limitation  upon 
the  time  to  be  occupied  in  making  such  voyage. 
The  court  held  that  the  agreement  was  void  because 
it  did  not  comply  with  the  Act  which  required 
that  the  agreement  should  declare  **  the  voyage  or 
voyages,  term  or  terms  of  time,"  for  which  the 
seamen  may  have  shipped.  But  in  the  case  at  bar, 
the  duration  of  the  engagement  is  limited,  and  it 
is  to  bo  inferred,  from  the  opinion  of  the  coart  in 
Snow  V.  Wope  that,  if  there  had  been  a  like  limi- 
tation in  that  case,  the  court  would  have  held  the 
agreement  valid,  notwithstanding  no  definite  or 
specific  voyage  was  desoribed  in  it. 

On  the  part  of  the  claimant  it  is  objected  that, 
this  being  a  suit  for  wages  earned  by  foreign  sea- 
men on  board  a  foreign  vessel,  the  court  oaght  to 
decline  the  jurisdiction,  and  remit  the  libellants  to 
the  tribunals  of  their  own  country. 

Upon  this  point  counsel  cites  The  Napoleon 
(Olcott,  208) :  Qraham  v.  Hosleina  (t<2.224) ;  DavU 
V.  Leslie  (1  Abb.  123) ;  The  Infanta  {id,  263) ;  Bv4iket 
Y.  KlorJegeter  (id,  402).  The  rule  established  by 
these  cases  is  to  the  effect  that  the  court  will  not 
take  jurisdiction  in  such  cases,  unless  it  is  necessary 
to  prevent  a  failure  of  justice,  as  where  the  voyage 
has  been  completed  or  abandoned,  or  the  seamen 
discharged  or  the  contract  otherwise  dissolved  by 
the  wrongful  act  of  the  owner  or  master.  These 
oases  were  all  decided  in  the  same  court,  and 
they  carry  the  rule  against  the  jurisdiction  to 
the  extreme.  In  considering  this  question  in 
Benedict's  Admiralty  Practice,  §  282,  it  is  said 
that  "nothing  within  the  territory  of  a  nation 
is  without  the  jurisdiction.  ...  In  the  present 
state  of  international  intercourse  and  commerce, 
all  persons  in  time  of  peace  have  the  right  to 
resOTt  to  the  tribunals  of  the  nation  where  they 
may  happen  to  be,  for  the  protection  of  their 
rights.  The  jurisdiction  of  the  courts  over  them 
is  complete,  except  when  it  is  excluded  by  treaty." 
In  The  Jerusalem  (2  Gal.  198),  Mr.  Justice  Story 
states  the  rule  as  follows :  "  Where  the  voyage  has 
not  terminated,  or  the  seamen  have  bound  them- 
selves to  abide  by  the  decisions  of  the  tribunals  of 
their  own  country,  foreign  courts  have  declined 
any  interference,  and  remitted  the  parties  to  their 
own  tribunals  for  redress.  But  where  the  contract 
has  been  dissolved  by  the  regular  termination  of 
the  voyage,  or  by  the  wrongful  act  of  the  other 
party,  the  cases  are  not  unfrequent  in  which 
foreign  courts  have  sustained  the  claim  for  mari- 
ners wages." 

In  any  view  of  the  matter,  this  appears  to  be 
a  proper  case  for  exercising  the  jurisdiction.  The 
libellants  allege  that  they  were  discharged  by 
the  master  in  this  port  without  the  payment  of 
wages.  If  the  libel  be  true,  the  voyage  is  ter- 
minated as  to  them  by  the  wrongful  act  of  the 
master.  Under  such  circumstances,  it  would 
be  mere  mockery,  and  a  denial  of  justice,  to  remit 
the  libellants  to  the  forums  of  Great  Britain,  for, 
being  discharged  in  this  port,  they  are  praoticallv 
denied  the  means  of  access  to  such  forums.  Indeed, 
I  think  the  coart  ought  not  to  decline  the  juris- 
diction, even  if  it  appeared  that  the  libellants  were 
discharged  with  their  own  consent,  without  the 
payment  of  wages,  or  any  agreement  or  under- 
standing upon  the  subject,  or  upon  terms  that  are 


manifestly  inequitable  and  unjust.  In  such  cases 
they  ought  to  recover,  as  upon  a  quantum  meruU. 
Being  separated  from  the  vessel  with  the  consent 
of  the  master,  if  they  are  not  allowed  to  enforoe 
any  claim  which  they  nmy  have  against  her  in  thiff 
court,  it  is  a  practical  denial  of  justice. 

Upon  the  facts  of  the  case,  the  libellants 
appear  to  have  been  guilty  of  desertion.  They 
cannot  complain  that  the  master  was  aware 
of  their  intention  to  quit  the  ship,  and  took 
no  means  to  prevent  it,  or  to  compel  their 
return  after  they  had  left.  That  is  a  matter 
between  him  and  his  owners.  He  may  have  had 
good  reason  to  believe,  as  he  stated  in  his  testi- 
mony, that  they  would  leave  the  ship  in  spite  of 
him,  and  that  it  was  no  use  to  try  to  prevent  it ; 
th^t  they  shipped  with  the  intention  of  making 
their  way  to  this  coast,  and  then  deserting  the 
vessel. 

However  this  may  be,  the  libellants  were  bound 
by  their  contract  with  the  owners  to  stand  by 
the  ship  until  the  oompletion  of  the  voyage^ 
unless  they  were  actually  discharged  by  the  master, 
or  so  maltreated  as  to  justify  their  leaving  without 
his  consent.  They  had  no  right  to  leave  the  ship 
simply  because  they  could  do  so,  or  because  the 
master  assured  them  that  he  would  not  trouble 
them  for  it  if  they  did.  Even  if  it  oould  be  said 
that  the  master  connived  at  their  quitting  the  ship, 
their  act  was  none  the  less  desertion.  In  so  doing 
they  wilfully  violated  their  contract  with  the 
owners,  and  they  cannot  now  evade  responsibility 
therefor,  by  showing  that  the  master  was  aware  olE 
their  intention,  and  took  no  means  to  prevent  it. 

Of  course  the  master  is  the  agent  of  the  owners, 
and  if  it  appeared  that  by  any  artifice  or  repre- 
sentation he  had  induced  the  libellants  to  quit  the 
vessel  under  an  impression  that  they  had  a  right 
to  do  so,  the  case  would  be  altered. 

But  I  do  not  think  there  is  any  ground  for 
supposing  that  .the  master  desired  to  get  rid 
of  these  men  without  paying  them  their  wages. 
No  motive  is  shown  for  any  such  conduct,  uid, 
so  far  as  appears,  the  vessel  can  ^in  nothing 
by  their  leaving,  even  without  their  pay.  Bat 
with  the  libellants  the  case  is  otherwise.  They 
evidently  acted  upon  the  fact  that  they  could 
command  more  than  double  the  wages,  in  or 
out  of  this  port,  they  were  receiving  on  the 
Hermine.  The  pretence  that  the  food  was  sub- 
stantially bad,  or  that  they  were  otherwise  ill- 
treated,  is  evidently  an  afterthought.  If  the  food 
was  bad,  they  oould  and  should  have  complained 
to  their  consul,  especially  when  they  were  before 
him  on  this  very  subject  of  being  discharged. 

But  supposing  it  to  be  true  that  the  libellants 
not  only  left  the  vessel  with  the  knowledge  of  the 
master,  but  also  with  his  consent,  still  I  do  not 
think  they  are  entitled  to  recover. 

In  the  first  place,  upon  this  theory  of  the 
case,  all  the  circumstances  attending  the  pay- 
ments made  them  before  leaving  go  to  prove 
that  such  payments  were  made  and  received 
in  satisfaction  of  any  claim  the  libellants  might 
have  against  the  ship  for  their  services.  It  was 
competent  for  them  to  agree  with  the  master  to 
quit  the  vessel,  and  receive  so  much  for  their  services. 
True,  a  court  of  admiralty,  in  the  interests  of  the 
seamen,  will  look  into  such  contracts  and  dealings, 
and  if  any  substantial  advantage  has  been  taken  of 
them,  so  far  disregard  them  and  do  justice  in  the 
premises. 
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In  the  second  place,  if  the  libellants  were  dia- 
charged  without  any  understanding  or  agree- 
ment as  to  the  payment  of  wages,  then  they 
ought  to  recover  such  sum,  if  any,  as  under  all  the 
circumstances  they  are  equitably  entitled  to— as 
upon  a  quan turn  meruit.  Under  the  cirou mstanoes 
what  are  their  services  worth  to  the  vessel? 
Allowing  the  monthly  rate  of  wages  mentioned  in 
tiie  articles,  according  to  the  libel  there  is  due  to 
tiie  libellants  about  81  dollars  apiece  at  this  port. 
To  supply  their  places  from  here  to  Liverpool, 
allowing  four  months  for  the  voyage,  at  40  dollars 
per  month,  will  cost  160  dollars  per  man.  The 
difference  between  that  and  the  price  the  libellants 
agreed  to  perform  the  same  services  for  is  90  dol- 
lars per  man*— more  than  the  sum  claimed  by  the 
libellants.  It  follows  that  the  libellants,  having 
fuled  to  perform  their  contract,  are  not  equitably 
entitled  to  anything,  because  all  the  circumstances 
considered,  their  services  are  not  worth  so  much 
to  the  vessel  as  they  have  received  for  them. 

And  this  is  so  upon  the  supposition  most  favour- 
able to  the  libellants — that  the  Hermine  wiU  return 
to  Liverpool  direct;  for  by  the  terms  of  their  contract 
they  might  be  required  to  serve  two  and  one  half 
years  before  being  discharged,  and  to  supply  their 
places  during  all  this  time,  at  the  enhanced  wages 
of  this  port,  or  the  other  seas  mentioned  in  the 
articles,  would  add  very  much  to  the  loss  sustained 
by  the  vessel. 

Let  the  libel  be  dismissed,  and  a  decree  entered 
for  the  claimants  for  costs. 


ThursdoAf,  March  31, 1874. 
The  Mebrimac  (a) 

Damage  —  Towage  —  Negligence  of  tug — IhUy  to 
furnish  towing  rope — Uonirolr^OoUieion — iJe- 
eponeihiliiy. 

H,  agreed  vnth  W,  to  tow  hie  ecowfrom  Astoria  to 
Cape  Disappointmsnt  for  20  dollars,  without 
metUioning  which  should  furnish  the  tow  Ivne : 

Held,  thai  in  the  absence  of  any  usage  or  under^ 
standing  to  the  contrary,  the  tug  was  hound  to 
furnish  the  tow  line  as  a  part  of  the  necessary 
means  to  perform  the  towage,  as  undertaken. 

Where  evidence  was  offered  by  H,  to  prove  a  custom 
to  the  effect  that  the  tow  was  hound  to  furnish  the 
tow  line  in  $uch  cases : 

Heldt  that  U  was  not  sufficient  and  that  the  master 
of  the  tow  could  not  be  affected  hy  it  if  esia* 
hUshed,  unless  knowledge  of  U  was  brought  home 
to  him. 

Where  a  nhan  on  the  tow  furnished  a  line  to  the  tug 
at  the  request  of  the  master  of  the  latter,  but  stated 
at  the  time  that  he  did  not  think  it  sufficient  to 
tow  with: 

Quosre.  should  the  line  he  considered  as  furnished 
by  the  tow  and  at  her  risk,  or  othencise  ? 

The  contract  to  tow  the  scow  and  her  cargo  from 
Astoria  to  the  Cape,  was  a  contract  for  the  hire 
of  the  tug  for  the  carriage  or  transportation  of 
ike  same  for  a  compensatton,  and  was  therefore  a 
bailment  of  the  kind  denominated  Locatio  operis 
mercium  vehenda/rum,  in  which  the  master  of  the 
tug  was  the  bailee,  and  responsible  for  ordinary 
sJnll  and  diligence. 

The  tug  M,  left  Astoria  with  the  scow  J,  F, 
in  tow,  200  feet  astern,  on  the  last  of  the  ebb  tide, 

(a)  This  report  is  taken  from  a  report  of  the  case  in 
tlie  Faoific  Law  Beporter,  supplied  by  the  learned  Judge 
deeidiog  the  ease. 


for  Cape  Disappointment,  and  met  the  flood  tide 
and  8*  W,  wind  abreast  of  Sand  Island,  as  might 
liave  been  reasonoMy  expected^  where  such  tide 
and  wind  always  make  a  rough  sea,  and  in  at' 
tempting  to  tow  said  scow  against  the  sa/ms,  the 
tow  line  of  the  tow  and  also  of  the  tug  parted,  and 
the  scow  went  on  Chinook  Spit  and  was  lost ; 
Held  that  the  tug  did  not  exercise  ordinary  skill  and 
diligence  in  undertaking  the  voyage  on  the  last  of 
the  ebb  tide^  or  in  attempting  to  tow  the  scow 
against  the  flood  tide  and  wind ;  and  therefore  is 
responsible  for  the  consequent  loss  of  the  same. 
Under  the  circumstances  of  the  employment,  with  the 
exception  of  steering  the  toto,  working  her  pump, 
and  hauling  her  end  of  the  tow  line,  the  tug  is 
responsible  for  the  na/vi gallon  of  both  l^sels;  and 
her  duties  were  those  of  a  private  carrier  for  hire, 
just  as  much  cks  if  she  had  had  her  upon  her  own 
deck  instead  of  astern,  at  the  end  of  a  tow  line. 
Where  a  tug  negligently  places  a  tow  in  a  peril  from 
which  she  is  lost,  it  is  no  excuse  that  the  tow  might 
have  been  saved,  but  for  a  mistake  of  or  want  of 
skiU  in  the  crew  of  the  latter,  in  bending  a  tow 
line  in  a  dangerous  arhd  sudden  emergency,  or 
the  want  of  extraordinary  ground  tackle. 
Where  a  tow  has  parted  from  the  tug  and  gone 
adrift,  and  is  in  greai  peril,  and  the  latter,  ai  the 
request  of  the  crew  of  the  former,  attempts  to  take 
them  off,  and  in  so  doing  collides  with  the  tow  and 
sinks  her,  the  tug  is  not  responsible  for  the  con* 
sequences  of  such  collision,  unless  it  was  inten* 
tional  or  the  result  of  gross  negligence. 
This  was  a  suit  instituted  to  recover  damages  for 
the  loss  of  the  John  Francis  and  her  cargo.    The 
defendant's  vessel  was  engaged  in  towing  the  John 
Francis.    The  facts  are  fully  set  out  in  the  judg* 
ment. 

«7b^r>  A,  Woodward  and  H,  H,  Northup  for 
libellant. 

W.  Strong  and  Joseph  N,  Dolph  for  respondent. 
Deadt,  J. — ^This  suit  is  brought  to  recover  250O 
dollars  damages  sustained  by  the  libellant  in  the 
loss  of  the  John  Francis,  and  her  cargo  of  eighty 
cords  of  ash  wood,  through  the  negligence  of  the 
tog  Merrimac  while  engaged  in  towing  said  John 
Francis  from  Astoria  to  Cape  Disappointment,  on 
9th  Sept.  1873. 

The  vessel  lost  was  a  *' schooner  scow,"  of 
95^  tons  burden,  120  feet  in  length,  21  feet  in 
breadth,  and  4|  feet  in  depth,  with  two  masts 
and  a  rudder  and  stearing  gear ;  she  was  decked 
over,  fore  and  aft,  carried  an  anchor  weighing 
280  pounds,  with  30  to  40  fathoms  of  chain; 
she  was  built  in  1866  for  the  wood  and  hay 
trade  on  the  Columbia  river,  at  a  cost  of  4500 
dollars.  Some  time  in  1872,  libellant  bought  her 
for  1100  dollars,  and  afterwards  put  800  dollars 
worth  of  repairs,  rigging  and  sails  upon  her.  The 
Merrimac  is  a  sinsrle  engine  propeller,  of  50  or  60 
horse  power,  and  48  tons  burden,  and  has  been 
engaged  for  some  years  in  towing  on  the  Columbia 
river,  and  over  the  Bar  to  and  from  the  sea. 
About  1st  Sept.  1873,  the  libellant  met  the 
master  of  the  Merrimac,  Biohard  Hobson,  at  Port* 
land,  where  conversation  was  had  between  them  to 
the  effect  that  the  former  expected  to  be  at  Astoria 
in  a  few  days  with  his  scow,  bound  for  Cape  Dis- 
appointment, when  he  would  want  a  tog,  and  that 
the  latter  would  be  ready  to  tow  him  over.  Earl^ 
in  the  morning  of  the  9th,  the  John  Francis 
arrived  at  Astoria  from  the  mouth  of  the  Sandy 
in  tow  of  the  libellant's  little  steamer — the  Wasp. 
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The  Merrimac  haying  heard  the  previous  evening 
tiiat  the  acow  was  on  the  way,  came  over  to  Astoria 
from  Cementville  in  the  night  to  meet  her.    Here 
the  libellant  and  the  master  of  the  tug  met  and 
made  a  contract  whereby  the  latter  acpreed  to  tow 
the  scow  over  to  the  Cape  for  20  dollars,  nothing 
being  said  as  to  who  was   to  famish   the   tow 
line.      This  was  about  8  o'clock  and   near  the 
last  of  the  ebb  tide.      The   master  of  the  tng 
directed   the   libellant   to    have  the   anchor  of 
the  scow  lifted,  and    let    her    drift   out    from 
the  wharf  and  he  would  come  aronnd  with  the 
tug   and   take  her  in  tow,  and  in  the    mean- 
time  the   libellant   was    to  take   the    Wasp  in 
shore  and  secure  her,  and  come  off  to  the  scow  in 
his  skiff.  I^he  tag  came  alongside  of  the  scow,  and 
asked  libellant's  brother,  who  was  the  only  person 
on  board,  to  give  him  the  line  that  was  lying  on 
the  forward  part  of  the  scow,  which  he  did.    The 
tag  then  steamed  along  slowly,  with   the   scow 
astern,  for  nearly  a  mUe,  when  the  libellant  and 
another  brother  came  on  board  the  tow,  and  the 
tng  steamed  away  at  the  rate  of  four  or  five 
knots  an  hour.      The  distance  from  Astoria  to 
the  Gape   is  about  fifteen    miles.      Abreast  of 
8and  Island    and    about    four   miles  from  the 
Cape,  they  m^  the  flood   tide  and  wind  from 
the  south-west.    At  this'  point  the  sea  is  always 
rough  during  the  flood  tide.      The  wind   and 
tide  being    on  the    tow's  quarters,   she  began 
drifting  to  leeward,  when  the  tug  turned  up  to 
the  tide  and  the  strain  or  surge  parted  the  line 
some  feet  outside  of  the  scow.      The  tug  then 
backed  up  and  gave  the  tow  her  line,  which  very 
soon  parted  short  off  some  15  or  20  feet  from  the 
scow.    Thereupon  the  tug  gave  the  tow  the  long 
end  of  her  line  and  directed  it  to  be  bent  on  to  the 
long  end  of  the  tow's  line,  which  was  done ;  but 
the  knot  slipped  while  being  drawn  through  the 
water  and  the  line  parted  before  it  was  drawn 
taut.    By  this  time  the  scow  had  drifted  within 
100  feet   of   Chinook  Spit,  and  the  master  of 
the  tug  directed  the  tow  to  drop  her  anchor,  which 
was  done  in  about  three  fathoms  of  water,  with 
twenty- five  fathoms  of  chain.    This  was  near  the 
first  black  buoy.  The  scow,  under  the  force  of  the 
wind  and  tide,  draj^ged  her  anchor  slowly  in  the 
direction  of  the  spit,  and  the  men  on  her  called 
to  the  tow  to  come  and  take  them  off.    The  tug 
backed  up  to  windward  and  alongside  the  scow, 
but  as  she  reversed  her  engine  to  go  ahead  it 
caught  on  the  centre  for  a  moment,  and  she 
drifted  closer  to  the  tow.    As  she  passed  the  bow 
of  the  pcow  a  swell  caught  her  and  carried  her 
across  it,   where  her  propeller  got  foul  in  the 
anchor  chain,  until  it  was  paid  out  further,  when 
she  got  away.    During  this  time  the  guard  of  the 
tug  Htruck  the  bow  of  the  scow  at  one  comer,  and 
broke  it  down,  so  that  the  sea  poured  in  and  filled 
her  in  a  few  moments,  whereupon  the  crew  of  the 
tow  ran  aft,  jumped  into  their  skiff  and  got  on 
board  the  tuff,  which  was  distant  some  200  yards 
waiting  for  them.    The  tug  proceeded  to  the  Cape 
and  returned  at  ebb  tide,  but  the  scow  had  drifted 
so  far  into  the  breakers,  that  it  was  not  considered 
safe  to  go  to  her  with  the  tug.     By  the  next 
morning  at  10  o'clock,  her  bow  was  pulled  out 
of  her  with   the  fastening   of  the  anchor  chain, 
and  she  went  on  to  the  spit  and  was  lost.    The 
cargo  of  wood  fioated  out  as  soon  as  she  filled  and 
was  lost. 
The  line  taken  from  the  tow  was  a  4^  inch 


line,  about  40  fathoms  in  length,  and  apparenUj 
in  good  condition.  BJenry  Wilson,  who  gave  it 
to  the  tug,  testifies  that  the  Merrimac  came 
alongside,  and  Hobson  asked  him  if  the  line 
lying  forward  on  the  tow  "  was  strong  enough 
for  a  tow  line."  He  answered,  "  I  do  not  know; 
I  do  not  believe  she  is ;"  when  Hobson  sang 
out,  "  Heave  that  line,  and  do  not  stand  there  to 
look  at  it."  Hobson  testifies— I  asked  Wilson,  "  If 
that  was  the  line  he  was  going  to  tow  with?" 
What  he  said  in  reply  I  do  not  recollect."  I  then 
ordered  him  "  to  give  us  the  line  quick  before  we 
drifted  away."  Ingalls,  who  took  the  line  from 
the  tow,  testifies :  "  We  went  alongside  and  asked 
if  they  had  a  line,  and  they  began  to  hunt  one  up. 
They  said  they  had  one,  and  I  took  the  line  myself 
and  made  it  fast  to  the  bits."  J.  W.  Bloomfield,  a 
passenffer  on  the  tng,  and  the  person  to  whom  the 
wood  was  sold  to  arrive  at  the  Cape,  testified  that 
'*  Hobson  asked  one  of  the  men  on  the  scow 
whether  he  had  a  good  line.  The  man  said  he  did 
not  know  whether  the  line  was  good  or  not  ^  I 
think  the  man  was  Wilson's  brother.  Hobson  said, 
'  Hurry  and  give  us  the  line  anyway.' "  Upon  this 
testimony  I  conclude  tha^  the  transaction  of  taking 
the  line  from  the  tow  took  place  substantially  as 
stated  by  Henry  Wilson.  The  line  of  the  Merrimac 
was  a  4f  inch  Manilla  rope  of  about  40  fathoms  in 
length.  It  had  been  spliced  and  subjected  to 
severe  strain  in  towing  rafts  of  saw  logs.  Either 
of  them  were  probably  sufficient  to  tow  the  scow 
in  smooth  water,  or  with  the  tide,  but  not  a^nst 
the  flood- tide  between  Sand  Island  and  Chinook 
Spit,  as  the  fact  of  their  parting  as  they  did  abun- 
dantly proves. 

In  this  case  the  result  is  ik  safe  criterion  by 
which  to  judge  of  the  sufficiency  of  the  lines : 
The  Steamer  Wehh  (14  WaL  U.  S.  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  406, 414) 

The  contract  being  silent  as  to  who  should  furnish 
the  tow  line,  the  respondent  alleged  and  gave  evi- 
denoe  tending  to  prove  that  there  was  a  custom  at 
the  mouth  of  the  Columbia  river  that  in  scoh  cases 
the  tow  should  furnish  the  line.  The  evidence  in 
support  of  the  usage  is  weak — comes  mainly  from 
witnesses  who  are  interested  in  tuffs — and  in  my 
judgment  falls  far  short  of  establishing  any  sush 
custom.  The  most  that  can  be  claimed  for  it,  is 
that  it  establishes  a  usage  iu  the  case  of  sea-going 
Vessels,  particularly  when  being  towed  astern,  that 
the  tow  shall  furnish  the  line  or  pay  the  tng  extra 
for  furnishing  it,  but  in  the  case  of  scows  and  the 
like,  that  the  tow  shall  furnish  the  line  if  she  has 
one,  but  if  not,  the  tog  shall  furnish  it  withoot 
extra  charge.  Besides,  it  is  clear,  that  no  usage 
upon  the  subject  was  known  to  the  libellant,  and 
before  he  can  oe  affected  bv  a  custom  so  recent  and 
local  as  this  is  claimed  to  be,  knowledge  of  it  most 
be  brought  home  to  him  :  (2  Parsons  on  Oontr.57.) 
My  impression  is  that  the  undertaking  to  tow  the 
scow  from  Astoria  to  the  Cape,  bound  the  respon- 
dent to  furnish  the  necessary  means  to  do  the 
service  with,  and,  in  the  absence  of  any  custom  or 
understanding  to  the  contrary,  to  furnish  a  suffi- 
cient tow  line,  as  a  part  of  such  means.  But  the  tow 
did  furnish  the  line,  and  I  think  the  tug  ought  not 
to  be  held  responsible  for  its  sofficiency,  onless  it 
appears  there  was  some  understanding  that  it  was 
to  be  used  at  the  risk  of  the  latter.  If  the  master 
of  the  tug  called  for  the  tow's  line,  and  it  was 
given  and  used  without  anything  further  being 
said  or  done  by  either  party,  the  reasonable  infer- 
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enoe  would  be  that  the  parties  understood  the  oon-  I 
tract  as  reanirinf;  the  tow  to  farnish  the  line,  or 
tliat  they  thereby  modiGed  or  supplemented  it  to 
that  effect.  Bat  in  this  case,  the  man  on  the  tow, 
in  giving  the  line,  also  said  he  did  not  think  it  was 
snffident,  and  there  is  reason  for  holding  that  if 
the  master  of  the  tug  took  the  liae»  notwithstand- 
ing this  opinion,  he  took  it  npon  his  own  judgment 
tnd  risk.  He  testifies  that  he  thoughb  the  line 
was  sufficient.  Still,  when  the  master  of  the  tow 
ctme  on  board,  he  made  no  objection  to  the  use  of 
the  line,  and  manifestly  did  not  think  it  insufficient. 
Upon  the  whole,  it  is  not  clear  to  my  mind  whether 
ibe  drcamstanoes  under  which  the  line  was  given 
and  taken  from  the  tow  constitute  an  implied 
agreement  that  it  was  to  be  used  as  the  line  of  the 
toif  and  at  her  risk,  or  otherwise.  As  the  case 
may  be  aatisfactorily  disposed  of  upon  another 
ground,  it  is  not  necessary  to  definitely  decide  this 
question. 

The  contract  to  tow  the  scow  and  her  cargo 
from  Astoria  to  the  Gape  was  one  of  the  hire 
of  the  carriage  or  transportation  of  the  same  for  a 
compensation,  and  was  therefore  a  bailment  of  the 
kind  denominated,  LoccUio  operis  mercium  vehen- 
darwn.  The  services  of  the  tug  and  her  master 
and  crew  were  hired  by  the  libellant  for  that 
purpose.  This  constituted  the  libellant  the  bailor 
and  the  respondent  the  bailee  of  the  scow  and 
her  cargo:  (Story  on  Bailments,  Section  370; 
Edwards  on  Bailments,  338.) 

TbiB  is  a  bailment  which  is  beneficial  to  both 
parties  and  the  bailee  is  responsible  for  ordinary 
skill  and  diligence :  (Ed.  on  Bail.  371 ;  Story  on 
BaiL  457.)  But  he  is  not  a  common  carrier,  and 
may  contract  for  a  more  restricted  liability  than 
the  law  imposes  upon  him :  {Alexomder  v.  Ureene, 
3  Hill,  19;  The  eUamer  Wehh,  14  Wal.  414). 
Coonsel  for  respondent  insists  that  this  hiring  did 
not  amount  to  a  bailment  of  any  kind,  and  in 
support  of  this  proposition,  cites  a  dictum  of  Bron- 
son,  J.,  in  Wella  v.  The  8,  N.  Oo.  (2  Oomst.  208), 
to  that  effect.  It  was  decided  in  that  case  that  the 
proprietor  of  a  tow  boat  was  not  a  common  carrier, 
as  to  the  boat  towed,  but  the  dictum  that  such  pro- 
prietor was  not  a  bailee,  and  that  the  transaction 
was  not  a  bailment,  is  in  direct  opposition  to  the 
language  of  all  the  authorities,  as  well  as  that  of 
the  learned  judge  elsewhere  in  the  same  opinion, 
and  in  Alesumder  v.  Greene  (sup,) 

The  master  of  the  tug  being  a  bailee  for 
hire,  and,  as  such,  responsible  for  ordinary 
skill  and  diligence  in  the  performance  of  his 
contract,  what  was  his  duty  in  the  premises? 
Impliedly  he  undertook  to  furnish  a  tug,  pro- 
perly equipped  and  of  sufficient  capacity  and 
power  to  take  the  scow  to  the  Gape,  and  for 
^  exercise  of  ordinary  skill  and  prudence  in 
selecting  the  proper  time  to  make  the  voyage,  with 
reference  to  the  craft  to  be  towed,  and  the  wind 
and  Ude  or  other  ordinary  peculiarities  of  the  navi- 
gation, and  in  the  conduct  of  the  enterprise  in  the 
case  of  any  unlocked  for  or  extraordinary  emer- 
gency. 

Of  course  the  relations  between  the  tuo:  and 
the  tow  may  be  modified  by  express  agreement 
or  the  reasonable  implication  arising  from  the  cir- 
immstanoes  and  nature  of  the  employment  in  a  par- 
ticular case,  so  as  to  make  the  tug  the  mere  servant 
of  the  tow,  and  under  its  direction.  In  such  a  case 
the  liability  of  the  tug  mekj  be  limited  to  the  mere 
point  of  furnishing  a  sufficient  motive  power  for 
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the  tow,  while  the  whole  responsibility  as  to  the 
time  and  manner  of  makicg  the  voyage  or 
transportation  would  rest  with  the  tow :  (Sturgie 
V.  Boy&r,  24  How.  TJ.  S  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  121.) 

In  this  case  the  scow  beiog  towed  astern,  a 
distance  of  some  200  feet  with  her  own  master 
and  crew  aboard,  the  tug  is  not  responsible 
for  the  manner  in  which  she  was  steered.  It  is 
evident  from  the  circumstances  that  the  tow  relied 
upon  her  own  steering  gear  and  crew  to  keep  her  in 
the  proper  place  in  the  channel,  so  far  as  the  course 
of  the  tug  would  permit :  {SprouL  v.  Hemming- 
way  14  Pick.  Mass.  7.)  Neither  is  the  tug  respon- 
sible for  any  injury  which  may  have  happened  to 
the  tow  by  reason  of  any  defect  or  deficiency  in  her 
condition,  construction  or  appointments,  con- 
sidered as  a  scow.  It  was  implied  in  the  contract 
to  tow  her,  that  the  JohnFrands  was  as  seaworthy 
as  vessels  of  her  class  and  construction  ordinarily 
are. 

But  as  to  all  the  other  matters  involved  or 
to  be  performed  in  the  undertaking,  I  think  the 
tug  is  responsible  for  any  lack  of  ordinary  care  or 
diligence  on  the  part  of  the  respondent. 
'  The  water  to  be  crossed  wa««  not  an  ordinary  one. 
The  peculiar  difficulties  and  dangers  of  the  voyage 
were  well  known  to  the  respondent,  and  almost  un- 
known to  the  libellant.  The  vessel  to  be  towed  was 
a  flat-bottomed  one,  with  a  square  head  and  stem, 
well  loaded  down  with  wood.  She  could  be  towed 
to  the  Gape  on  the  ebb  tide  with  comparative  safety, 
while  it  is  almost  certain  that  she  could  not  be 
towed  against  a  flood  tide  between  Sand  Island  and 
Chinook  Spit. 

Under  the  circumstances  there  was  a  want 
of  ordinary  skill  and  diligence  on  the  part 
of  the  respondent  in  leaving  Astoria  with  this 
scow  in  tow  for  the  Gape  on  the  last  of  the  ebb 
tide.  He  could  not  expect  to  carry  it  with  him,  and 
must  have  known  that  he  would  meet  the  flood  tide 
and  wind  at  Sand  Island,  where  it  always  makes  a 
rough  sea,  against  which  it  would  be  dangerous 
to  tow  the  scow:  (The  Brooklyn,  2  Benedict, 
652 ;  The  Caleb,  4  Ben.  15 ;  The  Olive  Baker,  lb, 
174;  The  Blanche  Page,lb,lS6;  The  M.  A.  Lennox, 
lb.  190 ;  The  Deer,  lb.  335).  To  obviate  the  force 
of  these  facts  counsel  for  respondent  claims  that 
the  voyage  was  delayed  half  an  hour  waiting  for  the 
libellant  to  join  the  scow,  after  the  tug  had  hitched 
on  to  her,  and  that  this  was  the  caase  of  being 
caught  in  the  flood  tide. 

liking  all  the  circumstances  into  consideration, 
I  do  not  think  this  proposition  is  supported  by  the 
evidence,  and  if  it  was,  it  does  not  justify  the  re- 
spondent in  putting  the  scow  into  the  peril  from 
the  effects  of  which  she  was  lost. 

The  testimony  as  to  the  time  which  elapsed 
between  the  hitching  on  to  the  scow  and  the 
libellant's  joining  the  latter,  varies  from  fifteen 
to  thirty  minutes,  and  as  to  the  distance  made  in 
the  meantime,  from  a  quarter  of  a  mile  to  a  mile. 

The  weight  of  the  evidence  is  that  the  time 
was  not  to  exceed  twenty  minutes  and  the  dis- 
tance not  more  than  three  quarters  of  a  mile. 
The  tug  was  making  four  to  five  knots  an  hour 
until  she  met  the  flood  tide,  and  had  the  ebb  served, 
she  would  have  made  the  Gape  in  something  more 
than  three  hours.  The  evidence  is  noc  olear  and 
direct  to  the  fact,  but  the  reasonable  inference  from 
all  the  circumstances  is  that  the  tug  did  not  make 
more  than  two  and  a  half  knots  an  hour  against 
the  flood  tide.    The  witnesses  all  agree  that  the 
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Tessels  met  the  flood  tide  abreast  of  Sand  Island, 
and  this  is  very  probable  when  it  is  remembered 
that  they  left  Astoria  on  the  last  of  the  ebb  tide — 
near  low  water.  As  indicated  by  the  chart,  this  is 
aboat  foor  miles  from  the  Cape.  If  then  there  had 
been  no  delay  m  starting,  the  tng  would  have  met 
the  flood  tide  in  apparently  the  roughest  place  in 
the  channel — about  two  miles  from  the  Gape — aud 
encountered  subptantially  all  the  perils  she  did, 
with,  in  all  probability,  the  same  results. 

Bat,  for  the  sake  of  the  argument,  admit  that  the 
loss  occurred  on  account  of  the  delay.  That  does 
not  excuse  the  respondent.  Tbe  delay  occurred 
while  the  respondent  was  in  command  and  the 
scow  was  under  his  direction;  and  it  does  not 
appear  that  the  libellant  occupied  any  more 
time  in  making  the  Wasp  fast  and  getting 
back  on  the  scow  than  was  necessary  and  anti- 
cipated, and  allowed  for  when  the  contract 
was  made.  By  his  undertaking  he  was  boond  to 
know  whether  it  was  prudent  to  start  when  ho  did 
or  proceed  on  the  voyage  after  the  libellant  came 
on  board.  The  libellant  gave  no  direction  in  the 
premises  from  the  time  the  contract  was  made 
until  he  called  to  the  tug  to  take  them  off  the  scow 
and  assnmed  no  risks  save  those  which  the  law  had 
necessarily  cast  upon  him. 

Bat  sappose  tnat  the  respondent  had  good 
i^euBon  to  believe,  when  he  started,  that  he  coold 
make  the  Gape  without  encountering  the  flood 
tide,  still  when  the  fact  proved  otherwise,  I  think 
it  was  his  doty,  as  a  prudent  man,  to  return  to  a 
place  of  safety  and  await  the  high  tide  and  smooth 
water ;  particularly  when  it  is  considered  that  the 
only  tow  lines  on  board  were  insafficient  to  draw 
ibe  scow  through  that  sea,  even  if  she  coald 
ride  it. 

With  the  exception  of  steering  the  tow,  working 
her  pump  and  handling  her  end  of  the  tow  line,  the 
tng  is  responsible  for  the  navigation  of  both  vessels. 
Her  duties  were  those  of  a  private  carrier  of  the 
tow  for  hire,  just  as  mnch  as  if  she  had  had  her 
Upon  her  own  deck  instead  of  astern  at  the  end  of 
a  tow  line.  In  Sturgis  v.  Boyer  et  al»  (24  How.  122), 
it  was  held  that  "whenever  the  tug,  under  the 
charge  of  her  own  master  and  orew,  and  in  the 
usual  and  ordinary  course  of  such  an  employment, 
undertakes  to  transport  another  vessel,  which,  for 
the  time  being,  has  neither  her  master  nor  orew  on 
board,  from  one  point  to  another,  over  waters 
where  such  accessory  motiye  power  is  necessarily 
or  usually  employed,  she  mast  be  held  responsible 
for  the  proper  navigation  of  both  vessels."  While 
in  this  case  the  tow  had  her  master  and  crew  on 
board,  yet  they  had  nothing  to  do  with  the  navi- 
gation of  either  vessel,  except  to  steer  the  tow  in 
the  wake  of  the  tug,  to  work  her  pnmp  and  handle 
her  end  of  the  tow  line.  In  otner  respects  the 
navigation  of  the  tow  was  as  much  under  the 
oontrol  of  the  tug  as  if  there  had  been  no  one  on 
board  of  her.  The  master  of  the  tug  selected  his 
own  time  for  starting,  as  he  said  that  the  scow 
could  not  be  towed  over  the  route  except  in  time 
of  smooth  water.  "W  hile  they  were  under  weigh 
no  communication  passed  between  them,  except 
when  the  tng  backed  down  to  give  the  tow  her  line. 

Bespondent  also  insists  that  if  the  two  pieces  of 
lines  had  been  properly  bent  together,  the  knot 
would  not  have  slipped  and  the  scow  might  have 
been  saved.  Each  of  these  lines  had  jast  snapped 
like  a  mere  thread,  and  there  is  nothing  in  tbe 
evidence  or  circomstancea  which  makes  it  even 


probable  that  the  increase  in  length,  caused  by 
&stening  them  together,  would  have  made  them 
sufficient  to  tow  the  soow  agamst  that  tide  and  wind 
if  the  knot  had  held. 

The  faalt  alleged  is,  that  the  libellant  did 
not  seize  the  Imot.  Bat  certainly  it  coold 
not  have  been  expected  that  when  the  scow 
was  aboat  going  into  the  breakers  the  Hbel- 
lant  would  take  time  to  go  aft  and  get  some  small 
cord  and  deliberately  seize  this  knot.  Nothing  of 
the  kind  was  directed  or  suggested  by  the  re- 
spondent when  he  gave  the  order  to  bend  the  lines 
together.  Apparently  the  knot  was  well  made, 
but  while  being  drawn  through  and  against  tbe 
water  it  loosened,  and,  as  the  line  became  taut, 
slipped.  Bat  even  a  mistake  in  this  matter  by  the 
libellant  would  not  excuse  the  tug,  which  had 
already  negligently  brought  the  scow  into  this 
peril :  (The  Wehh,  14  Wal.  417.) 

As  to  what  followed  after  the  scow  cast 
anchor,  I  do  cot  think  it  materiaL  It  is  pos- 
sible that  the  soow  might  have  ridden  salel^ 
at  the  plaoe  she  was  left  by  the  tag,  untd 
the  turning  of  the  tide,  if  her  anchor  had 
been  larger  and  the  chain  longer.  But  the  peril 
which  resulted  in  her  loss,  had  already  been 
inonrred  by  the  negligence  of  the  respondent: 
(The  steamer  Webh,  14  Wal.  417;  The  Merrimac, 
lb.  203 ;  U.  8.  Co.  v.  N.  V.  and  F.  A.  8.  Co., 
24  How.  313.)  The  libeUant  was  not  bound  to  have 

Erovided  his  scow  with  ground  tackle  suffident  to 
old  her  in  such  an  extraordinary  position  as  that. 
In  my  judgment,  her  ground  tackle  was  suffideiit 
for  all  ordinary  emergencies. 

So,  with  the  collision  that  occurred  in  attempting 
to  take  the  libellant  and  his  brothers  &om  tbe  tow, 
after  the  anchor  was  dropped.  The  responsibility  of 
the  tng  under  the  contract  to  tow  the  soow,  was  at 
an  end.  For  the  time  being,  the  undertaking  had 
been  abandoned  by  the  tag.  In  going  to  the  soow, 
at  the  request  of  the  libellant,  the  tug  was  employed 
more  as  a  salvor  than  otherwise,  and  is  not  respoa* 
sible  for  an  injury  to  the  scow  caused  by  a  collision 
under  such  circumstances.  There  is  no  doubt  but 
that  the  collision  occurred,  and  that  the  scow  was 
sank  and  the  wood  washed  away  as  the  immediate 
consequence  of  it.  Bat  I  do  not  think  the  tng 
was  handled  so  unskilfully  or  carelessly  as  to  make 
her  liable  for  the  conseqaenoes. 

In  the  bill  of  particulars  the  scow  is  charged 
at  1800  dollars,  the  wood  400  dollars,  and 
the  furniture,  stores,  clothes,  &o.,  at  301  dollars. 
I  find  their  valae  as  follows:  Soow,  1200 
dollars;  wood,  280  dollars;  other  artioles,  150 
dollars;  making  in  all  1630  doUiu^  The  wood 
cost  libellant  2f  dollars  a  cord,  on  the  bank,  at 
Sandy,  and  he  had  sold  it,  to  arrive,  at  the  Cape 
for  4^  dollars.  I  have  allowed  3^  dollars  per 
cord  for  it  at  Astoria.  These  are  coin  valnations, 
to  which  I  add  10  per  centum  for  the  difference 
between  coin  and  currency,  which  makes  1793 
dollars.  The  libellant  within  a  day  or  two  of  the 
disaster  went  out  to  the  wreck  and  reoovered  the 
anchor  and  chain  from  the  sand  and  some  blocks, 
ropes  and  rigging  from  the  hull  of  the  soow.  Of 
these  he  has  sold  all  but  the  rigging  for  7S  dollars, 
which  he  valaea  at  40  dollars.  Allowing  him  i  of 
this  amount  for  saving  these  things,  the  remainder 
75.33|  dollars  must  be  deducted  from  the  aboye» 
which  leaves  the  sum  from  which  the  libellant  is 
entitled  to  a  decree  1717.66f  dollars  and  the  cost 
of  suit. 
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May  22  and  June  2  and  3, 1874. 

The  Boebuck. 

MoHer^s   wages — Forfeiture — Brunkenneei — Bieo' 

bedience  fo  owner's  orders — Desertion. 
Oecasiofial  drunkennt^ss  in  port  on  the  part  of  the 
muuier  of  a  vessel  will  not^  iftmaecompanied  with 
neglect  of  duty,  work  a  forfeiture  of  wages* 
Semble,  that  constant  drunkenrkass  on  the  part  of  a 
masteTtwhether  there  be  a  proof  of  neglect  of  duty  or 
not,  wiU  worJe  a  forfeiture  of  either  the  whole  or 
pofi  of  his  wngp.St  according  to  circumstances. 
where  a  master  recevoes  ewpress  orders  from  his 
owners  as  to  the  voyages  which  he  is  to  make  and 
the  ports  to  which  he  is  to  take  the  ship,  and  those 
orders  are  given  under  and  with  a  view  to  a  state 
of  circumstances  {polUical)  out  of  which  danger 
might  a/rise  to  the  ship,  a/nd  which  are  known  to 
amd  discussed  hy  the  master  a/nd  owrher  at  the  time 
when  they  are  given,  the  master  is  not  justified, 
out  of  an  aUeged  apprehension  of  that  danger,  in 
taJdng  the  ship  on  other  voyages,  and  to  other 
ports  ;^  and  if  he  does  so  take  me  ship,  he  wiUrhot 
oe  enHHed  to  recover  his  wages  for  the  time  during 
which  she  is  engaged  against  the  ovoners*  orders, 
even  if  the  voyages  are  for  the  owners*  benefit, 
A  wuuter's  wages  may  be  forfeited  by  desertion,  but 
ffiere  can  be  no  absolufe  desertion  of  his  ship 
working  a  forfeiiwre  of  the  whole  of  his  wages  if 
there  be  an  animus  revertendi  upon  the  part  of 
ihe  master. 
Where  a  master  guits  his  ship  and  remains  ckway 
for  such  a  time  and  under  such  circumstances  as 
lead  his  owner  reasonably  to  suppose  that  he  hcts 
no  intention  of  returning,  the  owners  wiil  bejus* 
Ufied  in  removing  the  vessel  from  the  place  where 
it  is  left,  atyi  appointing  another  master  ;  amd  the 
original  master  wiU  not  be  entitled  to  recover  his 
wages  for  any  period  after  the  time  whet^  he  so 
quitted  the  ship. 
This  was  a  oaase  of  wages  institiited  on  behalf  of 
James  Grordon,  master  mariner,  against  the  barque 
Roebuck,  and  her  owner  intervening.    The  facts 
are  stated  in  the  pleadings  and  the  jndsment  of 
the  ooort.     The  petition  filed  on  behaS  of  the 
master  was  as  follows  : 

1.  On  the  17th  Julj  1871,  the  plaintiff  entered  into  an 
agieemflnt  with  one  Dnnoan  Maodonald,  of  Ghugow,  in  the 
eooaty  of  Lanark,  then  and  nntil  the  dGth  Ang.  1878,  the 
owner  of  the  above-named  British  barqneor  resselBoe&ucik, 
bj  whioh  the  said  Bnnoan  ICaodonald  hired  the  phuntiff 
to  aet  as  master  of  the  said  barqae  or  Teesel  for  the 
space  of  two  years,  at  wages  after  the  rate  of  121.  per 
aooth,  and  it  was  also  agreed  by  and  between  the  said 
yrtiee  that  one  half  of  each  snoh  moothly  som  shonld, 
oning  the  oontinaanoe  of  the  aforesaid  term  <^  hiring,  be 
xcga]ar]j[  paid  by  the  said  Donoan  Maodcmald,  as  owner 
of  the  said  barqae  or  vessel  as  aforesaid,  to  l^e  wife  of 
the  plaintiff,  then  residingat  Glai^row  aforesaid. 

2.  On  the  27th  Aug.  1873,  one  Kennetii  Macdonald,  of 
Dundee  (hereinafter  oalled  the  defendant),  became  the 
rsgistered  owner  of  the  said  barqne  or  yessel. 

3.  On  the  2Sth  Jnly  1871  the  said  barqne  or  vessel  was 
Inag  at  the  port  of  Liverpool,  and  tiie  plaintiff,  on  or 
about  the  last-mentioned  day,  joined  her  tiiiere  as  master 
of  hsr,  in  porsnance  of  the  above-mentioned  agreement. 

4  The  plaintiff  oontinned  to  act  as  master  of  the  said 
barqne  or  vessel,  in  pnrsnance  of  the  above-mentioned 
sffreemsnt,  from  the  da^  in  the  last  preceding  artide 
atDtfani«d  np  to  and  nntd  the  end  of  April  or  the  begin- 
abgol  May  1872.  at  whioh  date  the  phuntiff  was,  by  the 
said  Dnncan  Maodomald,  wrongfnlly  and  nnlawfnlly  de- 
prived of  his  oommand  as  master  of  the  said  barqne  or 


vessel,  and  of  the  benefit  of  the  above-mentioned  agree- 
ment, and  was  then  wilfully  abandoned  and  deserteid  in 
the  manner  in  this  petition  hereinafter  deaoribe'l. 

5.  On  or  abont  the  Slst  Jnly  1871,  np  to  whioh  time  the 
said  barqne  or  vessel  had  been  lying  sinoe  the  before- 
mentioned  25th  day  of  the  same  month  in  the  port  of 
Liverpool,  the  plaintiff  sailed  as  master  of  the  saidbarane 
or  vessel  on  the  following  voyage ;  that  is  to  say,  having 
loaded  a  cargo  of  ooals  at  Liverpool,  he  suled  from  liver- 

§ool  for  Montevideo,  where  he  arrived  on  or  abont  the  30th 
ept.  in  the  same  year ;  sailed  theuce  on  or  about  the 
30th  Nov.  following  for  Baenos  Ayres,  and  arrived  there 
on  or  abont  the  let  Deo.  1871 ;  sailed  thenoe  for  Port 
Santa  Oroz  on  or  abont  the  23rd  Jan.  1872.  and  arrived 
there  on  or  abont  the  15th  Feb.  1872 ;  sailed  thenoe  on  or 
abont  the  22nd  Maroh  1872,  for  Sandy  Point,  in  the  Straits 
of  Magellan,  and  arrived  thereat  the  latter  end  of  Mardi 
1872.  The  then  owner,  Dnnoan  Macdonald^  was  at  Sandy 
Point,  and  came  and  thenceforward  remained  on  board 
the  said  barqne  or  vessel ;  sailed  thenoe  on  or  abont  the 
15th  April  1872,  for  the  Santa  Cruz  Biver,  and  arrived 
there  on  or  abont  the  25th  day  of  the  same  month,  and 
the  said  barqne  or  vessel  was  there  anchored  in  a  safe 
place  not  far  from  the  month  of  the  said  river. 

6.  YHiilst  the  said  barqae  or  vessel  was  lying  at  anchor 
in  the  Santa  Cms  Biver,  as  in  the  lafit  prectfding  article 
mentioned,  the  plaintiff  was  ordered  by  the  sai<i  Duncan 
Macdonald,  who  was  then  on  board  of  the  said  barqne  or 
vessel  as  aforesaid,  to  go  ashore  on  the  oc  ast  of  Pata- 
gonia, and  on  behalf  of  the  said  Duncan  Blaodonald  to 
proceed  to  a  certain  island  known  as  M<>unt  Lion  Island 
or  the  Bookery,  and  lying  dose  to  the  mainland  of 
Patagonia,  about  twenl^  or  twenty-five  miles  to  the 
southward  of  Mount  Enhance,  in  order  to  see  on  behalf 
of  the  said  Duncan  Macdonald  what  guano,  if  any,  was 
on  the  said  island,  and  to  choose  a  good  and  safe  place 
for  anchorage  in  the  vicinity  of  the  said  island. 

7.  In  obemenoe  to  the  said  order  of  the  said  Duncan 
Macdonald,  and  at  his  request  as  aforesaid,  and  for  no 
other  reason  whatsoever,  the  plaintiff,  on  or  about  the  26th 
April  1872,  did  go  ashore  and  did  then  proceed  to  the  said 
island  for  the  purposes  in  the  preceding  article  mentioned, 
and  whilst  engaged  in  the  performance  of  the  same,  at  or 
near  the  said  island,  was  there  wilfully  abandoned  and 
deserted  hyr  and  by  the  order  of  the  said  Duncan  Mac- 
donald, as  in  the  next  following  article  described. 

8.  The  plaintiff  was  always  ready  and  willing,  and  it 
was  always  his  intention,  after  the  performance  by  him 
on  behalf  of  the  said  Duncan  Macdonald  as  aforesaid 
of  the  purposes  for  which  he  had  proceeded  to  the  said 
island,  by  the  order  and  at  the  request  of  the  said 
Dnncan  Macdonald  as  aforesaid,  forthwith  to  return  to 
and  rejoin  the  said  barque  or  vessel,  but  before  he  could 
do  so.  and  whilst  he  was  engaged  at  or  near  the  said 
island  on  behalf  of  the  said  Duncan  Macdonald  as  afore- 
said, as  the  said  Duncan  Macdonald  well  knew,  tbe  said 
barque  or  vessel,  having  the  said  Duncan  Macdonald  on 
board  as  aforesaid,  and  under  his  direction  sailed  away, 
and  the  plaintiff  was  thereby  left  deserted  and  abandoned 
at  or  near  the  said  island. 

9.  The  plaintiff  continued,  after  being  deserted  and 
abandoned  as  hereinbefore  described,  to  make  every  effort 
to  rejoin  the  said  barque  or  vessel,  and  in  so  doing  suffered 
many  grievous  privations  and  hardships ;  but  suioe  the 
said  d*'sertion  and  abandonment  he  never  saw  her  again 
until  he  reached  Buenos  Ayres,  on  or  abont  the  8th  Jnly 
1872,  when  the  said  Duncan  Macdonald,  nnlawfnlly  ana 
contrary  to  the  tenor  of  the  before- mentioned  agreement^ 
refused  to  allow  the  plaintiff  to  rejoin  the  said  harque  or 
vessel,  or  to  act  as  master  of  the  same. 

10.  Up  to  the  21st  Nov.  1873,  or  thereabouts,  the  phdii. 
tiff  was  unable  to  obtain  employment  in  any  homeward- 
bound  Vessel,  but  noon  or  about  that  day  the  plaintiff 
shipped  on  board  the  steamship  CaroUns,  bound  for 
Antwerp  as  acting  second  officer,  and  be  arrived  on 
board  the  said  steunship  at  Antwerp  on  or  about  the 
2ttd  March  1873.  The  plaintiff  thence  forthwith  pro- 
ceeded to  Liverpool,  and  there  reported  himself  to  the 
Superintendent  of  the  Mercantile  Marine  Board  on  or 
about  the  8th  of  the  same  month. 

11.  There  were  on  board  the  said  barque  or  Tessel  at 
the  time  when  the  plaintiff  left  her,  as  in  the  seventh  ar- 
tide  hereinbefore  mentioned,  numerons  chattels,  dothes, 
instruments,  certificates,  papers,  and  other  effeots,  the 
private  property  of  the  plaintiff,  which  Has  plaintiff  was 
then  obliged  to  leave  bAiind  hun  in  the  said  barqus  or 
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tesael,  and  none  of  whioh  the  plaintiff  has  dnoe  been 
able  to  recoyer. 

12.  Seven  monthly  snms  of  61.  eaoh  were  ]^d  by  the 
Bald  Duncan  S^iodonald  to  the  plaintiff's  wife  in  part 
performance  of  the  aflpreement  in  the  first  article  aboye- 
mentioned,  and  the  last  of  such  payments  was  made  to 
her  on  or  abont  the  27th  Feb.  1872,  and  the  plaintiff  him- 
self received  from  the  said  Duncan  Macdonald  sums  of 
money  amounting  to  411. 16«.,  which  are  credited  to  the 
defendant  in  the  schedule  annexed  to  this  petition,  but 
save  aa  herein  stated  the  plaintiff  has  not,  nor  has  his 
said  wife  reoeiyed  any  payment  or  payments  from  or  on 
account  of  the  said  Duncan  Macdonald,  or  other wiae  on 
account  of  the  owners  of  the  said  barque  or  yessel  in 
reppect  of  wages,  or  in  respect  of  any  other  matter  in 
reference  to  which  he  now  claims. 

la  The  plaintiff,  during  the  whole  of  the  aforesaid 
yoyage  of  the  said  barque  or  yestel,  well  and  truly  per- 
formed his  duty  as  master  of  the  tame  up  to  the  time  wnen 
the  said  Duncan  Macdonald  caused  him  to  be  abandoned 
and  deserted  as  aforesaid,  and  unlawfully  and  without 
any  just  cause  or  excuse  depriyed  him  of  ihe  command  of 
the  said  barque  or  yessel  as  aforesaid,  and  of  the  benefit 
of  the  agreement  hereinbefore  mentioned.  Yet  the  said 
Duncan  Macdonald  caused  the  plaintiff  to  be  abandoned 
and  deserted  as  aforesaid,  and  prevented  him  from  fur- 
ther performing  l^e  said  agreement,  as  the  plaintiff  was 
at  all  times  ready  and  willing  to  do,  and  taye  as  aforesaid, 
the  said  Duncan  Macdonald  did  not  pay,  nor  has  the  de- 
fendant, alth  ufrh  requested  so  to  do  as  and  ^in^  the 
owner  of  the  said  barque  or  yessel,  paid  to  the  plaintiff 
the  sum  due  to  him  under  the  terms  of  the  said  affree- 
ment,  or  otheririse  in  respect  of  the  premises,  and  the 
same  still  remains  owing  and  unpaid  to  the  plaintiff. 

14.  The  plaintiff  claims  as  due  to  him  the  amount  set 
forth  in  the  schedule  annexed  to  this  petition. 

The  Schedule  referred  to  in  the  ahove  petition. 

The  account  of  the  plaintiff,  James  €k>rdon. 

£    »,   d. 
Wages  as  master  for  two  years,  at  122.  per 

month,  from  July  25, 1871   288    0    0 

Deduct  payments  to  wife £4Q    0    0 

Advances   41  16    0 

83  16    0 


Add  ten  days'  double  pay. 


204    4    0 
.800 

^12    4    0 


The  answer  filed  on  behalf  of  the  defendant  was 
as  follows: 

1.  The  defendant  admits  the  statements  contained  in 
the  second  article  of  the  petition  of  the  plaintiff  to  be 
respeotiyely  true. 

2.  The  statements  oontained  in  the  first  article  of  the 
■aid  petition  are  respeotiyely  untrue,  in  so  far  as  they 
represent  the  engagement  of  the  plaintiff  by  the  said  Mr. 
Duncan  Maodonald,^  the  former  owner  of  the  Boiimckf  to 
have  been  for  a  period  of  two  years.  The  said  engage- 
ment was  for  a  voyage  trom  Liverpool  to  Monte  Video 
and  Port  Gallagos,  in  Patagonia,  and  back  to  the  United 
Kingdom. 

3.  The  terms  of  the  agrreement  between  the  plaintiff 
and  the  said  Mr.  Duncan  Macdonald  were  not  reduced  to 
writing,  but  the  said  Mr.  Duncan  Maodonald  expressly 
told  the  plaintiff  at  the  time  of  engaging  him  that  any 
disobedience  on  his  part  to  the  orders  given  to  him  by  the 
said  Mr.  Duncan  Macdonald  for  the  conduct  of  the  said 
voyage  and  adventure  would  subject  the  plaintiff  to  dis- 
missal and  forfeiture  of  wages. 

4.  The  outward  cargo  of  the  Roebuck  for  the  said  voyage 
and  adventure  consisted  of  651  tons  of  ooal,  shippeid  by 
the  said  Mr.  Duncan  Maodonald  to  Monte  Video,  for  sale 
there  on  his  account,  and  a  large  amount  of  stores  and 
Berchandise.  in  value  upwards  of  6001.,  shipped  for  Port 
Qallagos,  to  be  there  delivered  to  one  Don  Louis  Piedra 
Buena  in  exchange  for  guano,  which  the  said  Don  Louis 
Piedra  Buena  had  conlaraoted  to  supply  to  the  said  Mr. 
Duncan  Maodonald  in  return  for  the  said  stores  and  mer- 
ohandise.  The  homeward  cargo  of  the  said  voyage  was 
to  consist  of  the  said  guano. 

5.  The  said  Mr.  Duncan  Macdonald  expeoted  himself  to 
meet  the  Roebuck  at  Monte  Video,  and  to  direct  tiie  re- 


mainder of  the  said  adventure  in  person.  In  case,  how- 
ever, he  might  not  be  able  to  efFeot  this,  the  said  Mr. 
Duncan  Macdonald,  shortly  before  the  Roebuck  set  aafl, 
gave  the  plaintiff  explicit  written  instructions  for  the 
conduct  ofthe  said  voyage  and  adventure. 

6.  According  to  the  said  written  instructions,  the 
plaintiff  was,  after  discharging  the  said  ooals  at  Monte 
video,  to  proceed  straight  to  Port  Gallagos,  and  tbeie 
obtain  guano  from  the  said  Don  Louis  Piedra  Buena  in 
exchange  for  the  said  stores  and  merchandise.  The  said 
instructions  contained  also  directions  to  the  plaintiff  on 
no  account  to  part  with  the  said  fitores  and  merchandiie 
without  first  getting  possession  of  guano  in  exohaofs, 
and  not  to  give  more  than  a  certain  price,  therein  named, 
for  the  said  guano. 

7.  The  Roebuck  sailed  from  Liverpool  on  the  31st  Joly, 
and  reached  Monte  Video  on  the  13  th  Sept.  1871.  About 
a  month  after  her  arrival  there  the  said  Mr.  Duncan  Mac- 
donald arrived  thither,  pursuant  to  his  intention  as 
af oresaidl,  and  after  seeing  the  said  ooals  nearly  all  dia- 
oharged,  the  said  Mr.  Duncan  Maodonald,  early  in  Novem- 
ber, determined  to  precede  his  ssid  ship  to  Port  GaUagoi. 
The  said  Mr.  Duncan  Maodonald  accordingly  ordered 
the  plaintiff  immediately  the  few  remaining  coals  had 
been  discharged  to  follow  him  with  the  IU)ebudc  to  Poet 
Qallagos.  The  said  Mr.  Duncan  Macdonald  then  went  to 
Port  Gallagos. 

8.  After  the  departure  of  the  said  Mr.  Duncan  Mao- 
donald from  Monte  Video  as  aforeaaid,  the  plaintiff,  in 
violation  of  the  said  orders  given  to  him  at  Monte  Video 
by  the  said  Mr.  Duncan  luMdenald  peraonally,  as  frsQ 
as  of  the  written  instructions  aforesaid,  instead  of  pto- 
ceediog  with  the  Roebuck  to  Port  Gallagos,  proceeded 
with  the  said  barque  upon  the  voyages  enumerated  in 
the  fifth  artide  of  the  said  petition.  This  the  plaintiff 
did  in  ooUnsion  with  the  said  Don  Louis  Piedra  Buena, 
and  in  the  manner  herebiafter  mentioned. 

9.  The  said  Don  Louis  Piedra  Bueno  having  oosie  to 
Monte  Video  soon  after  the  departure  of  the  said  Mr. 
Duncan  Macdonald,  the  plaintiff  unlawfully  entered  into 
an  agreement  with  the  said  Don  Louis  Piedra  Buena,  by 
which  both  parties  agreed  not  to  recognise  the  said  Mr. 
Ducoan  Macdonald  in  their  dealings  in  reepeot  to  the 
said  Port  GhJlagos  portion  of  the  cargo  of  the  said  barque, 
and  the  purchase  and  shipment  ol  guano  in  exchange  for 
the  same.  The  phdntifl'^  at  the  same  time  unlawfully 
entered  into  an  agreement  with  the  said  Don  Louis  Piedza 
Buena  for  the  purchase  and  shipment  of  the  said  guano 
on  terms  and  conditions  altogether  contrary  to  the  said 
written  instructions  given  to  the  plaintiff  by  the  said 
Mr.  Duncan  MaodonaH. 

10.  After  remaining  ^ree  weeks  at  Monte  Video,  the 
plaintiff,  acting  in  coUusion  with  the  said  Don  Loms 
Piedra  Buena,  sailed  with  the  said  barque  in  baUaat  to 
Buenos  Ayres,  reaching  that  place  about  the  1st  Deo. 
1872,  and  at  Buenos  jG^res  the  plaintiff  ohartered  the 
•aid  barque  to  a  firm  of  Koquaud  and  Co.,  for  a  voyage  to 
ticuita  Cruz  with  stores  and  DuUding  materials. 

11.  The  plaintiff  remained  with  the  Roebuck  for  seven 
weeks  at  Buenos  Ayres,  and  towards  the  end  of  Jan.  1872 
the  plaintiff,  taking  on  board  the  said  Don  Loms  Piedra 
Buena,  sailed  in  the  said  barque  for  Santa  Cruz,  besidss 
the  Sidd  cargo  shipped  pursuant  to  the  said  ohartsr- 
party,  the  plaintiff  took  a  large  number  of  passengers  to 
Santis  Cruz. 

12.  On  the  arrival  of  the  Roebuck  at  Santa  Cruz  on  the 
15th  Feb.  1872,  the  plaintiff  lauded  the  said  oargo  snd 
passengers,  and,  also  contrary  to  the  written  instmotionB 
of  the  said  Mr.  Dunoan  Maodonald,  the  plaintiff  there 
delivered  to  the  said  Don  Louis  Piedra  Buena  the  Port 
Gallagos  portion  of  the  original  cargo  ctf  the  said  barqoe, 
without  reoeiving  any  equivalent  for  the  same. 

13.  The  pUintiff  remuned  with  the  Roebuck  at  Santa 
Cruz,  till  the  latter  end  of  Maroh  1872,  when  he  ssilsd 
with  the  said  barque  for  Sandy  Point,  which  ie  in  the 
Straits  of  Magellan,  a  long  way  past  Port  Gallagos  afore- 
said, passing  Port  Ghdlagos  without  oaltiug  there ;  the 
plaintiff  brought  the  said  Don  Louis  Piedra  Buena  and 
some  associates  of  the  said  Piedra  Buena  on  board  til»s 
said  barque  to  Sandy  Point,  where  the  said  Piedra  Buena 
had  a  reeidenoe. 

14.  The  plaintiff  brought  the  Roebuck  to  Sandy  Point 
about  the  beginning  of  April  1372,  and  was  there  mrt  bf 
the  said  Mr.  Dunoan  Maodonald,  who  had  for  the  last 
five  mouths  been  endeavouriiig  to  obtaui  tidings  of  hii 
ndsslngBhip. 
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15.  The  8ud  Mr.  Dnnoui  Maodonald  then  charged  the 
pliintiff  with  haring  nm  awmy  with  the  said  barqne,  and 
thzeatened  the  plaintiff  with  legal  proceedings  on  their 
xetnm  to  England,  and  the  aaid  Mr.  Dnnoan  Maodonald 
thenoeforwaxd  remained  on  board  his  ship  to  look  after 
his  interests. 

16.  The  Port  CktUagos  portion  of  the  cargo  of  the  said 
harqne  having  been  d^vered  by  the  plaintOf  in  violation 
of  his  orders,  and  without  any  equivalent,  to  the  said 
Don  Loois  Piedra  Buena,  at  Santa  Croz,  the  said  Mr. 
Dnnoan  Bftacdonald,  in  order  to  prooore  an  equivalent  for 
the  same  from  the  said  Don  Loais  Piedra  Bnena,  entered 
whale  at  Sandy  Point  into  an  agreement  repudiating  that 
made  hj  the  plain  tiff  as  aforesaid  with  the  said  Don  Louis 
Pieda  Bnena,  to  supply  the  said  barque  with  a  cargo  of 
^nano,  at  Mount  Lion  Island,  the  place  mentioned  in  the 
■izth  artade  of  the  petition  of  the  plaintiff. 

17.  On  the  arrival  of  the  Roebuck  at  the  8%id  Mount 
Lion  Island,  the  said  Don  Louis  Piedra  Boena  went 
ashore,  promising  to  return  to  superintend  the  shipmenc 
of  the  said  guano. 

18.  Subsequently,  in  consequence  of  a  message  from 
the  said  Don  Louis  Piedra  Bnena,  the  plaintiff,  contrary 
to  tike  wishes  of  the  said  Mr.  Duncan  Maodonald,  went 
ashore  for  the  ostensible  purpose  of  selecting,  with  the 
IMJ stance  of  the  said  Don  Louis  Piedra  Buena,  an  an- 
diorage  at  which  the  said  barque  might  safely  take  on 
hoard  her  said  cargo  of  guano. 

19.  Wlien  the  plaintiff  so  qnitted  the  said  barque,  the 
plaintiff  promised  to  return  to  her  on  the  next  or  the 
•soond  day  after  his  departure,  but  nothiuflp  was  seen  of 
the  plaintiff  till  the  fourth  day  after  his  said  departure, 
whni  he  was  seen  on  horseback  on  shore,  in  the  company 
of  Don  Louis  Piedra  Bnena,  by  a  boat's  crew  of  the  Roe- 
&vck.  The  plaintiff  did  not  offer  to  return  to  the  said 
buqne  with  the  said  boat's  crew,  but  rode  of^  with  the 
said  Don  Louis  Piedra  Bnena  in  an  opposite  direction. 
On  the  day  following,  nothing  could  be  seen  of  the  plain- 
tiff by  those  on  board  the  Roehiuh, 

90.  The  said  Mount  Lion  Island  is  within  easy  distance 
of  Santa  Cruz,  where  there  are  two  settlements,  and  the 
and  Don  Louis  Piedra  Bnena  also  had  a  residence  in  the 
Tioinitv  of  the  said  island. 

21.  On  the  next  d«r*  the  sixth  after  the  plaintiff's  said 
departure  from  the  noebuekf  the  wind  setting  in  strong 
OB  shore,  it  became  impossible  for  the  said  barque  to 
continue  any  longer  off  the  said  Mount  Lion  Island  with 
safety,  and  the  said  Mr.  Duncan  Maodonald,  acting  on 
tile  advice  of  the  mate  of  the  said  barque,  gave  orders 
for  the  said  barque  to  put  to  sea. 

22.  The  statements  contained  in  the  seventh  and  eighth 
articles  of  the  said  petition,  with  reference  to  the  idleged 
abandonment  of  the  plaintiff  by  the  said  Mr.  Duncan 
Maodonald,  at  Mount  Lion  Island  aforesaid,  are  respec- 
tively nntrae.  On  the  contrary,  the  plaintiff  there 
deserted  from  and  abandoned  the  said  barque  without 
intent  to  return,  or,  if  otherwise,  the  plaintiff's  recent 
oondnct  taid  the  plaintiff's  connection  with  the  said  Don 
Louis  Piedra  Buena  gave  the  said  Mr.  Duncan  Maodonald 
reasonable  and  probable  cause  for  supposing  that  the 
plaintiff  had  so  deserted  from  and  abuidoned  the  said 
oarqae  without  intent  to  return  as  aforesaid,  and  the 
plaintiff  was  left  behind  as  aforesaid  by  reason  of  his 
own  negligence,  and  justifiably,  in  order  to  preserve  the 
■aid  barque  from  being  wrecked  on  the  said  island. 

23.  Snbseqnentiy,  in  July  1872,  when  the  Roebuck  was 
at  Buenofl  Ayres^  the  plaintiff  presented  himself,  and 
thereupon  the  said  Mr.  Duncan  Maodonald,  as  he  law- 
fnlly  might,  refused  to  reinstate  the  plaintiff  in  the  com- 
mand of  the  said  barque,  and  appointed  another  master 
at  the  request  of  her  Majesty's  consul  at  Buenos  Ayres. 

24.  During  all  the  said  voyages  and  the  stay  of  the 
Ro^uek  at  the  said  several  ports,  the  plaintiff  was  con- 
stantly intoxicated,  and  incapable,  throagh  his  drunken- 
ness, of  discharging  the  ordinary  duties  of  a  master  of  a 
TMsel. 

25.  During  the  said  period  of  five  months  the  plaintiff 
had  ample  means  of  communication  with  the  said  Mr. 
Bnncan  Maodonald,  but  never  attempted  to  avail  himself 
of  the  same. 

26.  The  plaintiff  has  never  accounted  to  the  said  Mr. 
Duncan  Maodonald  for  a  large  portion  <tf  the  proceeds  of 
tiw  said  ooals  shipped  to  Monte  Video,  which  the  plaintiff 
there  received,  nor  for  the  freight  under  the  said  charter- 
party  from  Buenos  Ayies  to  Santa  Cruz,  nor  for  the  pas- 
Mife  money  of  the  said  paasengers  conveyed  by  the 


plaintiff  as  aforesaid  from  Buenos  Ayres  to  Santa  Cruz, 
nor  for  the  valne  of  the  goods  delivered  by  the  plaintiff  to 
the  said  Don  Louis  Piedra  Buena  at  Santa  Croz,  nor  for 
divers  moneys  of  the  said  Mr.  Dnnoan  Maodonald  by  the 
plaintiff  wroogfuUy  expended  in  disbursements  in  respect 
of  the  said  voyages,  and  wrongfully  appropriated  by  the 
plaintiff  to  his  own  use  during  the  continuance  of  the 


27.  The  statements  contained  in  the  eleventh  article  of 
the  said  petition  are  respectively  irrelevant  and  repug- 
nant, and  save  as  herein  appears  the  statements  contuned 
in  the  several  articles  of  the  said  petition  are  respectively 
untrue. 

28.  The  misconduct  of  the  plaintiff  as  above-mentioned 
has  been  such  as  to  enure  to  a  total  forfeiture  by  the 
plaintiff  of  all  wages  in  respect  of  the  said  hiring  oi  the 
plaintiff  by  the  said  Mr.  Duncan  Maodonald,  or,  if  other- 
wise, the  sum  paid  to  the  plaintiff  by  the  said  Mr.  Duncan 
Maodonald  or  his  agents  in  advances  on  account  of 
wages,  and  in  allotment  money  to  the  wife  of  the  plaintiff, 
exceeds  the  sum  mentioned  in  the  said  petition  and  the 
schedule  tiiereto  annexed,  and  the  sums  due  and  owing 
by  the  plaintiff  to  the  said  Mr.  Duncan  Maodonald  in 
respect  of  the  matters  in  the  twenty-third  article  of  this 
aubwer  mentioned,  form  a  eet-off  and  counter-claim  to  the 
claim  of  the  plaintiff  within  the  true  intent  and  meaning 
of  the  191st  section  of  the  Merchant  Shipping  Act  1854,. 
which  said  set-off  and  counter-claim  is  for  a  sum  greati^ 
exceeding  any  balance  of  wages  dne  to  the  plamtiff  in 
respect  of  his  said  hiring  by  the  said  Mr.  Duncan  Mao- 
donald. 

To  this  answer  the  plaintiff  replied  as  follows : 

1.  Save  as  appears  by  the  petition  filed  in  this  causcL 
and  by  the  articles  hereinafter  following,  the  plaintiff 
denies  the  truth  of  the  several  aUegations  contained  in 
the  said  answer  of  the  defendant. 

2.  With  regard  to  so  much  of  the  eighth  article  of  the 
defendamt's  said  answer,  as  alleges  that  the  plaintiff  pro* 
oeeded  upon  the  voyages  enumerated  in  the  fifth  article 
of  ^e  plaintiff's  aaia  petition,  contrary  to  all  order  or 
instruction  alleged  in  the  sixth,  seventh,  and  eighth  arti- 
cles of  the  defendant's  said  answer,  to  have  been  given 
by  the  said  Duncan  Maodonald  to  the  plaintiff,  that  the 
plaintiff  should  proceed  straight  from  Monte  Video  to 
Port  Gallagoe  for  a  cargo  of  guano,  to  be  there  supplied 
by  the  Don  Louis  Piedra  Buena.  in  the  defendant's  said 
answer  mentioned,  tiie  plaintiff  while  othervnse  wholly 
denying  the  truth  of  the  several  statements  contained  in 
the  said  sixth,  seventh,  and  eighth  articles,  as  of  those 
contained  in  the  other  several  articles  of  the  defendant's 
said  answer  respectively,  admits  that  he  was  ordered  or 
instructed  by  the  said  Duncan  Maodonald  to  proceed 
straight  from  Monte  Video  to  Port  Gallagos  for  the  said 
guano ;  but  says  that  he  was  justified  in  not  so  proceeding 
thither  for  the  reasons  set  forth  in  the  next  article  here- 
inafter following. 

8.  Shortly  after  the  said  Dnnoan  Maodonald  left  Monte 
Video,  as  in  the  seventh  article  of  the  defendant's  said 
answer  mentioned,  and  before  the  plaintiff  coold  proceed 
from  thence  with  the  said  barque,  the  plaintiff  learnt 
from  trustworthy  sources  of  information  at  Monte  Video, 
that  the  said  Port  QaMAgos  was  not  a  port  to  which  such 
a  vessel  as  the  said  barqae  was  could  safely  get,  and  fur- 
ther that  ships  proceeding  to  Port  Gallagos  or  to  the 
ports  adjacent  thereto  for  guano  would  be  ssized,  and 
that  in  fact  ships  so  proceeuiog  were  being  seized,  owing 
to  certain  disputes  which  had  then  arisen  between  the 
Argentine  and  Chilian  Governments  as  to  their  territorial 
rights  in  that  district,  and  by  reason  of  the  premises  the 
pbintiff  jnstiy  believed  it  to  be  his  dut^  as  master  of 
the  said  barque,  and  acting  for  the  best  interests  of  the 
said  Duncan  Maodonald,  not  then  to  proceed  to  Port 
Gallagos,  but  as  he  did  not  know  and  had  no  means  of 
knowing  where  the  said  Dnnoan  Maodonald  then  was, 
and  save  as  herein  aforesaid,  had  no  instructions  how  he 
should  act  to  arrange,  as  in  fact  the  plaintiff  did,  upon 
the  beet  terms  he  could  get  for  the  shipment  of  the  said 
goano  upon  the  said  barque,  by  the  said  Don  Louis  Piedra 
Buena,  at  some  other  most  safe  and  convenient  place.  It 
was  for  this  lawful  reason  and  purpose,  and  for  no  other, 
that  the  plaintiff,  with  the  privity  and  approval  of  the 
agents  for  the  said  barque  at  Monte  Video,  and  with  all 
possible  diligence  proceeded  as  he  properl^  might  upon 
the  several  voyages  enumerated  as  aforesaid  in  the  said 
fifth  article  of  the  plaintiff's  said  petition. 
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4.  The  Btatements  made  in  the  twenty-iizth  article  of 
tfie  deffDdaDt*8  laid  answer,  respeotinff  an  alleged 
wrongful  eipenditnre  and  wrongful  appropriation  by  the 
phtintifF  of  moneys  of  the  taid  Dnnoan  Maodonald,  are 
respeotlTely  untme.  There  is  nothing  dne  or  owing  nom 
the  plaintiff  to  the  said  Duncan  Maodonald,  and  if  the 
allegation  contained  in  the  aforesaid  article,  that  the 
plaintiff  never  accounted  to  the  said  Duncan  Maodonald 
M  in  any  respect  true,  the  plaintiff  says  that  he  has 
always  been  ready  and  anxious  to  account  to  the  said 
Dnnoan  Maodonald;  and  the  said  non-accounting,  if  any, 
is  wholly  due  to  the  wrongful  act  of  the  said  Duncan 
Maodonald  in  causing  the  plaintiff  to  be  deprived  of  the 
popsession  of  his  papers,  as  in  the  elerenth  article  of  the 
plaintiff's  said  petition  mentioned,  and  to  the  wrongful 
refusal  and  neglect  of  the  said  Dunoan  Maodonald  to 
restore  to  him  any  of  the  said  paperF,  or  to  allow  him  to 
have  access  to  the  same,  or  to  the  neoesvary  materials 
for  making  up  the  accounts  or  otherwise,  in  any  way  to 
oome  to  account  with  the  plaintiff,  although  often  re- 
quested by  the  plaintiff  so  to  do. 

The  defendants  rejoined,  and  concladed  as 
follows : 

1.  With  the  exception  of  the  statement  that  the  plain- 
tiff violated  the  orders  of  the  said  Mr.  Duncan  Mao- 
donald in  proceeding  upon  the  voyages  enumerated  in 
the  petition  of  the  plaintiff,  all  the  statements  contained 
in  the  said  reply  of  the  plaintiff  are  respectivelv  untrue. 

2.  The  orders  so  admitted  by  the  plaintiff  to  havd 
been  violated  by  him  as  aforesaid,  were  given  to  the 
pl^tiff  with  express  reference  to  the  said  aUepred  terri- 
torial disputes,  the  existence  of  which  the  plaintiff  falsely 
asserts  that  he  learned  after  the  departure  of  the  said 
Mr.  Duncan  Maodonald,  and  the  said  disputes  were  dis- 
eussed  by  the  said  Mr.  Duncan  Maodonald  and  the 
plaintiff  both  on  previous  occasions,  and  particularly  on 
the  occasion  of  the  said  Mr.  Duncan  Mftodooald  giving 
the  plaintiff  the  orders  so  admitted  by  the  plaintiff  to 
have  been  violated  by  him  as  aforesaid. 

8.  The  said  disputes,  if  such  existed,  did  not  concern 
the  barque  Roebuck, 

4.  The  said  port  of  Port  Oallagoe  was  a  good  and  safe 
port  for  such  a  vessel  as  the  said  barque. 

5.  The  said  written  instructions  given  by  the  said  Mr. 
Duncan  Maodonald  to  the  plaintiff  contained  precise  in- 
structions as  to  the  mode  of  selecting  a  perfectly  safe 
anchorage  for  the  said  barque  in  the  said  port  of  Port 
Chdlagos. 

May  22,  and  June  2  and  3. — Kennedy,  for  the 
plaintiff. — ^Three  charges  are  made  against  the 
plaintiff :  first,  drunkenness ;  secondly,  desertion  ; 
thirdly,  wilful  disobedience  to  orders.  First,  as  to 
dronkennesB :  forfeiture  of  wages  is  the  legal  con- 
sequence of  drunkenness  only  when  the  perform- 
ance of  the  master's  or  seaman's  duty  is  thereby 
interfered  with  :  (Ths  Atlantic,  7  L.  T.  Eep.  N.  S. 
674;  Lnsh.  566;  1  Mar.  Law  Gas.  0.  S.  274.) 
[Sir  R.  Phillimobe  — It  cannot  be  deduced  from 
the  last-mentioned  case  that  a  master  does  not 
forfeit  his  wages  if  he  is  constantly  drunk,  although 
his  drunkenness  may  not  interfere  with  the  per- 
formance of  his  duties.]  In  BiUion  v.  Thompeon 
(20  L.  T.  Rep.  N.  S.  668;  L.  Rep.  4  O.P.330 ;  3  Mar. 
Law  Gas.  O.S.  231),  it  was  held  that  ''drunken- 
ness and  abusive  language  subversiveof  discipline" 
did  not  work  a  forfeiture  of  wages  already  earned. 
On  the  facts,  I  submit  that  there  was  no  habitual 
drunkenness  on  the  part  of  the  master,  and,  such 
as  there  was,  he  never  was  drunk  on  duty  or  dur- 
ing times  when  there  was  any  duty  to  be  done  by 
him  as  master  of  the  ship. 

Secondly,  as  to  desertion.  In  order  to  establish 
a  total  desertion,  operating  as  a  forfeiture  of  all 
wages,  there  must  be  an  intention  proved  on  the 
part  of  the  master  or  mariner  absolutely  to  quit 
%he  ship ;  there  must  be  no  animus  rpvertendi,  or 
there  will  he  no  forfeiture :  (The  Two  Sisters,  2  W. 
Rob.  125, 138 )  On  the  facts,  I  submit  that  there 
was  no  desertion.     The  plaintiff  went  ashore,  with 


the  owner's  consent,  leaving  all  his  property  in  his 
cabin,  and  his  intention  clearly  was  to  return  as 
soon  as  he  had  transacted  the  business  upon  which 
he  landed,  which  was  ship's  business.  [Sir  B. 
Philltmobb. — The  real  question  is,  whether  he  in- 
tended to  return  after  he  met  the  ship  at  Momt 
Lion  Island.]  He  would  not  have  gone  there 
at  all  if  he  intended  to  desert,  and  the  fact  of  the 
ship  leaving  that  place  was  a  desertion  by  the 
owner  of  the  plaintiff. 

Thirdly,  as  to  the  pliantiff's  alleged  dLsobedience 
to  the  orders  of  his  owner.  To  work  a  forfeiture 
of  wages  for  disobedience  to  orders,  the  disobe- 
dience must  take  place  with  a  guilty  intention,  a 
corrupt  motive,  and  the  order  must  not  be  impos- 
sible of  performance.  If  the  violation  of  orders  be 
bond  fide  for  the  good  of  the  shipowner  and  of  the 
whole  adventure,  although  it  might  be  an  error  of 
judgment,  I  submit  it  would  work  no  forfeiture. 
The  evidence  of  guilty  intention  or  misconduct  on 
the  part  of  the  master,  when  it  is  sought  to  show 
that  he  has  forfeited  his  wages,  must  be  coodu- 
sive: 

The  Thomas  WorthingUm  3  W.  Bob.  128, 134 ; 
The  Joseph  Dernier,  20  L.  T.  Rep.  N.  S.  820 ;  8  Msr. 
Law  Cas.  O.  S.  248. 

[Sir  R.  Fillimobb. — Do  you  carry  your  conten- 
tion so  far  as  to  say  that,  if  I  consider  it  proved 
that  the  owner  gave  at  Monte  Video  his  distinct  end 
positive  orders,  in  view  of  possible  hostilities 
between  the  Ghilian  and  Argentine  Gk)vernment8, 
and  the  master  violated  those  orders  by  preferring 
to  follow  his  own  judgment,  he  would  not  forfeit 
his  wages.]  In  TheCamiUa  (Swabey,  312, 314}« 
it  is  said :  "  Two  questions  then  arise :  First, 
whether,  assuming  all  the  facts  pleaded  to  be  true, 
a  forfeiture  of  the  wages  up  to  the  day  the  master 
left  the  ship  has  taken  place  P  secondly,  if  not, 
whether  the  master  was  lawfully  dispossessed? 
At  the  hearing  I  pressed  the  learned  oonnsel  for 
the  owner  to  state  what  were  the  principles  or 
authorities  upon  which  he  could  support  his  argo* 
ment  that  a  forfeiture  had  taken  place.  Upon 
that  head  I  could  obudu  no  satisfaction,  nor  was  I 
surprised,  for  I  believe  none  are  to  be  found.  I  do 
not  say,  however,  that  a  case  might  not  exist  in 
which  the  court  would  refuse  to  pronounce  for 
wages,  such  as  the  master  not  discharging  the 
duty  of  master  at  all,  making  over  the  conmiaDd 
of  the  vessel  to  another  person — a  case  which 
might  be  imagined — ^bnt  I  know  of  no  case  where 
the  master  has  actually  discharged  the  duty,  as  in 
the  present  instance,  where  facts  of  this  descrip- 
tion have  been  admitted  as  an  answer  to  his 
demand ;  precedents,  of  course,  werenot  tobefoand 
in  this  court,  for  the  jurisdiction  has  too  recently 
been  conferred  upon  it  to  allow  of  any  arising.  I 
can  find  none  at  common  law,  and,  for  the  reasons 
I  am  about  to  state,  I  think  none  can  be  found.  I 
am  of  opinion  that  neither  error,  nor  want  of  sea- 
manship, nor  improper  refusal  to  sign  a  bottemry 
bond,  could,  in  an  action  at  law,  where  a  master 
was  suing  for  wages,  be  admitted  as  evidence  in 
bar,  or  even  in  reduction  of  bis  claim,  if  he  had 
actually  continued  in  oommand  of  the  ship.  Bnt^ 
then  it  may  be  said,  is  there  no  remedyagainst  the 
master  if  m  essential  respects  he  has  broken  his 
agreement  P  That,  I  apprehend,  is  not  so.  I  con- 
ceive that  any  injury  the  owner  may  have  received 
under  such  circumstance?  might  be  elsewhere  the 
subject  of  a  cross-aotion.  I  apprehend  that  the 
'  law  on  this  subject  is  to  be  found  in  the  judgment 
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iaMondea  ▼.  Steel  (8  M.  &  W.458),  and  in  the  Notes  [ 
in  Smith's  Lc^adiog  Gases  to  Cutter  v.  Powell.  It 
18  with  great  relactance  that  I  have  entered  apon 
the  consideration  of  what  is  done  at  common  mw. 
because  I  well  know  how  easily  I  might  fall  into  a 
mistake ;  bnt  the  cironmstances  of  this  case  have 
compiled  me  so  to  do,  and  for  this  reason,  that 
the  jorisdiotion  as  to  the  claims  of  masters  for 
their  wages  is,  by  the  19l8t  section  of  the  Merchant 
Shipping  Act,  conferred  npon  this  court,  and 
masters  are  thereby  entitled  to  all  the  remedies 
which  belong  to  mariners ;  and  I  conceive  that  the 
trae  intent  of  the  section  is,  that  I  shall  deal  with 
all  ouch  cases  on  the  same  principle  as  a  conrt  of 
common  Jaw  wonld  do;  and  that  the  statute  in- 
tended only  to  give  masters  a  remedy  against  the 
ship,  and  to  give  this  conrt  an  eqnitable  jurisdic- 
tion to  take  co^isance  of  and  settle  disputed 
accounts.  In  this  case  the  question  is  not  one  of 
4li8pated  account  Nothing  stated  in  the  answer 
of  the  owner  is  in  the  nature  of  a  set-off ;  the  blaim 
is  not  a  debt,  or  anything  like  a  debt ;  it  is  a  claim 
for  unliquidated  damages;  nor  do  I  think  the 
peculiar  terms  of  the  contract  render  it  otherwise. 
For  these  reasons  I  am  of  opinion  that,  even  if  the 
evidence  supported  the  allegation,  I  must  still 
pronoance  for  the  claim  of  wages  up  to  the  time  of 
dismissal."  Hence,  even  if  the  court  finds  disobe- 
^«ioe  to  orders  by  the  master,  the  owner's  remedy 
is  by  cross-action  at  common  law,  not  by  an  at- 
tempt to  have  his  wages  forfeited  ^in.  this  oourt. 
Wages  can  only  be  forfeited*  where  the  master 
wilfiilly  refuses  and  neglects  to  perform  his  con- 
tract, and  in  this  case  there  has  been  no  refusal  or 
neglect;  and,  moreover,  it  is  for  the  owner  who 
makes  the  charges  upon  which  he  relies,  to  prove 
them  strictly  before  he  can  ma^e  out  a  case  of  !6r- 


The  TkofiHts  Worihington  {uhi  tup). 
The  Two  SiderB  {uhi  «ifp). 

[Sir  !B.  PmiiLiKOBB. — ^T^he  question  of  disobedience 
involves  three  points :  First,  was  there  disobedience 
to  the  owner's  written  inatmotions ;  secondly,  was 
there  disobedience  to  his  verbal  instructions  at 
Monte  Video ;  thirdly,  did  the  owner  by  his  acts 
waive  or  condone  the  plaintiff's  disobedience  P] 
•The  practical  effect  of  the  written  instructions 
given  at  Liverpool  was  that  the  master  should  go 
to  a  named  consignee  and  get  cargo  from  him  at  a 
*named  place,  ifjpo$aihle.  He  goes  to  the  consignee 
and  finds  he  cannot  get  cargo  at  the  place  named, 
and  acting  on  the  instructions  of  the  consignee,  he 
goes  elsewhere  and  employs  the  ship  for  the  benefit 
of  the  owner.  This  was  reasonable  conduct  on 
the  part  of  the  master,  and  in  adopting  it  he  took 
^ererj  measure  to  secure  the  ship  from  danger. 
The  intermediate  voyages  taken  by  the  master 
were  for  the  benefit  of  the  owner,  and  not  for  that 
of  the  master,  as  the  accounts  would  show ;  and 
these  voyages  were  all  properly  conducted  and 
were  to  ports  where  it  was  most  likely  that  a  homci 
cargo  could  be  procured.  Again,  by  continuing 
the  master  in  command  of  the  ship  after  leaving 
Port  Ckdiagos,  the  owner  waived  aJl  former  mis- 
conduct of  the  master,  if  he  had  been  guilty  of 
any.  ^  The  master  is  entitled  to  full  wages  up  to 
the  time  of  the  arrival  of  the  ship  in  England. 

Butt,  Q.C.   and    Warty   fbr   the   defendant. — 
'FvcBtt  the  plaintiff  was  guilty  of  wilful  and  reite- 
rated disobedience  to  positive  orders  given  to  him. 
He  was  bound  to  go  to  a  named  place,  and  did  not  . 
go;  he  was  ordered  not  to  give  up  cargo  without  ' 


payment,  and  he  gave  it  up ;  he  was  ordered  not 
to  give  more  than  a  certain  sum  for  guano,  and 
he  made  an  agreement  to  give  considerably  more 
than  that  sum.  Again,  a  aooument  was  found  in 
his  cabin,  by  which  the  consignee  of  the  owner 
repudiated  all  dealings  with  the  owner,  and  agreed 
to  deal  only  with  the  master.  There  was  no  con- 
donation of  the  master's  disobedience  ;  the  owner 
was  obli|{ed  to  keep  him  on  at  Sandjr  Point  to 
enable  him  to  get  his  ship  back  to  a  civilised  port; 
no  other  master  could  have  been  found  there; 
moreover,  the  evidence  of  the  plaintiff's  misconduct 
was  not  80  dear  then  as  when  his  papers  were 
found. 

Secondly,  as  to  desertion,  whether  he  de- 
serted or  not,  the  ov^ner  had  reason  to  believe  he 
would  desert,  &om  his  previous  conduct,  and  was 
justified  in  goins  away  with  the  ship,  and  leaving 
him  when  he  did  not  return  to  her.  If  he  was 
justifiably  left,  wages  after  that  time  would  not  be 
recoverable.  Up  to  the  time  of  the  arrival  of  the 
ship  at  Sandy  Point,  the  plaiutifTs  wages  are,  as 
we  submit,  forfeited  by  the  plaintiff's  misconduct. 
From  that  time  to  the  time  of  the  plaintiff's  deser- 
tion, it  would  be  difficult  to  support  a  forfeiture  ; 
bnt  a  very  different  question  arises  as  to  the  wages 
the  plaintiff  would  have  earned  if  the  ship  had  conti- 
nued under  his  command.  He  claims  for  two  years. 
If  he  had  not  gone  on  the  intermediate  voyages  he 
would  have  been  back  in  England  sooner  than  the 
ship  arrived  there.  Hence,  even  if  this  contract  is  for 
a  specified  time,  and  we  submit  it  is  not,  the  plain- 
tiff's own  misconduct  compels  an  inquiry  with  the 
length  of  time  that  would  have  been  occupied  in 
the  voyage.  We  submit  that  a  master  cannot  re- 
cover wages  which  he  wonld  have  earned,  bnt  did 
not,  by  reason  of  his  xu>t  continuing  the  voyageu 
Neither  Buiion  v.  Thomipion  (uhi  sup.),  nor  The 
Two  Sisters  (uhi  sup.),  are  any  authority  to  show 
that  such  recovery  can  be  had.  Therefore  we 
submit  to  the  five  months'  intermediate  voyages 
the  plaintiff  can  recover  nothing ;  that  from  the 
time  of  leaving  Sandy  Point  to  the  time  he  lefb 
the  ship  at  Mount  Lion  Island,  he  may  recover, 
but  that  after  that  time  he  can  recover  nothing. . 

Kennedy,  in  reply. — ^Whether  there  is  or  is  not  a 
regular  contract  for  a  specified  time,  still,  if  the 
dismissal  at  Mount  Lion  Island  was  wrongful,  the 
plaintiff  is  entitled  to  damages  in  respect  of  breach 
of  his  contract;  and  those  damages  must  be 
measured  by  the  time  which  it  took  to  complete 
the  voyage :  (The  Oreat  Eastern,  L.  Bep.  1  Adm. 
885.)  There  is  no  evidence  to  show  that  any  of 
the  misconduct  alleged  could  be  brought  home,  to 
the  plaintiff.  The  plaintiff  had  no  interest  in 
desertion. 

Sir  B.  Phillihobs. — ^This  is  a  cause  of  wages 
instituted  on  behalf  of  James  Gordon  agidnst  the 
barqne  Boehuck,  to  recover  his  wages  due  and 
earned  during  the  time  he  was  master  of  that  vessel, 
to  the  amount  set  forth  in  the  echedule  to  that 
petition .  The  history  of  the  case  extends  over  acon- 
siderable  period  of  time,  and  I  have  had  very  great 
difficulty  in  ascertaining  the  material  dates^  in 
consequence  of  the  evidence  of  the  principal  witr- 
nesses  on  both  sides  having  been  so  badl^  given ; 
but  I  have,  to  the  best  of  my  ability  and  with  great 
pains,  endeavoured  to  extract  from  their  evidenoe 
those  dates,  which  I  will  now  enumerate. 

On  the  17th  July  1871,  the  plaintiff  entered  into 
an  agreement  with  Mr.  Duncan  Maodonald,  the 
then  owner  of   the   Baehuch  who   subsequently 
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parted  with  his  ioterest  to  the  present  defendant, 
to  serve  as  master  of  that  yessel  on  a  voyage  from 
Liverpool  to  South  America  and  back,  and  was 
duly  appointed.  The  first  document  of  importance 
to  be  consulted  in  this  case  is  the  bill  of  lading, 
which  in  terms  is  as  follows : 

Shipped,  by  the  graoe  of  Qod  in  ffood  order  and  con- 
diUon,  by  Bonoan  Maodonald,  merdoant  and  shipowner, 
Glasgow,  in  and  npon  the  good  ship  or  veaBel  oalled  the 
Roebuck,  whereof  is  master  for  the  present  voyage  James 
Gordon,  and  now  lying  in  the  harboor  of  Liverpool  and 
bonnd  for  Monte  Video  and  Port  GhJlagoa,  Patagonia, 
to  MBj :  three  orates  orookery,  &o.  (the  other  goods  being 
ohiefly  ropes,  hardware,  and  nroTisions)  marked  and 
nombered  as  in  the  margin,  ana  are  to  be  delivered  in 
the  like  irood  order  and  well  conditioned  at  the  aforesaid 
Port  GaUagos,  Patagonia  (the  act  of  God,  the  Queen's 
enemies,  fire,  and  all  and  every  other  dangers  and  aod- 
dents  of  the  seas,  rivers,  and  nayigation  of  whatever 
nature  and  kind  soever  ezoepted),  nnto  Lonis  Bnena, 
merchant,  self  or  his  assigns,  he  or  they  paying  freight 
for  the  said  goods  so  far,  if  anv,  as  not  already  paid  for 
and  charged  in  the  account  of  the  said  goods,  payment 
of  which  account  is  to  be  given  to  the  master  of  the  said 
ship  ;  he  shipping  other  goods  on  discharge  or  return  for 
and  to  the  said  merchant  as  the  master  may  purchase  or 
agree  in  absence  d  his  owners,  so  far  as  such  may  cover 
accounts,  with  primage  and  average  accustomed.  In 
witness  whereof  the  master  or  purser  of  the  said  ship 
hath  affirmed  to  two  bills  of  ladinc^,  all  of  this  tenor  and 
date,  the  one  of  which  two  bills  bmng  aocompliahed,  the 
other  one  to  stand  void.  And  so  God  speed  the  said  good 
ship  to  her  destined  port  in  safefy.    Amen. 

Dated  in  Liverpool  25th  July  1871. 

Jambs  Gobdon. 

There  is  no  doubt,  therefore,  from  this  document, 
as  to  the  port  in  which  the  goods  were  in  the  first 
instance  to  be  deUvered. 

The  next  document  is  the  instructions  given  by 
Mr.  Maodonald  to  the  plaintiff  as  to  the  conduct  of 
the  voyage.    It  is  as  follows : 

Dear  Oapt.  Gordon,— The  following  goods,  shipped 
on  board  the  JBoe&udb  at  Liverpool,  on  aocouni  of 
the  owner  or  Capt.  Louie  P.  IBuena,  of  Santa  Grua 
and  Sandy  Point,  and  to  be  delivered  to  him  at  Port 
Gallagos  as  conditionally  instructed,  three  crates  of 
crockery  ware,  fourteen  coils  rope,  &o.  (the  rest  being 
hardware  and  provisions).  The  whole  cost,  freight, 
and  charges  of  the  above  goods  to  Oapt.  Louis  P. 
Buena  come  to  6001.,  exdusive  of  interest  from  date 
of  the  goods  being  shipped,  and  for  which  you  can 
take  from  him  guano  or  other  produce  he  may  have 
of  value  in  return,  he  reserving  nis  whole  produce  for 
me  of  whatever  kind  suitable  for  being  brought  to  the 
English  market,  as  formerly  agreed  to  by  and  between 
US  when  I  was  at  Santa  Crui  in  January  last. 

With  regard  to  the  snano  exclusively  belonging  to 
himself,  and  which  no  ouier  parties  can  touch,  he  was  to 
work  it  himself  and  keep  all  for  me,  but  only  the  price  at 
which  he  was  to  charge  me  for  guano  was  not  fixed,  but 
that  depends  very  mu<^  on  where  it  is  got,  the  expenses 
attending  its  being  collected,  cleaned,  and  putting  it  on 
board  ship.  But  unless  the  guano  is  good,  drv  and  dean, 
well  freed  from  sand  and  stones,  I  would  not  like  to  pa^ 
more  than  lOff.  ^  ton  for  it,  and  our  own  men  taking  it 
off  with  the  smp's  boats  and  loading  it ;  10s.  per  ton 
would  pay  Capt.  Louis  and  his  companion  very  hand- 
somely for  collecting,  cleaning,  and  drying  and  lordship, 
but,  however,  you  will  see  what  their  ideas  are  in  this 
respect;  at  all  events — 

And  these  are  very  important  words : 
Do  not  promise  or  sign  anything  that  would  make  the 
cost  exceed  ISff.  or  at  the  outside  20s.  free  on  board, 
including  all  labour,  boating,  and  lordship.  I  may  be 
able  to  be  there  with  you  myself,  but  if  I  am  not  you 
must  do  your  best  to  make  the  best  bargain  with  them 
you  can  for  me — 

And  then  follow  still  more  important  words : 
You  most  take  care  and  not  part  with  the  goods  untU 
you  get  possession  of  the  guano  from  them,  and  a  written 
contnot  with  them  for  what  they  sre  to  charge  me  for 


everything.    I  think  you  will  find  Capt.  Louis  a  gen. 
Ueman. 

You  proceed  to  Monte  Video  in  the  meantime  with  the 
coals.  You  are  consigned  to  Mr.  C.  D.  Home ;  he  will 
sell  the  ooals  for  you  for  the  best  price  that  can  be  ||ot 
I  have  no  doubt  lus  commission  for  doing  so,  ooUecting 
the  money,  and  doing  all  the  ship's  business  that  you 
require  any  broker  to  do,  is  to  be  2^  per  cent,  on  the 
gross  price  of  the  ooals.  That  was  what  he  told  me  be 
would  charge  when  I  saw  him  last,  and  promised  on  thsM 
terms  that  I  would  consign  to  him. 

Then  follow  some  immaterial  directions,  and  the 

instructions  continue : 

On  leaving  Monte  Video  you  go  direct  to  Port  (HUsgoi, 
where  I  showed  you  on  the  chart,  about  52  degrees  sooth 
latitude,  and  where  I  ordered  Capt.  Louis  P.  Bnena  ts 
meet  you.  You  set  about  200  tons  of  very  ^ood  guano 
there  on  the  smaU  island  on  the  north  east  side,  a  litUs 
inside  the  entrance  to  the  river.  When  making  the  port 
keep  to  the  south  in  shore,  and  low  land  to  the  left, 
giving  a  wide  berth  to  the  bar  and  shallow  banks  outside 
uie  mouth  of  the  river  for  miles.    See  chart. 

Then  follow  verv  minute  directions  how  the  bar 
lay,  and  as  to  the  oest  way  in  which  the  entrance 
might  be  efEected  and  the  ship  securely  anchored* 
which  I  need  not  read,  and  the  instructions  pro- 
ceed: 

If  Capt.  Louis  does  not  meet  you  here,  you  will  requiis 
to  explore  the  coast  northward  in  quest  of  guano  jour- 
self,  calling  at  the  places  I  pointed  out  to  you  on  the 
chart. 

The  rest  of  the  instructions  are  unimponant  in 
the  present  inquiry.  They  were  signed  by  Mr. 
Maodonald.  itow  the  next  document  to  be  noticed 
is  the  plaintifTs  appointment  as  master  of  the  ship^ 
which  was  in  the  form  of  a  letter  under  date  oC  the 
17th  July,  and  is  as  follows : 

Glasgow,  17th  July  187L 
Capt.  Gk>rdon. 

l>ear  Sir,— The  result  of  our  interview  tcday,  and  tse 
recommendations  I  have  had  from  Mr.  George  Patersoii 
and  the  other  certificates  you  showed  me,  I  hereby  engsffs 
you  as  master  of  my  barque  Roebuck,  now  in  Liverpool, 
on  a  voyage  from  there  to  South  America,  outward  with, 
a  cargo  of  ooals  to  Monte  Video,  and  thence  southward, 
for  gnano  and  otherwise,  as  I  may  direct  you.  Your 
wages  to  be  121.  a  month,  and  I  agree  to  pay  to  your  wifs 
one-half  of  the  said  wages  monthly,  during  the  time  you 
are  in  my  employ.  You  are  to  join  the  vessel  and  entflc 
on  your  duties  on  Wednesday  next,  in  Liverpool,  and  to 
follow  what  directions  I  may  give  you  then  and  from 
time  to  time  thereafter,  so  far  as  the  same  shall  be  piao> 
ticable,  and  do  your  duty  as  master  and  attend  to  my  m- 
terest  in  that  capacity  to  the  best  of  your',abUities,  wfaioL 
I  trust  will  prove  to  our  mutual  interest  and  satisfaction. 
— I  am,  yours  truly, 

Duncan  Maodonald,  Sole  and  Managing  Owner. 

The  yessel  sailed  from  Liyerpool  on  the  3l8t 
July  1871,  and  the  plaintiff  claims  wages  up  to  the 
time  of  the  vessel's  return  to  Liverpool  in  July 
1873,  and  the  question  in  the  case  before  thecooit 
is,  whether  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  the  amount 
he  claims  as  master,  at  12L  a  month,  or  whether 
he  ought,  in  accordance  with  the  defenoe  set  up  by 
the  late  owner,  to  be  held  to  have  wholly  or  par- 
tially forfeited  such  wages. 

There  is  no  doubt  that  a  master  may  so  miscon- 
duct himself  as  to  incur  either  of  these  penalties, 
and  this  position  is  to  be  deduced  both  from  genersl 
principles  and  from  the  authority  of  cases  decided 
on  those  principles.  Therefore,  the  question  1  have 
to  decide  is,  whether  he  has  misconducted  himsdf 
at  all,  and  has  thereby  incurred  a  forfeiture  of 
wages,  and  to  what  amount,  or  whether  he  is  en- 
titled to  the  entire  sum  he  claims.  The  defence 
contend  that  there  has  been  a  forfeiture  of  wages 
in  whole  or  in  part,  upon  three  grounds;  first,  on 
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Uie  groand  of  disobedieDoe  to  orders ;  secondly,  on 
tiie  groand  that  the  plaintiff  deserted  bis  vessel ; 
and,  thirdly,  on  the  ground  that  he  was  gnilty  of 
dronkenness. 

On  the  30th  Sept  the  yessel  arrived  at  Monte 
Video,  and  there  commenced  delivery  of  the  coals 
she  had  on  bottrd,  and  had  not  finished  the  delivery 
when  Macdonald  arrived,  aboat  a  month  after- 
wards. There  seems  to  be  a  doubt  as  to  the  exact 
time  he  actuallv  did  arrive  on  the  first  occasion  at 
Monte  Yideo ;  but  I  think  the  evidence  shows  it 
was  about  a  month  after  the  ship;  at  any  rate, 
when  he  did  arrive,  it  appears  that  he  went  to 
BoenoB  Ayres,  and  then  returned  to  Monte  Yideo 
before  the  ship  sailed.  It  does  not  appear  from 
the  pleadings  that  he  went  on  a  visit  to  Buenos 
Ayres  and  returned ;  hue  the  fact  that  he  did  so  was 
shown  by  the  evidence.  In  connection  with  this 
&ct  it  is  material  to  observe  that,  with  regard  to 
the  question  of  forfeiture  of  wages  by  reason  of 
disobedience,  Mr.  Macdonald  admitted  that  op  to 
the  time  of  his  second  arrival  at  Monte  Yideo  tnere 
was  not  any  blame  attaching  to  the  plaintiff. 

Sonie  time  after  Mr.  MiU3donald*s  arrival  at 
Monte  Yideo,  and  whilst  the  coals  were  still  being 
finally  delivered,  an  important  conversation  took 
place  between  Mr.  Macdonald  and  the  plaintiff.  It 
was  to  this  effect:  Capt,  Gordon  having  heard 
romours  of  belligerent  relations  arising  between 
the  Chilian  Grovemment  and  the  Argentine  Gon- 
fisderatioD,  told  Mr.  Macdonald  that  it  was  consi- 
dered dangerous,  in  the  opinion  of  persons  whom 
he  had  consulted,  to  take  the  ship  to  Port  Gallagos, 
and  also  that  he  had  received  information  that 
there  was  very  bad  harbourage  at  that  place,  and 
upon  that  groand  also  it  would  be  impradent  to  go 
there.  Now  I  see  no  reason  to  doubt  Mr.  Mac- 
donald's  evidence  on  this  important  point,  which 
was  to  the  effect  that  he  tola  Gordon  in  answer, 
that  he  had  considered  both  these  matters  and  that 
he  mast,  nevertheless,  give  him  positive  and  pre- 
cise orders  to  take  the  goods  to  Port  Gallagos, 
according  to  his  original  instructions  given  to  him 
at  Liverpool.  There  can  be  no  doubt  whatever  that 
those  instroctions  were  perfectly  plain,  precise,  and 
explicit  on  that  point,  so  far  as  the  written  docu- 
ment; goes,  and  that  they  were  confirmed  by  the 
oral  instructions  given  in  the  conversation,  to 
which  I  have  referred,  at  Monte  Yideo. 

The  next  event  of  importance  is  the  letter  of  the 
dOth  Oct,  from  Mr  Macdonald  to  Gapt.  Gordon. 
Thia  letter  is  written  from  Baenos  Ayres  ;  when 
Mr  Macdonald  left  Monte  Yideo  I  do  not  exactly 
know : 

2101,  Galle  dela  Filonda,  Baenos  Avies, 
30th  Oot.  1871. 
Dear  Capt.  Gk>rdon.— I  enjoy  the  sooiety  of  my  dear 
nephew  to  mnoh,  and  he  mine,  that  I  ehall  not  leave  for 
a  few  days  yet.  I  also  heard  from  Capt.  Louis  Piedra 
Bneoa,  of  &uidy  Point,  who  is  not  at  home.  Hie  wife, 
who  oould  not  write  or  read  English,  got  my  letter  inter- 
Breted  and  wioteher  brother  here,  who  I  saw  to-day ;  he 
nad  her  letter  with  him;  he  lives  in  the  ooontry,  or 
rather  out  of  town ;  he  invited  me  to  go  ont  with  him 
this  afternoon,  hot,  as  I  had  another  engagement  to  meet 
other  friends  to  night,  I  deferred  my  visit  till  to-morrow, 
when  he  is  oomingto  town  again,  and  will  bring  Mrs. 
Piedra's  letter.  The  gnano  ia  waiting,  and  all  aeonred 
for  me.  I  will  explain  uiis  more  fully  when  I  go  down  to 
see  yon.  Make  all  poadble  efforts  to  get  Wiiaon  to  aend 
jmitj  of  lighters  to  get  the  oarg[o  disoharged  with  all 
despatoh.  I  hope,  as  he  did  nothing  last  week,  he  will 
i  yon  plen^  of  lighters  now.  I  send  yon  this  by 
t.  Coal,  who  will  hand  it  to  yon.  Tell  Capt.  Loois  I 
give  him  GOs.  for  nitrate  from  the  West  Coast  to  the  1 


IT.  K.  in  oaae  he  does  not  get  better  in  tho  Plate.    Write 
to  me  to-morrow. — ^I  am,  aear  Sir,  yoora  troly, 

Duncan  Macdonald. 

And  here  it  is  not  wholly  unimportant  to  observe 
that  this  letter  was  sent  to  Gordon  on  the  30th 
Oct.,  showing  clearly  that  at  that  date  the  inatrao- 
tions  were  still  considered  as  holding  good.  Oa 
the  30ch  Nov.  the  Etoebuck  left  Monte  video,  but 
instead  of  going  to  Port  Gallegos,  five  months 
were  occupied  in  different  voyages.  According  to 
the  statement  of  Gapt.  Gordon,  these  voyages  were 
as  follows  :^The  Boebiusk  arrived  at  Baenos  Ayres 
on  the  1st  Dec.  1871 ;  left  that  port  again  on  the 
23rd  Jan.  1872 ;  arrived  at  Santa  Graz  on  the  15tli 
Feb.  1872;  left  there  on  the  22Qd  March  1872,  and 
arrived  at  Sandy  Point  about  the  end  of  March. 
In  the  meanwhile  the  ship  was  earning  freight^ 
but  did  not  go  to  Port  Gallagos  at  all.  The  state- 
ment on  behalf  of  Mr.  Macdonald  was,  that  he  was 
in  pursuit  of  his  ship  for  nearly  five  months,  and 
could  learn  nothing  of  her.  It  is  an  admitted  fact 
that  she  did  not  go  to  Port  Gallagos  for  those  five 
months,  and  that  daring  that  time  she  was  cruis« 
ing  about  as  described ;  at  the  same  time  there  is 
no  doubt  that  she  was  during  those  months  carry- 
ing freight,  as  I  understand,  for  her  owner's 
benefit. 

The  master  set  up  as  a  defence  for  his  conduct 
that  he  thought  he  was  justified  in  so  employing 
the  ship  by  the  danger  of  going  to  Port  Gallagos» 
and  the  bad  state  of  that  port,  and  by — and  here 
his  excase  seems  somewhat  mysterious — his  arrest 
and  his  being  compelled  by  Don  Louis  to  go  to 
Baenos  Ayres ;  and,  in  fact,  by  reason  of  his  hay- 
ing no  choice  but  to  go  on  the  voyages  and  not  to 
Port  Gallagos,  owing  to  his  having  been  consigned 
to  and  being  in  the  power  of  Don  Louis.  Hence  it 
appears  that  he  was  keeping  away  from  his  owner 
from  the  beginning  of  November  till  the  beginning 
of  April.  And  here,  I  must  observe,  that  on  being 
asked  why  he  had  no  communication  with  his 
owner,  he  said  he  thought  his  owner  was  going  to 
England  when  he  left  Monte  Yideo,  after  his  second 
visit  to  that  place,  and,  accordingly,  he  wrote  to 
him  at  Glasgow.  This  is  obviously  absurd,  as  was 
rightly  observed  by  Mr.  Batt,  on  the  face  of  the 
ordinary  course  of  navigation,  because  the  master 
knew  that  his  owner  had  gone  in  the  first  ins^noe 
to  Sandy  Point,  and  the  English  steamers  came 
from  Sandy  Point  to  Monte  video  on  their  way  to 
England.  Indeed,  there  was  no  ground  which 
would  warrant  such  a  supposition.  Shepherd,  the 
mate  of  the  BoebucJe,  said  that  he  had  heard  Mr. 
Macdonald  give  the  orders  to  Gapt.  Gordon  at 
Monte  Yideo,  and  say  that  he  was  going  down  to 
Port  Gallagos,  and  that  Gapt.  Gordon  was  to  pro- 
ceed down  after  him,  and  that  in  answer  to  these 
instructions  Gordon  said  that "  he  won  Id  be  down 
there  before  him,  or  words  to  that  effect."  There 
is  overwhelming  evidence  that  Gapt.  Gordon  must 
have  known  that  hecould  have  communicated  with 
his  owner  if  he  deemed  it  necessary.  The  plain 
trath  seems  to  be,  that  some  intrigue  was  carried  on 
between  Don  Louis  and  Capt.  Gordon,  which  induced 
the  latter  to  disobey  his  positive  instructions,  and 
to  make  these  voyages  and  not  to  go  to  Port 
Gallagos.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  it  must  be  observed 
that  the  goods  which  were  entrasted  to  Gapt. 
Gordon  to  deliver  at  Port  Gallagos  in  exchange  for 
guano,  were  actually  delivered  to  Don  Louis  at  Santa 
Cruz,  and  for  these  goods  Mr,  Macdonald  has  not 
received  a  farthing  remuneration,  either  in  money 
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or  goods.  He  was  indebted  to  Don  Louis  in  the 
sam  of  502.,  bnt  even  if  the  debt  had  been  can- 
celled, he  would  still  have  suffered  a  loss  on  these 
goods,  not  as  to  the  goods  themselves,  but  in  other 
respects,  because  it  must  be  remembered  that  the 
goods  were  not  delivered  at  Port  Gallagos,  as 
ordered,  bnt  at  Santa  Cruz,  where  the  owner  could 
get  no  guano  in  exchange. 

On  the  5th  April  the  Boehttoh  came  into  Sandy 
Point  Harbour.  Mr.  Maodonald  was  there  at  the 
time  the  vessel  arrived,  and  he  says  that  he  went 
on  board  and  rebuked  Capt.  Oordon  for  his  oonduot, 
but  that  the  latter  defied  him,  as  he  expressed  it. 
But  it  is  not  necessary  to  go  into  any  further 
details  on  this  point.  Mr.  ]i£icdonald  was  asked 
why  he  did  not  dismiss  Capt.  Gordon  at  once,  and 
he  answered  that,  considering  the  position  he  was 
in  and  difiiculty  of  supplying  his  place,  bethought 
it  better  to  make  the  best  of  bad  circumstances, 
admitting  for  the  time  the  master's  excuse, namely, 
that  he  had  been  disappointed  by  Don  Louis.  From 
Sandy  Point  Macdonald  proceeded  in  the  ship  with 
Don  Louis  to  get  guano  on  the  coast  cf  Pata- 
gonia. 

I  must  now  revert  to  two  documents  which 
would  in  historical  order  come  before  the  above 
facts,  but  which  came  into  the  possession  of  the 
defendant  owing  to  their  having  been  left  in  his 
cabin  after  Capt.  Gk)rdon  left  the  ship.  The  first 
is  an  agreement  between  Don  Louis  and  Capt. 
€k)rdon  as  to  the  terms  of  loading  the  ship,  and  is 
as  follows : 

Monte  Video,  Nov.  80, 1871. 

I,  the  undersigned,  do  hereby  agree  with  Capt.  James 
Oordon,  commanding  British  baiqne  Boehuek,  now 
anchored  in  the  port  of  Monte  Video,  to  load  the  said 
vessel  with  a  fnll  and  complete  cargo  of  grnano  off  the 
eoast  of  Patagonia,  for  the  som  of  21.  sterlmg  per  ton  of 
22401b. ;  said  Capt.  Gordon  also  agrees  to  render  all 
assistance  possible  with  crew,  boate,  bags,  wheelbar- 
T0W8  beloDgiog  to  the  said  veBsel,  to  fa<»litate  the  loading 
of  the  said  ship.  Sbonld  said  Loms  Piedra  Bnena  reanire 
to  8hi|>  horses,  mnles.  men,  or  anything  for  the  benent  of 
the  said  cargo,  nothing  in  the  ^ape  of  charges  are  to  be 
made  against  the  eaid  Lonis  Hedra  Bnena. 

Capt.  James  Ctordon  agrees  to  deliver  Mr  Lonis  Piedra 
Bnena  all  provisions  on  board  to  his  consignment,  in 
part  payment  of  said  cargo  of  gnano. 

Louis  Pisdba  Busna. 

A  similar  document  was  given  to  Don  Louis 
Piedra  Buena,  signed  by  Capt.  Gordon.  Now  this 
was  a  contract  which  was  entered  into  without  the 
consent  and  in  defiance  of  the  instructions  of  Mr. 
Macdonald.  Then  comes  another  document  of  a 
Tery  serious  character,  if  it  is  to  be  considered  as 
shown  in  the  evidence  that  Gordon  was  a  party  to 
it.    It  is  as  follows : 

Monte  Video,  let  Dec.  1871. 
I,  the  nndereigned,  do  hereby  certify  that  all  bnsiness 
transactions  carried  on  between  me  and  the  British 
barqae  Roebuck,  now  under  the  command  of  Capt.  James 
Gordon,  has  nothing  to  do  whatsoever  with  Mr.  Dnn- 
oan  Maodonald,  said  person  having  broken  his  faith 
with  me,  leaving  myself  and  family  in  a  state  of  deetitn- 
tion,  f  rem  suppling  said  Macdonald  with  provisions,  raid 
Macdonald  having  at  the  same  time  promised  faithfully 
to  remit  eaid  provisions  per  first  steamers,  according  to 
reqnirement,  bnt  failed  in  so  doing,  leaving  me  destitute, 
having  tnpplted  him  with  snrplns  stores.  Under  the 
circomatanoes,  I  refuse  having  further  bnsiness  trans- 
actions with  said  genUemen,  and  only  recognise  the  sig- 
nature of  Capt.  Gordon,  oommanding  said  vessel. 

Loins  Pudra  Buena. 

Now  this  document  was  found  among  the 
papers  in  the  captain's  cabin.  This  is  a  yery 
suspicious  circumstance;  but  I  do  not  think  that 


it  is  enough  of  itself  to  bring  home  complicity  to 
Capt.  Gordon,  and  I  think  it  would  be  unfair  to 
make  him  responsible  for  it,  or  allow  it  to  affect 
the  mind  of  the  court,  as  there  is  no  further  evidence 
respecting  it.  I  have  thought  it  right  to  mention 
it,  to  show  that  it  has  not  escaped  my  attention; 
but  I  must  say  that  I  do  not  attach  any  import- 
ance to  it  as  affecting  the  decreo  I  am  about  to 
make. 

Now  it  appears  that  before  leaving  Sandy  Point 
Mr.  Macdonald  thought  it  right  to  enter  into 
another  agreement,  dated  the  10th  April,  1872, 
with  Don  Louis ;  and  by  that  document  it  was 
agreed  that  all  previously  existing  contracts 
between  the  parties  thereto,  and  between  Don 
Louis  and  Capt.  Gordon,  should  be  cancelled;  that. 
Mr.  Macdonald  having  purchased  from  Don  Louis, 
which  purchase  the  latter  agreed  to,  for  the  price 
of  one  pound  sterling  per  English  ton,  the  guano 
situate  near  Santa  Cruz  Biver,  on  the  coast  of 
Patagonia,  as  then  pointed  out  to  each  of  the 
parties  on  the  Chart,  Don  Louis  agreed  to  assist  in 
loading  the  same,  and  was  to  receive  for  sudi 
assistance  for  himself  and  five  men  twenty 
patagones  a  month  and  food.  Now  this  would 
lead  to  the  observation  that  I  had  omitted — that 
amon^' other  distinct  breaches  of  his  instructions 
of  which  the  master  was  accused,  it  was  said  that 
ho  had,  although  it  was  distinctly  stated  in  those 
instructions  that  he  was  under  no  circumstances 
to  give  more  than  11.  for  guano  per  ton ;  and  that 
he  during  five  months,  to  which  I  haye  already 
referred,  entered  into  an  agreement  to  give  Don 
Louis  2L  per  ton. 

Now  the  vessel  leaves  Sandy  Point  on  the  15lh 
April,  and  arrives  at  Santa  Cruz  Biver  on  the  25th 
April ;  and  then  the  history  of  the  case  shows  that 
Don  Louis  having  a  settlement  about  25  miles  from 
that  river,  went  ashore,  and  sent  some  men  with 
a  message  to  request  that  some  person  should  go 
from  the  ship  to  see  the  guano  which  was  to  he 
found  on  Mount  Lion  Island,  which  lay  a  little  to 
the  south  of  Santa  Cruz  Biver.  This  island  was 
described  as  being  separated  f)rom  the  main  land 
by  the  tide  during  a  portion  of  the  day,  but 
perfectly  accessible  at  low  water.  Now  Mr.  Mac- 
donald declined  to  go,  and,  according  to  his  state- 
ment, Capt.  Gordon  offered  to  go,  and  there  is  no 
doubt  that  he  did  go  with  the  full  sanction  and 
permission  of  his  owner.  And  this  brin^  me  to 
the  second  charge,  which  is  that  oF  desertion.  Bat 
before  I  enter  upon  the  question  of  desertion,  I  am 
bound  to  say  that  with  respect  to  the  breach  of 
orders,  I  consider  that  so  far  as  relates  to  the  five 
months  during  which  the  ship  was  going  from 
port  to  port  wtnout  the  consent  and  against  the 
orders  of  the  owner,  dbobedience  has  been  fully 
established ;  and  as  to  that  I  must  hold,  looking 
at  decided  cases  and  principles  to  be  deduced  from 
them,  Capt.  Gordon  has  forfeited  bis  wages  for 
those  five  months,  unless  there  are  other  facts 
which  take  this  case  out  of  those  principles. 

Then  I  come  to  the  charge  of  desertion  from  the 
ship,  which  originates  in  the  fact  that  Capt 
€k)rdon  went  ashore  in  the  Santa  Cruz  Biver  to 
see  Don  Louis.  There  can  be  no  doubt  that  he 
went  with  full  consent  of  the  owner  in  the  first 
instance,  Capt.  GU)rdon  went  on  shore,  and,  it 
appears  was  not  seen  till  four  days  had  elapsed, 
al  though  he  had  promised  to  return  not  on  any 

particular  day  as  alleged,  but  as  soon  as  possible, 
the  question  of  his  return  being  left  to  his  dis- 
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eretion.  On  the  fourth  day,  the  ship  haying  in 
the  meantime  gone  down  to  Mount  Lion  Island, 
Gapt.  Gknrdon  was  seen  on  the  shore  near  that 
island.  A  boat's  crew  went  off  from  the  ship  to 
the  island,  and  there  was  no  diflSpnlty  in  traversing 
the  space  between  the  mainland  ana  the  island  for 
three  or  four  hours  on  that  day.  Then  the  story 
told  is  very  strange  on  both  sides ;  bnt  the  np- 
dbot  of  it  all  is,  that,  haying  been  seen  talking 
with  the  boatswain,  Capt.  Gordon  did  not,  as 
might  have  been  expected,  go  on  board  his  ship. 
He  could  haye  done  so  if  he  nad  wished,  and  it  was 
bis  duty  to  have  done  so,  if  he  belieyed,  as  he  said 
he  did,  that  she  was  in  a  dangerous  position,  but 
he  rode  away  back  again  with  Don  Louis.  This 
state  of  facts  is  supported  by  the  eyidence  of  the 
witness  Shepherd,  and  by  the  statement  of  the 
pliuntifE  himself.  I  do  not  think  it  necessary  to 
give  the  details  of  the  circumstances  which 
ooearred  whilst  the  vessel  remained  at  Mount  Lion 
Island,  bnt  I  will  state  the  conclasion  at  which  I 
have  arrived  after  a  careful  consideration  of  the 
evidence  on  this  second  point  of  the  defence, 
namely,  that  the  plaintiff's  wages  are  not  forfeited 
by  desertion. 

There  can  be  no  doubt  that  wages  may  be  for- 
feited by  desertion,  but  the  conclasion  to  which  I 
have  come  with  regard  to  the  second  defence  to 
this  suit  is  that  the  evidence  does  not  establish 
what  the  law  would  call  desertion  on  the  part  of 
Capt.  Gordon.  I  agree  with  the  opinion  given 
bj  my  predecessor  in  the  case  of  The  Two 
Bttiers  (2  W.  Bob.  125,  138),  where  that  learned 
judn^e  said:  "The  facts  pleaded  are  that  the 
mariner  quitted  the  ship,  and  remained  absent  for 
nine  or  ten  conseontiye  days.  The  facts,  if 
established,  might,  I  think,  constitute  a  legal 
dnertion,  provided  an  intention  really  to  quit  can 
be  inferred  from  the  re$  gettce  of  the  case.  Without 
aiicb  an  intention  on  the  part  of  the  mariner  there 
can  be  no  absolute  desertion.  If  there  be  an 
absence  from  the  vessel  animo  reveriendi,  what- 
ever its  duration,  it  would  not  be  a  desertion 
forfeiting  the  whole  of  the  wages."  It  is  possible, 
I  think,  that  this  principle  in  the  passage  I  have 
fast  read  may  be  too  largely  stated,  but  I  substan- 
tially agree  that  there  can  be  no  absolute  desertion 
where  there  is  an  animus  revertendi,  and  I  am  of 
opinion  that  the  evidence  rather  preponderates  in 
fifvour  of  there  being  an  animus  revertendi  on  the 
part  of  Oapt.  Grordon. 

There  is  one  circumstance  that  ought  to  be  con- 
sidered at  this  point  of  the  case,  viz.,  that  Capt. 
Gordon  left  every  article  of  clothing  he  possessed 
except  what  he  was  actually  wearing  on  board  the 
ship. 

The  narratiye  then  goes  on  to  show  that  the 
ship  lay  off  Mount  Lion  Island  for  three  or  four 
days,  but  Capt.  Gordon  made  no  attempt  to  return 
on  board.  The  vessel  went  there  under  the  charge 
of  the  mate ;  and  he  said  that  as  the  anchorage 
was  bad,  and  the  weather  became  stormy,  they 
were  then  obliged  to  leave.  The  ship  then 
returned  to  the  Santa  Cruz  Eiyer,  and  after  stay- 
ing there  a  short  time  proceeded  to  Buenos  Ayres. 
Mr.  Macdonald  did  not  see  Capt.  Gcrdon  again 
until  he  was  at  Buenos  Ayres  two  months 
afterwards,  when  his  conduct  was  certainly  not 
that  of  a  deserter.  He  went  before  the  Consul 
and  clMmed  to  be  restored  to  his  position  as 
master.  It  is  not  necessary  to  state  what  pansed 
at  the  Oonsnlate,  but  it  ended  in  Mr.  Macdonald 


being  satisfied  that  he  ought  not  to  take  Capt. 
Goroon  back,  but  ought  rather  to  take  another 
master.  Capt.  Gordon  went  back  to  England  in 
another  vessel  a  few  months  later. 

I  pointed  out  to  counsel  that  there  were  two 
questions  on  the  point  of  desertion  :  first,  whether 
the  captain  deserted  his  ship;  and  secondly, 
whether  the  owner  deserted  the  captain.  The 
evidence  does  not  show  that  Mr.  Macdonald  inten- 
tionally deserted  Capt.  Gk)rdon  with  the  intention 
of  preventing  him  from  resuming  command  of  the 
ship,  but  I  consider  that  the  acts  of  Capt.  Gordon 
to  be  so  suspicions  that  they  naturally  led  to  the 
supposition  in  the  mind  of  Mr.  Macdonald  that 
Capt.  Gordon  did  not  intend  to  return ;  and  in 
coming  to  this  conclusion  I  cannot  forget  his 
former  unjustifiable  conduct,  and  his  taking  the 
ship  on  different  yoyages  for  fiye  months  without 
the  consent,  and  against  the  instructions,  of  his 
owner;  and  I  have  no  doubt  that  this  greatly 
influenced  Mr.  Macdonald  in  his  estimate  m  Capt. 
(Gordon's  conduct.  Looking  to  all  the  circum- 
stances, while  I  acquit  Capt.  Gordon  of  desertion 
of  his  ship,  I  also  acquit  Mr.  Macdonald  of  any  in- 
tention to  wrongfully  desert  Capt.  Gordon. 

Then  there  is  one  more  question  to  be  con- 
sidered which  was  set  up  in  defence,  namely,  the 
charge  of  dmnkenness  made  against  Capt.  Gordon, 
incapacitating  him  from  his  command.  Now  there 
is  a  yery  earl^  case  in  which  the  specified  charges 
were  disobedience,  neglect  of  duty,  and  drunken- 
ness, against  the  mate  of  a  ship ;  and  there  Lord 
Stowell,  with  his  usual  clearness  and  knowledge 
of  law,  stated  his  opinion.  It  was  the  case  of  the 
Exeter,  and  it  is  there  said :  **  Upon  the  matter  of 
drunkenness,  the  court  will  be  no  apologist  for 
that ;  it  is  an  offence  peculiarly  noxious  on  board 
ship,  where  the  sober  and  yigilant  attention  of 
every  man,  and  particularly  of  officers,  is  required. 
At  the  same  time  the  court  cannot  entirely  forget 
that  in  a  mode  of  life  peculiarly  exposed  to  seyere 
peril  and  exertion,  and,  therefore,  admitting  in 
seasons  of  repose  something  of  indulgence  and 
refreshment,  that  indulgence  and  refreshment  is 
naturally  enough  sought  by  such  persons  in 
grosser  pleasures  of  that  kind,  and,  therefore,  that 
the  proof  of  a  single  act  of  intemperance  com- 
mitted in  part  is  no  conclusive  proof  of  disability 
for  general  maritime  employment.  Another  rule 
womd,  I  fear,  disable  many  useful  men  from  the 
maritime  service  of  the  country":  (2^  Exeter 
2  C.  Bob.  261,  269.)  It  is  true  that  in  that  case 
Lord  Stowell  was  considering  the  offence  of  a 
mate,  and  not  of  a  master.  But  in  the  more 
recent  case  of  The  Thomas  Worthington  (3  W. 
Bob.  128, 133),  decided  by  my  learned  predecessor, 
I  see  he  says :  **  Cases,  indeeid,  may  occur  eyen  in 
this  court  where  the  misconduct  may  be  of  such  a 
gross  description  that,  independently  of  any  loss 
sustained  by  the  owners,  the  entire  forfeiture  of 
wages  would  ensue ;  as,  for  instance,  if  a  master 
had  attempted  to  commit  barratry ;  or  if  through- 
out a  voyage  he  had  shown  gross  incapacity,  or 
had  been  constantly  drunk.  In  either  of  these 
cases  would  this  court  be  justified  in  pronouncing 
for  any  part  of  his  wages  under  the  contract  r 
Unquestionably  not ;  and  if  any  such  case  should 
come  before  me  I  should  not  hesitate  for  a  single 
moment  in  rejecting  his  claim  in  toto'*  But  I  do 
not  think  that  the  eyidence  in  this  case  brings  it 
within  the  scope  of  these  observations.  It  is  true, 
unfortunately,  and  cannot  be  denied  (and,  indeed^ 
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I  mnst  do  Gapt.  Gordon  fche  justice  to  say  he  did 
not  deny  it)  that  he  occaBionallv  took  more  ardent 
liquor  than  he  oaght,  and  it  affected  him,  bnt  not 
in  the  way  to  diaqaalify  him  from  the  discharge 
of  his  duties  as  master.  I  do  not  mean  to  sav 
that  if  constant  drunkennees  had  been  proTed» 
although  there  had  been  a  failure  to  show  that 
that  drunkenness  had  resulted  in  the  bad  naviga« 
tion  of  the  yessel,  or  loss  to  the  owner,  he  could  not 
by  that  means  have  forfeited  part,  or  whole,  of  his 
wages,  but  I  do  not  think  that  the  evidence  here 
oomes  up  to  that  mark;  and  although  it  was 
proved  that  he  was,  as  is  vulgarly  said,  sometimes 
worse  for  liquor,  there  is  no  evidence  to  sustain 
the  argument  in  the  defence  that  he  was  guilty  of 
constant  drunkenness,  which  would  incapacitate 
him  fiom  attending  to  the  business  or  navigation 
of  his  ship. 

Having  arrived  at  these  conclusions  on  the  differ- 
ent points  of  the  case,  the  question  is,  what  the  judg* 
ment  of  the  court  must  be.  First  I  am  of  opinion  that 
the  captain  is  certainly  entitled  to  his  wages  up  to 
the  time  of  the  second  visit  of  Mr.  Maodonald  to 
Monte  Yideo,  shortly  after  which  the  master  ought 
to  have  proceeded  to  Port  Gallagos.  I  think  that 
from  that  time,  and  during  the  time  that  he  was 
navigating  the  ship  against  orders  for  five  months, 
he  is  not  entitled  to  any  wages.  During  the  short 
time  that  elapsed  from  the  period  when  he  left 
Sandy  Point  with  the  ship  until  the  vessel  sailed 
away  from  Santa  Oruz  without  him  after  the 
transactions  at  Mount  Lion  Island,  he  is  entitled  to 
his  wages.  Bnt  I  do  not  think  that  after  that 
time  he  is  entitled  to  any  wages.  Looking  to  all 
the  circumstances,  I  think  that  Mr.  Macdonald 
was  justified,  as  I  have  already  stated^  in  taking 
tbe  ship  away  from  Mount  Lion  Island  and  re- 
turning to  Liverpool,  and  taking  the  vessel  out  of 
oommand  of  Oapt.  Gk)rdon  on  her  homeward 
voyage. 

There  is  one  other  point  that  I  have  omitted 
to  notice,  which  I  have  not  failed,  however, 
carefully  to  consider.  I  suggested  myself  that  it 
might  possibly  be  found  by  this  court  that  however 
much  to  blame  Gapt.  Gordon  might  be  for  disobey- 
ing the  instructions  of  his  owner  during  those  five 
months  so  often  alluded  to,  the  conduct  of  Mr. 
Macdonald  in  putting  the  vessel  again  under  his 
oommand,  and  going  with  him  from  Sandy  Point 
to  Santa  Gruz,  might  be  held  to  be  a  condonation 
of  Gapt.  Gk>rdon'8  former  misconduct.  But  I 
think  that,  looking  to  all  the  circumstances  of  the 
case,  it  cannot  be  so  considered.  Gonsidering  the 
position  in  which  the  owner  then  was  as  to 
obtaining  another  master,  I  think  it  must  betaken 
that  he  only  intended  to  act  under  the  circum- 
stances as  was  best  for  all  concerned,  without 
reference  to  the  master's  past  conduct,  and  with- 
out prejudice  to  any  course  be  might  afterwards 
choose  to  adopt  with  regard  to  the  master's  future 
dismissal. 

I  shall  make  an  order  that  the  master  is  entitled 
to  one  part,  and  disentitled  to  the  other  part  of  his 
wages,  as  I  have  expressed  above.  Of  course  I 
shall  order  a  reference  to  show  whether  he  is  in- 
debted to  Macdonald*  and  to  settle  the  balance  of 
accounts,  a  part  of  the  case  I  have  carefully  re* 
frained  from  entering  upon.  I  shall  make  no  order 
as  to  costs. 

Solicitor  for  plaintiff,  J.  H.  E.  GUL 

Solicitors  for  defendant,  Bateaon  and  Oo. 
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Tuesday,  April  28, 1874. 

(Before  the  Loads  Justices.) 

Laing  v.  Zsdbv. 

8hipoioner  as  ataJeeholder — Shipper  claiming  Zien— 

Holder  of  hill  of  lading — Interpleader — Parties 

— Costs— Undertaking  as  to  damages — Inquiry. 

Where  there  are  two  or  more  claimants  of  goods  in 

the  hands  of  a  stakeholder,  the  only  way  in  which 

he  can  protect  himself  is  Jyy  filing  abul  ofinter- 

pleader.    If,  instead  of  doing  so,  he  litigates  with 

the  claimants  separately,  he  nmst  pay  the  costs  of 

ihe  succesfful  claimant. 

Goods  in  the  hands  of  a  shipowner  were  claimed  by 

{he  shipper  under  an  alleged  lien,  and  also  &v  the 

holder  of  the  bills  of  lading.     The  shipper  filed  a 

hill  to  restrain  the  shipowner  from  pirting  with 

the  goods,  and  the  other  claimant  brought  an  acHon 

on  his  bills  of  lading  a>gainst  the  shipowner.    To 

restrain  this  action  the  shipowner  filed  a  biU,  to 

which  he  did  not^nake  the  shipper  a  party,  and  an 

injunction  was  granted  on  the  usual  unaertaJcing 

as  to  damages.     The  shipper^ s  bill  was  dismissed 

with  costs : 

Held  (reversing  the  decision  of  Bacpn,   F.(7.)  that 

the  bill  of  the  stakeholder  to  restrain  the  action 

brought  by  the  holder  of  the  bills  of  lading  must 

be  dismissed  with  costs,  and  that  the  defendatU  to 

that  bill  was  entitled  to  an  inquiry  as  to  damages 

under  the  undertaking. 

This  was  an  appeal  from  a  decision  of  Bacon,  Y.C. 

The  facts  of  the  case  were  as  follows : 

A  suit  of  Mathesing  v.  Laing  {ante,  p.  170; 

L.  Bep.   17  Ea.  92)   was  instituted   by  a  firm 

of   cotton   brokers    claiming  an   alleged  equi^ 

on  certain  bales  of  cotton,  shipped  ivom  Bom* 

bay  on  board  the  steamship  Alabama,  to  restrain 

the  shipowners,  James  Laing  and  Mary  Gourley, 

from  delivering  the  bales  of  cotton  to  the  Comptoir 

d'Escompte  de  Paris,  the  holders  of  the  bills  of 

lading. 

To  ibat  suit  the  Oomptoir  d'Escompte  de  Paris 
were  not  made  partieo,  but  on  the  Ilth  Oct.,  1870, 
the  solicitor  for  the  plaintiffs  in  that  suit  wrote 
them  a  letter  inquiring  whether  they  claimed  the 
cotton,  and  expressing  their  readiness  to  enter  into 
any  arrangement  for  the  sale  of  the  cotton  and  the 
payment  of  the  purchase  money  into  court,  until 
It  should  be  decided  who  was  entitled  to  it,  and 
requesting  an  early  answer,  as  it  would  be  better 
if  the  Comptoir  d'Escompte  de  Paris  claimed  the 
cotton,  to  make  them  parties  to  the  suit. 

Notwithstanding  this  letter  the  Comptoir 
d'Escompte  de  Paris  on  the  29th  Oct.  1870,  com- 
menced an  action  on  the  bills  of  lading  against 
the  shipowners. 

Thereupon  the  shipowners  filed  their  bill  in 
the  present  suit  to  restrain  the  action  at  law 
making  Zeden,  the  ship's  agent  and  the  Comptcnr 
d'Escompte  de  Paris  defendants,  but  the  plaintiffs 
in  the  suit  of  Hathesing  v.  Laing  were  not  made 
parties. 

Subsequently  the  Comptoir  d'Escompte  were^ 
under  an  order  obtained  on  the  11th  Got.  1870, 
made  defendants  by  amendment  to  the  suit  of 
Hathesir^g  v.  Laing,  the  bill  in  which  was  ulti- 
mately dismissed  with  costs:  (See  ante,  p.  170.) 
Immediately  after  the  decision  ot  Hathesing  v. 
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Lainq,  the  presnet  suit,  in  which  an  injunction 
bad  been  granted,  came  on  for  hearing  on  the 
question  of  costs. 

The  Vice  Chancellor  held  that  the  plaintiffs,  as 
stakeholders,  were  entitled  to  their  costs  out  of  the 
fond. 

From  this  decision  the  Gomptoir  d'Eecompte  de 
Puis  appealed. 

Kay,  Q.O.  and  B.  B,  Roger$,  for  the  appellants. 
— ^Tbe  bill  ousht  to  have  been  dismissed  with 
costs.  [Lord  Justice  Jambs— We  do  not  entertain 
appeals  on  more  cmestions  of  costs.  Is  not  this  an 
appeal  for  costs?  j  When  the  injunction  was  granted, 
it  was  on  the  terms  that  the  plaintiffs  should  g^ye 
and  undertaking  against  damages ;  and  it  is  open  to 
us  now  to  get  an  inquiry  what  damages  we  have 
snstained  by  reason  of  our  money  having  been 
kwked  up  for  over  three  years.  In  Newhy  v.  Har* 
mow  (5  L.  T.  Rep.  N.  8. 12;  3  De G.  F.  &  G.  287) 
it  was  decided  that  such  an  undertaking  as  to 
damages  remains  in  force,  notwithstanding  the 
dismissal  of  the  bill.  This  suit  was  purely  one  to 
restrain  an  action  which  we  had  a  perfect  right  to 
bring,  and  was  not  at  all  in  the  nature  of  an  inter* 
pleader  suit.  The  f)laintiffs  ought  therefore  to  have 
nad  their  bill  dismissed  with  costs. 

Miller,  Q  G.  and  E.  Beaumont,  for  the  respond- 
ents.— ^We  never  opposed  the  defendants'  claim 
and  our  solicitor's  letter  of  the  11th  Got.  1870 
shows  that  we  were  disposed  to  do  what  was  right. 
After  receiying  that  letter  the  defendants  brought 
their  action,  while  the  whole  dispute  might  have 
been  settled  in  the  suit  of  Hathenng  ▼.  Laing, 
This  suit  is  virtually  an  interpleader  suit,  and  by 
the  Gomptoir  d'Bscompte  being  made  parties  by 
amendment  to  the  other  suit  all  the  parties  were 
brought  together.  We  are  mere  stakeholders,  and 
should  not  be  put  to  any  expense  in  consequence 
of  a  dispute  between  two  parties  as  to  the  goods  in 
onr  hand«.  Tbey  cited  Nelson  ▼.  Barter  (2  H.  & 
M,  334 ;  10  L.  Bep.  K.S.  743.) 

Without  calling  for  a  reply. 

Lord  Jastice  Jambs  said :  X  am  of  opinion  that  the 
decision  of  the  Vice  Ghancellor  cannot  be  sustained 
in  this  case.  TheGomptoird'Escompte  de  Paris  had  a 
dear  legal  right  to  aquantityof  ootton  not  affected 
by  any  equity  whatever.  Having  that  legal  and 
equitable  right,  they  brought  an  action  against  the 
plaintiffs  in  the  present  suit,  to  which  the  latter  had 
DO  defence.  Thereupon  the  bill  in  the  present  suit 
was  filed,  on  which  it  has  been  shown  that  there 
was  no  equity.  It  appears  to  me  that  the 
Gomptoir  d  Escompte  have  sustained  damages  by 
reason  of  that  proceeding,  and  that  they  are  en- 
titled to  have  thof<e  damages  ascertained.  It  is 
said  that  the  plaintiffs  in  tne  present  suit  were 
mere  stakeholders,  and  that  they  were  therefore 
entitled  to  their  costs  against  the  Gomptoir 
d'Esoompte.  The  latter  have,  however,  done  no 
wroD^.  It  is  said  that  they  ought  not  to  have 
brought  their  action  after  the  injunction  had  been 
jiranted  in  the  first  suit.  But  there  was  no  in- 
junction against  them,  and  I  do  not  quite  under- 
stand how  the  injunction  was  granted.  It  is  said, 
however,  that  Laing  and  his  co-plaintiff  were 
stakeholders,  and  that  it  was  perfectly  immaterial 
to  them  whether  they  delivered  the  goods  to  the 
Gomptoir  d'Escompte  or  to  the  other  claimants. 
But  the  only  way  in  which  a  man  can  avail  him- 
sdf  6t  such  a  plea  is  by  a  bill  of  interpleader. 
The  bill  of  interpleader  is  not  a  merely  formal 
thing.    It  is  not  a  thing  equivalent  to  a  bill  of  j 


interpleader  that  is  required  ,*  he  must  file  a  bill 
of  interpleader.  Such  a  bill  does  not  always 
work  complete  justice,  but  it  does  so  as  far  as 
possible.  It  gives  relief  between  the  two 
claimants,  and  it  stops  other  litigation.  It  gives 
the  stakeholder  his  costs  out  of  the  fund,  and  the 
other  party  is  there  to  indemnify  the  defendant 
who  is  entitled.  Here  the  plaintiffs  have  not 
given  the  Gomptoir  d'Escompte  any  chance  of 
getting  their  costs  out  of  the  other  party.  The 
oosts  should  come  out  of  the  fund,  with  a  remedy 
over  against  the  wrongM  claimant.  But  it  is 
said  that  the  Gomptoi'*  d'Escompte  ought  not  to 
have  brought  the  action  after  an  injunction  was 
granted.  In  this  suit,  however,  we  know  notbiug 
about  that  injunction.  The  bill  must  be  dis- 
missed, and  dismissed  with  costs.  And  we  must 
direct  an  inquiry  as  to  damages. 

Lord  Justice  Mbllish.— 4   am    of   the  same 
opinion.    I  am  qoice  clear  that  at  law  the  remedy 
of  the  Gomptoir  d'Escompte  was  solely  against 
the  plaintiffs  in  the  present  suit.    The  defendants 
had  a  clear  title  on  the  bills  of  lading  against  the 
plaintiffs,  who,  however,  would  not  deliver    the 
goods  to  them  because  a  third  party,  who  bad  no 
real  title,  asserted  a  claim  to  the  goods.    The  only 
remedy  of  a  person  in  the  sheriff's  position  under 
those  circumstances  is  by  a  bill  of  interpleader.  If 
he  does  not  choose  to  file  such  a  bill,  but  litigates 
with  both  the  claimants  separately,  he  is  liable  to 
bear  the  costs  of  the  party  who  establishes  his  claim. 
But  it  is  said  that  this   suit  was  as  good  as  an 
interpleader  bill.    That  is  not  so,  for  it  did  not 
bring  the  parties  together,  and  it  left  the  de- 
fendants   no    remedy    over  against    the   other 
claimant  for  costs.    I  am,  therefore,  of  opinion 
that  the  decision  of  the  Yice- Ghancellor  cannot  be 
upheld,  and  that  this  appeal  must  be  allowed. 

Solicitors  for  the  appellants,  hyne  and  Hcilman. 

Solicitors  for  the  respondents,  Lowlesi,  Nelson, 
and  Jones, 


OOUBT  OF  QVEEV'8  BEVCE. 

Baport«d  by  J.  SHomrr  and  H.  W.  McKsllab,  Efqrs., 

Baxristen-atXaw. 


June  11  and  July  6, 1874. 

ASHCBOFT  V.   GbOW   ORCffABB  GOLLDULT  GOMPAHT. 

Charter-party-^DemurrcMe — Dock  regulations — 

Usual  dettpatch  of  the  port. 
Where  hy  a  ehaHer-pa^ty  it  is  mutually  agreed 
between  shipowner  and  charterer  that  the  ship' 
ovmer's  ship  is  **to  he  loaded  with  the  usual 
dispatch  of  the  port,  or  if  longer  detained  to  be 
paid  40s,  demurrage,*'  and  that  the  ship  is  to  be 
loaded  at  a  named  dock,  by  the  regulations  of 
which  no  ship^iir  could  have  more  than  three 
vessels  loading  %n  dock  cU  the  same  time,  and,  by 
reason  of  the  charterer  having  more  than  three 
vessels  entered  in  their  hooks  which  had  to  be 
loaded  in  the  dock  before  that  ship,  the  ship  is 
delayed  an  unnasonable  time,  the  contra^  to 
load  with  the  usual  dispatch  of  the  port  must  be 
considered  asoM  absolute  contract  to  load  with  that 
dispatch  and  wifhin  a  reasonable  time,  indepen^ 
dently  of  any  other  engagements  of  the  charttrers, 
even  if  it  can  be  shown  thai  at  the  tims  of  the 
making  of  the  charUr-part  the  shipowner  knew 
thai  nuih  person**  engagements  existed,  and  the 
shipowner  can  recover  demurrage. 
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Tapsoott  V,  Balfour,  ante,  vol.  1,  p,  501,  distin' 

guished. 
This  was  an  action  by  a  shipowner  against  charterers 
tried  before  Qaain,  J.,  at  the  Liverpool  Sammer 
Assizes,  1873,  when  a  verdict  of  601.  was  entered 
for  the  plaintiff,  luave  to  move  being  reserved  to 
the  defendants.  A  rule  nisi  was  obtained  in  pnr- 
snanoe  of  the  leave  reserved,  on  the  ground  that 
the  facte  proved  did  not,  on  the  true  constmotion 
ol  the  charter-party,  disclose  any  liability  on  the 
part  of  the  defendants. 

The  first  count  of  the  declaration  set  out  the 
charter-party,  which  provided,  amongst  other 
things,  that  the  defendants  should  load  the 
plaintifTs  ship  "  with  the  usual  despatch  of  the 
port "  of  Liverpool.  If  detained,  the  plaintiff  **  to 
De  paid  40«.  per  day  demurrage."  The  alleged 
breach  was  not  loading  with  the  usual  despatch. 

The  second  count  was  framed  upon  a  me- 
morandum at  the  foot  of  the  charter-party,  by  which 
the  vessel  was  to  **  load  in  the  Bramley  Moore  or 
Wellington  Docks,  High  Level  EaUway."  The 
breach  was  not  giving,  or  procuring,  within  a 
reasonable  time  an  order  entitling  the  plaintiff's 
vessel  to  enter  the  said  docks. 

There  were  also  money  counts  for  demurrage. 

The  pleas  merely  denied  the  contracts,  the 
breaches,  and  the  debt. 

The  judgment  of  the  court  contains  a  fall  state* 
ment  of  the  facts  and  arguments. 

Aspinallt  QC.  and  Bremwir  showed  cause 
against  the  rule,  and 

Bvseell,  Q.C.  and  Lupton  supported  it. 

The  cases  cited  and  discussed  were 

Tapscott  y.  Balfour,  ante,  voL  1,  p.  501 ;  27  L.  T.  Bep. 

N.S.710:  L.  Bep. 8  0.  P.  46; 
Kell  V.  Andergon,  10  M.  ft  W.  408 ; 
Kearon  t.  Pearaon,  7H.  A  K.  206 ; 
Ford  y.  Coteaworth,  19  L.  T.  Bep.  K.  S.  634 :  L.  Bep. 

4  Q.  B.  127 ; 
Harris  v.  Dreuman,  9  Ex.  485 ; 
Robertson  v.  Jackson  2  0.  B.  412 ; 
Shadforth  v.  Cory,  32  L.  J.,  79  Q.  B. ;  in  error,  379. 

Cur.  adv.  vtUt. 

July  6. — ^Lt78H,  J.,  delivered  the  judgment  of  the 
court  (Mellor,  Lush,  Quain,  and  Archibald,  JJ.). 
This  was  an  action  for  demurrage  tried  before 
my  brother  Qnain  at  Liverpool,  when  a  verdict 
was  entered  for  the  plaintiff  for  602.,  being  for  30 
days'  demurrage,  with  leave  to  the  defendants  to 
move  to  enter  a  nonsuit,  the  court  being  em- 
powered to  draw  all  inferences  of  fact,  and  to 
amend  the  pleadings  if  necessary.  All  questions 
of  reasonablenees  were  to  be  for  the  court. 

By  the  charter-party,  dated  Liverpool,  the  22nd 
Jan.  1873,  the  master  engaged  to  receive  and  load  on 
board  his  vessel  the  ChrisUwna  Da/vies,  of  Barrow, 
a  full  and  complete  cargo  of  coal,  about  140  tons, 
and  proceed  to  Belfast  and  deliver  the  same  as  per 
bills  of  lading  at  certain  specified  freight,  &o. 
*'To  be  loaded  with  the  usual  despatch  of  the 
port,  and  discharged  25  tons  working  days,  or  if 
longer  detained  to  be  paid  40«.  per  day  demuirage." 
The  defendants  thereby  engaged  to  load  the 
vessel  "on  the  above  terms."  By  a  memorandum 
at  the  foot  the  vessel  was  to  load  in  the  Bramley 
Hoore,  or  Wellington  Docks,  High  Level  Bailway. 
By  the  published  dock  regulations,  which  it  must 
be  taken  were  known  to  both  parties,  it  is 
ordered,  amongst  other  things,  that  "no  vessel  is 
to  be  allowed  to  enter  the  Bramley  Moore,  or 
Wellington  Docks,  to  load  coal  fron  the  High 
Level  Bailway,  except  upon  the  production  of  a 


jerque  note,  or  a  certificate  from  the  master  of 
the  dock  in  which  the  vessel  is  lying  at  the  time, 
showing  that  she  is  ready  to  oommence  loading, 
and  also  a  certificate  from  the  coal  agent  that  she 
is  to  load  coal  at  the  High  Level.  No  ooal  agent 
to  be  allowed  to  load  more  than  two  flats  at  the 
cranes  at  the  same  time,  nor  to  have  more  than 
three  vessels  in  the  Bramley  Moore,  or  Wellington 
Docks  (both  inclusive),  loading,  and  to  load  at  the 
cranes  at  one  time."  **  No  vessel  to  be  entered 
in  the  application  or  berthing  book  before  she  is 
in  either  the  Bramley  Moore,  or  the  Wellington 
Dock :  each  vessel  to  be  berthed  in  regular  torn 
as  entered,  if  the  specified  quantity  of  coal  is  at 
the  Sandhills  Station ;  if  not,  the  next  vessel  in 
turn  having  sufficient  coal  ready  to  take  the 
berth.  Any  vessel  losing  her  turn  in  conseqaenoe 
of  ooal  for  her  not  being  ready  at  the  Sandhills 
Station,  to  be  considered  first  on  turn  when  the 
coals  are  ready.  Flats  and  vessels  to  follow  the 
same  order  as  to  turn  for  loading,  whether  entered 
for  the  cranes  or  the  shoot."  It  was  admitted 
that  the  master  obtained  in  proper  time  the 
requisite  certificate  from  the  dock  master  in  whidi 
the  vessel  was  lying,  and  that  the  defendants  gave 
their  certificate  in  proper  time;  also  that  the 
vessel  was  regularly  put  on  the  dock  books,  and 
would  have  been  loaded  without  delay,  had  it  not 
been  for  the  fact,  which  feici  was  unknown  to  the 
master  at  the  time  he  entered  into  the  charter- 
party,  that  the  defendants  acted  as  their  own  oosl 
agents,  and  that  they  had  at  the  time  three  ships 
loading  in  l^e  doclc,  and  ten  other  charters  in 
their  books  which  ha^  priority  over  the  plaintiff. 
In  consequence  of  these  engagements  the  vessel, 
was  not  allowed  to  go  into  dock  till  the  5th  Msrdi, 
a  period  of  thirty  days  after  she  was  ready  to  do 
so.  The  loading  was  oommenoed  and  completed 
on  the  following  day. 

It  was  conceded  that  thirty  davs  was  an  on- 
usual  period  of  detention,  and  that  the  delay 
was  caused,  not  by  the  pressure  of  business 
in  the  dock,  or  any  inability  on  the  part  of  the 
dock  company  to  facilitate  the  dispatch  of  the 
vessel,  for  vessels  booked  after  the  OhrUtumA 
Davies  by  other  coal  agents  were  loaded  and 
despatched  before  her,  but  solelv  by  the  incapacity, 
which  the  defendants  had  placed  themselves  under 
by  their  previous  engagements,  of  getting  a  berth 
for  her  at  an  earlier  period.  On  the  other  hand 
it  was  conceded  that  the  defendants  were  guilty  of 
no  delay  which  it  was  in  their  power  to  avoid  con- 
sistently with  their  previous  ^igagements. 

The  question  is,  then,  what  is  the  contract  whioh 
the  defendants  entered  into  by  the  oharter-partyF 
The  words  are  not  that  the  vessel  is  to  be  "  loaded 
in  turn  according  to  the  charterer's  books  orengage- 
ments,"  or  to  be  loaded  "  next  after  a  particiuar 
vessel,"  or  in  any  other  prescribed  order,  but "  to 
be  loaded  with  the  usual  despatch  of  the  port." 

The  defendants'  counsel  contended  tnat  these 
words  apply  only  to  a  delay  in  the  process  of  load- 
ing when  the  vessel  has  arrived  at  the  berth,  and 
that  they  have  no  reference  to  a  detention  outside, 
the  loading  place,  though  caused  by  the  act  or 
default  of  the  charterer,  and  he  relied  upon  the 
case  of  Kearon  v.  Pear$on  (7  H.  &  N  386)  in 
support  of  that  position.  That  case,  however,  1^ 
no  means  justifies  the  argument  baaed  upon  it. 
The  words  of  the  charter  there  were  in  sabstaooe 
the  same  as  here,  namely,  "to  be  loaded  with 
usual  despatch."    The  facts  were  that  the  loading 
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WMt  after  it   had  commenced^  intermpted  hj  a 
MTdre  froet,  which  closed  the  canal  throagh  which 
the  coals  were  to  be  brought  from  the  pit.  and  thus 
preveDted  the  charterer  from  setting  them  to  the 
kadiog  place ;  and  the  court  held  the  meaning  of 
the  claose  to  be  that  the  vessel  shonld  be  loaded 
with  the  usual  despatch  oi  persons  who  had  a  cargo 
in  readiness  at  the  dock  for  the  purpose  of  loading, 
and  therefore  that  the  charterer  was  responsible 
fisr  the  delay  occasioned  bj  the  frost.     So  far  from 
•upporting  the  argument  that  the  charr.erer  is  not 
liable  for  delay  occasioned  by  his  own  act  or 
de&nit,  that  case  establishes  that  the  engagement 
to  load  '*  with  the  usual  despatch "  is  absolute, 
and  admits  of  no  qualification  so  as  to  dispense 
with  performance,  even  where  the  performance 
was  hindered  by  a  casualty  which  the  charterer 
could  not  prevent.    It  is  true  the  delay  in  that 
case  oeeurred  during  the  process  of  loading,  and 
the  court  had  not  to  consider  what  would  have 
been  the  effect  of  a  detention  at  the  dock's  mouth ; 
but  we  see  no  reason  for  limiting  the  obligation  to 
the  mere  process  of   loading.      It  undoubtedly 
includes  that  process,  and  requires  it  to  be  done 
with  the  usual  despatch ;   but  we  are  of  opinion 
that  it  goes  further,  and  covers  the  whole  period 
from  the  time  when  the  vessel  is  at  the  port  and 
IB  placed  at  the  disposal  of  the  charterer  there  in 
a  condition  to  receive  the  cargo.    The  object  is  to 
provide  a^nst  unusual  delay  on  the  part  of  the 
charterer  in  putting  the  cargo   on  board,   and 
whether  the  delay  occurs  in  the  course  of  loading 
or  before  the  loading  commences,  whether  it  ocu- 
lists in  keeping  the  vessel  outside  or  inside  the 
dock,  is  obviously  immaterial.    The  question  is 
whether  the  vessel  is  at  hia  disposal,  and  whether 
the  detention  is  his  act.     If  so,  the  contract  is 
bn^en  as  much  in  the  one  case  as  in  the  other. 

It  was  further  contended  that  the  vessel  could  not 
be  said  to  have  been  ready  to  receive  cargo  so  long 
•8  she  lay  outside  the  dock,  that  it  is  the  duty  of 
the  shipowner  to  find  his  way  into  the  dock,  and 
that  he  takes  the  risk  of  any  obstacles  which  occur 
fo  prevent  his  getting  there;  and  TapaooH  v. 
Bdy^our  (vhi  sup.)  was  relied  on  in  support  of 
this  argument. 

In  the  case  of  Tap$coU  v.  Balfour  there  was 
a  charter  under  which  the  ship  was  ordered 
to  load  in  one  of  the  docks  mentioned  in 
tihis  ohartor^ — the  Wellington  Dock — which  was 
governed  by  the  same  regulations  as  the  Bram- 
1^  Moore  Dock.  The  vessel  was  detained  there 
as  in  this  case  outside  the  dock,  and  for  a 
similar  reason,  namely,  because  the  coal  agent  who 
had  the  loading  for  the  charterer  had  not  only 
three  vessels  in  the  dock  at  the  time,  but  two 
others  booked  to  come  in  before  the  plaintiff's. 
The  Court  held  that  the  lay  days  commenced  only 
finom  the  time  when  the  vessel  was  admitted  into 
the  dock,  the  loss  arising  from  bein^  kept  outside 
by  virtne  of  the  dock  regulations  bemg  a  loss,  the 
nsk  of  which  was  undertaken  by  the  shipowner. 
At  first  sight  that  case  appears  to  bear  a  close 
reaemblanoe  to  the  present  case,  and  it  is  not  to 
be  wondered  at  that  the  defendants'  counsel 
strongly  relied  upon  it  as  an  authority  in  his 
fiivour.  But  when  examined  the  supposed  resem- 
blance disappears.  The  wcnrds  of  that  charter  were 
"the  vemel  shall  proceed  direct  to  any  Liverpool 
or  Birkenhead  dock  as  ordered  by  charterer,  and 
there  load  in  the  usuiJ  and  customary  muiner  a 
fiiU  and  complete  cargo  of  coals."    The  court  held 


that  this  stipulation  applied  to  the  mode,  and  not 
to  the  time  of  loading.  *'  There  is,"  says  Bovill, 
G.J.,  "  no  express  stipulation  with  respect  to  the 
time  at  which  the  loadiuic  is  to  commence,  except 
that  it  is  not  to  commence  before  the  Ist  July. 
Then  what  is  the  ordinary  rule  under  such  circum- 
stances where  the  port,  but  no  particular  place  in 
the  port,  to  which  tne  vessel  is  to  proceed  is  named  ? 
It  means  that  the  time  is  to  commence  from  the 
arrival  of  the  vessel  at  the  usual  place  of  loading 
in  that  port.  The  stipulation  is  in  effect  that  the 
vessel  shall  proceed  to  the  Wellington  Dock,  and 
there  load  her  cargo.  Therefore  the  lay  days  do 
not  commence  till  she  has  got  into  the  Wellington 
Dock.  If,  by  reason  of  the  dock  regulations,  she 
cannot  enter  into  that  dock  before  a  certain  time, 
the  loss  by  such  delay  must  fall  on  the  ship- 
owners." 

Assuming  this  construction  of  the  clause  in 
that  charter  to  be  the  correct  one,  the  grounds 
of  the  j  udgmeht  are  inapplicable  to  the  present 
case.  The  intention  of  the  parties  here  was  evi- 
dently that  the  charterer  should  not,  and  the  words 
bind  him  that  he  will  not,  detain  the  vessel,  for  want 
of  cargo,  beyond  the  usual  and  ordinary  period  of 
delay  at  the  dock.  Evidence  was  given  to  show 
that  the  plaintiff  might,  if  he  had  chosen,  have  ob- 
tained information  from  the  dock  master  before  he 
entered  into  the  contract  as  to  the  number  of 
vessels  which  the  defendants  had  in  the  dock  and 
on  their  books,  but  he  was  under  no  obligation  to 
do  so,  and  it  would  have  been  immaterial  if  he  had» 
and  if  it  were  shown  that  he  knew  these  facts.  We 
construe  the  stipulation  as  a  contract  by  the  char- 
terer that  he  wiil  load  with  the  usual  despatch,  and 
it  is  no  answer  to  say  that  he  was  unable  to  do 
so ;  nor  would  it  be  any  more  an  answer  to  say 
that  the  plaintiff  knew  it. 

The  ground  on  which  leave  was  reserved  having 
failed,  tne  verdict  stands  for  the  amount  agreed  on 
at  the  trial. 

Rule  discharged* 

Attorneys  for  plaintiff,  Oregory  and  Co.,  for  H. 
Bremner,  LiverpooL 

Attorneys  for  defendants,  Venn  and  Son. 


▲PPSAX  FfiOM  THE  COUBT  OV  GOMMON  FLBAS. 
Beported  by  Jomr  Boss,  Esq.,  Buxlst«r-atXaw. 


Feb.  6  and  June  16, 1874. 

BODOCAKOCHI  AND  OTHEBS  V.   ElUOTT. 

MaHne  poliey^Terrene  risk — Goode  in  besieged 
tovm — **  Restraint  of  princes  "^^Notiee  of  o&on- 
donment — Total  loss, 

A  marine  policy  in  the  ordinary  Lloyd*s  form 
against  the  usual  perils^  including  **  arrests, 
restraints f  and  detainments  of  princes"  on  goods 
which  are  expressed  in  the  policy  to  be  carried  by 
a  route,  which  is  (within  the  Tenowledge  qf  the 
und&rwriiers)  partly  by  sea  and  partly  by  land, 
covprs  the  risk  of  transit  both  by  tand  and  water, 
and  if  the  goods  are  lost  by  the  perils  insured 
against  whilst  upon  land,  (he  assured  are  entitled 
to  recover. 

Where  goods  insured  under  a  paUcy  covering 
terrene  risks,  and  aqainst  (intor  alia)  "  arrests, 
restraints,  and  detainments  of  princes,"  are  in 
course  of  their  transit  detained  in  a  town  by 
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reason  of  that  town  being  rtgtdarly  heeieged,  the 
detention  is  a  *'  restraint  of  princes  "  within  the 
meaning  of  the  policy,  whtch  will  give  the  assured 
the  right  to  abandon  and  claim  as  for  a  total  loss. 

Plaintiffs  effected  an  insnromee  wiin  the  defendant 
by  a  Lloyd's  policy  in  the  ordinary  form,  '*lost 
or  not  lost,  ai  and  from  Japan  ^  Shanghai  to 
Marseilles  '-^  Leghorn  ^  London,  vid  Marseilles 
^  Southampton,  and  whilst  remaining  therefor 
transit,"  on  tilks,  against  the  usual  perils'^ 
*'  arrests,  restraints,  and  detainment  of  princes," 
^c,  and  it  tccM  agreed  thcU  the  sUJcs  should  be 
shipped  by  any  of  three  named  lines  of  steaniers, 
one  of  which  was  the  Messageries  ImperiaZes, 
That  company,  as  was  wellhnown  to  underwriters, 
always  sent  such  goods  overland  through  France, 
i.e.,  by  the  Lyons  Bailwa/y  from  Marseilles  to 
Paris,  and  thence  by  the  Northern  BaUway  to 
Boulogne,  and  thence  to  London. 

^The  siihs  were  shipped  at  Shanghai,  for  London,  on 
board  a  steamer  of  the  Messageries  Imperiales, 
and  reached  Marseilles  on  the  27th  Aug,  1870. 
There  was  then,  and  from  the  iblh  July  previously 
had  been,  war  between  France  and  Germany,  The 
silhs  were  despatched  by  the  Lyons  Bailway,  and 
arrived  in  Paris  on  or  before  the  ISth  Sept  The 
Oerman  armies,  which  were  at  that  time  advancing 
upon  and  gradually  surrounding  Paris,  on  the 
19th  completely  invested  it,  held  military  pos- 
session of  all  the  roads  leading  out  of  Paris,  and 
prevented  communicaiion  between  it  and  all  other 
places,  by  reason  whereof  it  was  impossible  to 
remove  the  sUk  from  Paris, 

This  staie  of  siege  eontinned,  and  on  the  29th  Sept, 
while  the  silks  were  detained  in  Paris,  the  plain' 
tiffs  gave  notice  of  ahandonmeni  to  the  under* 
writers: 

Held  (affirming  the  judgment  of  the  cowrt  below 
(ante,  p.  21),  thcU  the  poUoy  covered  the 
terrtne  risk  of  the  land  transit,  that  the  goods 

.  were  lost  by  the  perils  insured  against,  viz,, 
restraint  of  princes  ;  thai  notice  of  abandonment 
was  given  m  reasonable  time ;  and  that,  there' 
fore,  the  plaintiffs  were  entitled  to  recover  the  sum 
insured  from  the  underv)rUers  as  for  a  total  loss, 

!Ebbok  from  a  deobion  of  the  Coart  of  Common 
Pleas  in  &TOiir  of  the  pUintiffs  upon  a  special  case, 
which  is  set  ont,  with  the  arguments,  in  the  report 
below  {ante,  p,  21). 

Lay,  Q.O.  (with  him  J,  0,  Maihew),  for  the  de- 
fendants.— The  doctrine  of  abandonment  in  insa* 
ranee  law  is  that  the  person  abandoning  must  be 
in  a  position  to  abandon.  The  plainti£b,  however, 
had  no  property  in  the  silks  at  the  time  of  the  so- 
called  abandonment,  for  they  had  previoasly  sold 
the  goods  to  arrive  in  London,  and  therefore  coald 
not  pass  the  property  in  them  to  the  underwriters. 
[QuAiv,  J. — bat  the  sub-vendees  were  interested 
in  the  policy  which  was  no  doubt  made  for  their 
benefit.]  The  sale  of  the  goods  ^*  to  arrive  "  was 
indeed  contingent,  and  did  not  pass  the  property 
in  them  until  their  arrival.  But  when  they  did 
arrive  they  became  the  property  of  the  purchasers, 
who,  although  not  bound  to  take  them  when  they 
arrived  so  late,  were  yet  entitled  to  do  so  if  they 
chose.  [B&AMWELL,  B.— This  point,  which  was 
not  made  below,  divides  itself  into  two :  ^irst, 
could  the  plaintiffs  abandon  P  secondly,  assuming 
that  they  could,  would  the  fact  of  the  vendees  sub- 
sequently taking  possession  alter  the  effect  of  the 


abandonment  P]    On  the  7th  Oct  1870,  when  the 
notice  of  abandonment  was  given,  the  vendees 
were  entitled  to  the  silks.    In  Ja/rdine  v.  Leaihley 
(7  L.  T.  Eep.  N.  S.  788 :  8  B.  &  S.  700),  it  was  held 
that  the  deposit  of  a  policy  of  insurance  on  a  ship 
at  sea,  which  is  afterwards  mjured  by  perils  insured 
accainst  and  condemned,  does  not  invest  the  deposi- 
tary witi^  implied  authority  to  give  notice  to  the 
underwriters  of  abandonment  as  for  a  total  loss. 
Qucere,  if  there  were  a  mortgage  of  the  ship.   But 
here  the  plaintiffs,  having  given  the  whole  mterest 
to  the  sub-vendees,  even  although  the  property 
had  not  passed,  cannot  give  notice  of  abandonment 
Secondly,  the  policy  did  not  apply  to  the  goods  in 
Paris.    Primd  facie,  a  policy  oc  marine  insurance 
contemplates  sea  and  not  land  risks :  (JTarruoav. 
EUis,  7  E.  <&  B.  465.)    The  temporary  deposit  of 
the  goods  on  a  sand  bank,  in  the  case  of  Petty  v. 
The  Boyal  Emchange  Inewranee  Company  (1  Burr. 
841)  was  a  usual  coarse  of  proceeding  well  known 
to  the  underwriters.  [Bramwbll,  B. — ^Your  genersl 
proposition  may  be  correct    Indeed,  it  is  a  truism 
to  say  that  a  maritime  policy  is  limited  to  sea  risks, 
but  regard  must  be  had  to  the  words  of  this  par- 
ticular policy.]  (The  argument  below  on  the  terms 
of  the  policy  was  repeated.)    Thirdly,  there  was  no 
loss;  (1),  within  the. terms  of  the  policy;  (2), by 
restraint  of  princes;  (3),  entitling  the  assured  to 
give  notice  of  abandonment      As  to  QeipA  v. 
Smith  {ante  vol.  1,  p.  268;   26  L.  T.  Bep.  N.S. 
361;    L.    Eep.    7   Q.B.   404),  relied   on  eonira, 
it   is   distinguishable    upon   the   plain   ground 
of  the  wide  distinction  between  an  event  operation 
as  an  excuse  for  nonperformance  of  a  charter,  end 
one  creating  a  total  loss  as  against  an  underwriter. 
He  cited  also  Hadhinson  v.  Bobinson  (3  Bos.  h  P. 
392).    TQuADi.  J.,  referred  to  Avhert  v.  Qray  (3 
B.  &  S.  163).]  There  the  vessel  was  actually  token 
possession  of  by  the   sovereign,  and  the  goods 
oompulsorily  put  ashore.    So  long  as  the  goods  are 
under  the  control  of  their  owner  there  is  no  loss ; 
there  must  be  an  exercise  of  the  restraining  power 
in  rem. 

Field,  Q.G.  (with  him  Theeiger,  Q.G.)  for  the 
plaintiffs.— [Bbamwbll,  B. — ^We  need  not  trouble 
you  upon  the  question  as  to  the  goods  being 
covered  by  the  policy  during  transit  through 
France,  nor  upon  the  point  as  to  whether  the  pj^ 
tiffs  were  competent  to  abandon  them.]  Then, 
first,  there  was  a  restraint  of  princes  of  an  un- 
certain and  indefinite  duration;  secondly,  there 
was  a  loss  thereby.  [Quain,  J. — ^Do  you  maintsin 
that  Hadhinson  v.  Bobinson  {sup)  is  wrong  P]  If 
necessary ;  but  we  need  not  It  is  obsolete,  and 
moreover  in  Schmidt  v.  United  Insurance  Company 
(1  Johns.  240,  §.  896),  Kent,  C. J.,  says,  "  As  to 
whether  a  blockade  of  the  port  of  destination  be  a 
peril  within  the  polioy,  the  only  case  in  the 
English  books  that  appears  to  have  a  bearing  on  the 
question  is  that  of  Hadkinson  v.  Bobinson  (3 
Bos.  A  Pull.  389).  The  court  there  oonsidered  th^ 
the  port  of  destination  being  shut, 'was  a  peril 
acting  collaterally  only,  and  not  directly  upon  the 
subject.  But  that  case  arose  upon  the  special 
memorandum  in  the  policy,  which  reanired  a  peril 
operating  to  the  total  destruction  of  tne  article  in* 
sured.  It  is  not  an  authority  beyond  the  questian 
arising  upon  that  memorandum ;  for  with  respect 
to  the  loss  of  the  voyage,  by  reason  of  a  blockade 
of  the  port  of  discharge,  the  peril  operates  as 
directly  as  any  other  restraint  or  detention "  (p* 
264).    That  was  a  blodkade  at  the  port  of  destina- 
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tioo.    He  cited  also  the  anthorities   relied    on 
below: 

Saltui  T.  United  Insurance  Compcmy,  15  Jobni. 

523: 
OUviera  t.  The  Union  Insurance  Company  ^  3  Wheat. 

183;  4  Curt.  193; 
Bows  T.  Salvador,  SBinflr.  N.  C.  266 ; 
Barker  7.  Blake,  9  East,  283 ; 
Bird  y.  Jones,  7  Q.  B.  742; 
Qeipel  v.  Smith,  ante,  yol.  1,  p.  268 ;  26  L.  T.  Bep. 

N.  8.  361;  L.  Bep.  7  Q.  B.  404. 

And  also 

1  Doer  on  Xnanrftnoe,  111-114 ; 

2  Panons  on  Inenranoe,  185 ; 
Wheaton  on  International  Law,  819 ; 

The  Express,  ante,  vol.  1,  p.  355 ;  26  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S. 

956;  L.  Bep.  8  Adm.  597; 
The  San  Boman,  ante,  yo\,  1,  pp  347, 603;  26  L.  T. 

Bep.  N.  S.  948 ;  L.  Bep.  8  Adm.  583. 

Day.  Q-0-»  in  reply. — Chipel  v.  Smith  (sup,) 
made  a  distiiietion  between  a  restraiDt  of  prinoee 
likely  to  last  so  long  as  to  entitle  the  shipowner 
to  say,  "  I  cannot  complete  my  oontraot,"  and 
restraint  which  woald  entitle  an  owner  of  goods  to 
claim  insoranoe  money  for  a  coostmotiTe  total  loss. 
The  American  cases  cited  have  now  become  dis- 
used; aod,  in  America,  the  conrcs  hold  that  a 
UockadA,  whether  by  blocking  a  yessel  in  or  oat  of 
a  port  is  restraint  of  princes ;  bat  if  those  were 
decided  by  analogy  between  a  blockade  and  an 
embargo,  there  is  a  wide  difference,  for  an  embaigo 
is  in  the  nature  of  a  preliminary  declaration  of 
quaei  war,  whereas  blockade,  on  the  contrary,  no 
doobt  interferes  with  the  liberty  of  the  $hip,  bnt 
not  with  the  goods.  [Quain,  J. — The  enemy  wonld 
interfere  with  the  goods  also  if  they  were  going 
away .3  The  mere  declaration  of  a  blockade  is  no 
declaration  of  war  against  neotral  ships.  [Quain, 
J.-~From  p.  656  of  1  Daer  on  Marine  Insurance, 
the  author  seems  to  think  that  thore  is  more  force 
ia  a  siege  than  in  a  blockade.]  In  Bourn  y.  Salvador 
(3  Bing.  N.  G.  246),  Abinger,  O.B.,  says,  at  p.  286 : 
"There  may  be  a  forcible  detention  which  may 
speedily  terminate,  or  ma^  last  so  long  as  to  end 
in  the  impossibility  of  brmging  the  ship  or  the 
goods  to  their  destination,"  when  ..."  if  a  pro- 
dent  man,  not  insared,  woold  decline  any  farther 
expense  in  prosecatiDg  an  adventnre  the  tormina- 
ticNi  of  which  will  probably  never  be  snooessfuUy 
aecomplished,  a  party  insared  may  for  his  own 
benefit,  as  well  as  that  of  the  nnderwriter,  treat 
the  case  as  one  of  total  loss,  and  demand  the  fall 
snm  insared."  Here  there  were  no  snoh  oircom- 
stances  as  justified  abandonment.  In  1  Amoald 
on  Marine  Insurance,  p.  676,  the  difference  between 
the  continental  law  and  our  own  as  to  abandon- 
ment is  pointed  out,  and  it  is  said  that  "  In  this 
country,  however,  ib  has  been  repeatedly  decided, 
and  must  now  be  taken  as  clear  insurance  law,  that 
neither  interdiction  of  trade  at  the  port  of  destina- 
tion after  risk  commenced,  noc  interoeption  of  the 
visage  by  hlockade,  or  by  the  imminent  and  pal- 
pable dangler  of  capture  or  seizure,  amoants  to  a 
risk  for  which  English  underwriters  are  answerable 
under  the  common  form  of  policy,  either  as  an 
*  arrest,  restraint,  and  detention,'  or  in  any  other 
way  whatever."  Owr.  adv.  vult 

June  16. — Jad^ment  of  the  court  (Bramwell  uid 
Pigott,  BE.,  Quam  and  Archibald,  JJ.,  and  Amph* 
lett,  B.)  was  now  delivered  by 

Bbamwbll,  B. — ^The  first  point  made  by  the 
defendant  in  the  argument  before  us  very  faintly, 
and  not  at  all  in  the  court  below,  was  that,  sup- 
posing there  was  a  loss  within  the  policy,  there 
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was  no  right  of  abandonment,  the  plaintiffs  having 
sold  the  goods  insored,  and  the  yendoes  having 
claimed  them  on  their  arrival.  The  answer  is,  that 
if  the  plaintiffs  had  the  right  of  abandonment  they 
did  abandon,  and  the  abandonees,  the  underwriters, 
thereby  acquired  all  the  rights  of  the  assured, 
including  their  right  to  the  price  of  the  goods  from 
the  vendees. 

The  second  point  made  by  the  defendant  wa8» 
that  the  policy  was  limited  to  marine  risks. 
What  was  in  contemplation  of  the  parties  does 
not  matter,  though  we  do  not  doubt  that  the 
assured  must  have  had  the  whole  journey  in  view. 
We  must  see  what  the  policy  says.  It  seems  to  us 
that  it  very  clearly,  in  words,  includes  the  whole 
transit  by  land  as  well  as  by  sea.  The  words 
are :  *'  At  and  from  Shanghai  to  Marseilles  and 
London,  vid  Marseilles."  The  slovenly  mode 
of   saying,  "^,"  if  the  words    were  critioally 

examined,  might  make  a  difficulty,  though  not 
on  this  question :  but  bearing  in  mind  the 
course  of  carriage  and  transio  found  in  the 
case,  there  can  he  no  doubt  that  the  voysge 
or  journey  described  includes  a  land  passage 
through  France.  No  doubt  many  of  the  perns 
are  sea  perils  exclusively ;  "  perils  of  the  seas  "  are 
named,  but  many  are  common  to  land  and  sea,  as 
"  fire  "  and  '*  thieves."  With  respect  to  the  argu- 
ment that,  as  all  risks  of  crafl  are  mentioned,  it 
follows  that  while  inland  there  is  no  insurance,  the 
answer  is,  that  those  words  are  necessary  to  cover 
the  risk  of  the  original  embarkation  and  final  land- 
ing which  would  not  be  included  in  the  words  **  at 
and  from,"  and  "shall  he  arrived  at."  We  see 
nothing  to  make  us  limit  tho  plain  words  of  the 
policy  to  the  sea  part  of  the  transit. 

There  remains  the  Question  of  whether  there  has 
been  a  loss  from  a  peril  within  the  policy.  For,  if  so, 
it  seems  to  us  there  was  a  right  to  abandon,  there 
being  a  loss  of  the  goods ;  the  assured  havinjp;  lost 
all  control  over  them  for  an  indefinite  time,  which 
might  extend  to  such  a  period  as  to  cause  at  least 
a  loss  or  failure  of  the  particular  adventure,  and 
possibly  a  total  loss  of  the  goods,  or  more  or  less 
damage  to  them.  In  such  a  case  the  assured  has 
a  right  to  throw  the  risk  on  the  underwriter; 
(Phillips  on  Insurance,  p.  1620.) 

Now,  the  facts  found  are,  that  the  goods  safely 
arrived  at  Paris ;  that  on  the  10th  Sept.  carriage  by 
railway  from  Paris  to  Boulogne  became,  and  till 
after  the  commencement  of  this  suit  continued* 
impossible,  in  consec^uenoe  of  the  German  armies 
having  taken  possession  of  parts  of  the  railway  and 
intercepted  all  communications  thereby  between 
Paris  and  Boulogne.  This  was  the  usual  way  in 
which  such  goods  were  sent  from  Marseilles,  en 
route  to  London.  It  was  not  said  that  they  could  not 
have  been  sent  to  Havre  or  other  ports,  but  we  think 
this  immaterial.  For,  supposing  they  could  and 
ought  to  have  been,  but  were  not,  supposing  that 
in  this  the  carriers  were  guilty  of  a  breach  of  duty, 
that  would  not  make  the  loss  the  less  a  loss  to  the 
assured.  It  is  afterwards  found  that  while  the 
silks  remained  at  Paris,  on  the  19th  Sept  the 
German  armies  completely  invested  Paris,  and 
that  from  that  day  until  the  commencement  of  the 
action  they  completely  surrounded  and  besieged 
Paris,  and  held  military  possession  of  all  roads 
leading  out  of  Paris,  and  prevented  communication 
between  Paris  and  oX\  other  places,  by  reason  whereof 
it  was  impossible  to  remove  the  silks  from  Paris. 
The  result  of  this  state  of  things  undoubtedly 
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was,  that  tbe  goods  were  prevented  from  leaviof]^ 
Paris,  and  the  whole  adventare  broken  up,  and  so 
oontinaed  at  the  time  when  the  notice  of  abandon- 
ment was  giren,  and  up  to  the  oommenoement  of 
the  action. 

We  are  of  opinion  that  this  amounts  to  a  con- 
stmctiye  total  loss  of  the  goods  by  restraint  of 
kings  and  princes,  within  the  terms  of  the  policy. 
This  is  not  a  mere  temporary  retardation  of  the 
Yoya^e,  bat  a  breaking  np  of  the  whole  adventure. 

It  IS  well  established  that  there  may  be  a  loss 
of  the  goods  by  a  loss  of  the  royage  in  which 
the  goods  are  being  transported,  if  it  amounts, 
to  use  tbe  words  of  Lord  Ellenborough,  "to  a 
destruction  of  the  contemplated  adventure : "  (An- 
derson  v.  WaUia,  2  M.  &  S.  240 ;  Barker  v.  BlaJeee, 
9  Eaot,  288.) 

But  it  is  said  that  there  has  been  no  loss 
of  the  goods  by  restraint  of  kings  and  princes 
in  this  case,  because  there  has  b^n  no  specific 
action  on  the  goods  themselves.  It  is  true  that 
there  was  no  actual  seizure  or  arrest  of  the  goods, 
not  was  there  any  specific  or  public  order  prohi* 
biting  the  transport  of  goods  from  the  besi^;ed 
dtji  but  the  city  in  which  the  goods  were  was 
besieged  and  completely  invested,  all  commerce  was 
stopped,  and  the  goods  were  as  effectuidly  pre- 
vented from  coming  out  as  if  they  were  actually 
seized  by  the  German  army.  What  we  have  to  look 
at  is  whether,  by  the  immediate  and  direct  pressure 
of  the  German  army,  the  goods  were  prevented 
from  reaching  their  destination.  A  siege  like  the 
present,  which  was  intended  to  reduce  the  besieged 
place  by  famine,  is  a  prohibition  of  all  commerce 
and  intercourse  with  the  besieged  place.  Neutrals 
would  have  no  right  to  cross  the  German  lines  in 
order  to  bring  out  their  goods,  or  for  any  other 
purpose  that  would  or  mi^ht  in  the  least  interfere 
with  the  military  operations.  In  the  case  of  a 
maritime  blockade,  neither  the  ships  nor  the  goods 
on  board  of  them  within  the  port,  and  which  are 
prevented  from  coming  out,  are  seized  or  arrested, 
or  in  the  actual  |>ossession  of  the  blockading  force ; 
there  is  no  specific  action  on  the  ships  or  goods 
beyond  the  prohibition  against  leaving  the  port. 
But  surely  they  are  **  restrained  "  from  coming  out 
and  the  prosecution  of  the  adventure  is  thereby 
effectually  impeded.  We  quite  agree  with  the 
opinion  expressed  on  this  subject  by  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States,  in  Oliviera  v.  Union 
Insurance  Oompcmy  (3  Wheat.  183),  and  which  was 
quoted  before  us,  that  the  inhabitants  of  a  besieged 
town,  or  the  ships  in  a  blockaded  port,  may  be 
properly  said  to  m  "  restrained  "  horn,  coming  out 
by  the  action  of  the  besieged  army  or  blockading 
force.  A  siege,  where  the  place  is  completely  sur- 
rounded and  invested,  is  a  stronger  case  than  a 
mere  maritime  blockade.  In  the  latter  oase,  the 
land  commnnications  are  unaffected,  and  the  oom- 
merce  bv  sea  only  is  interdicted.  But  we  are  un- 
able to  draw  any  material  or  substantial  distinction 
between  the  two,  so  far  as  they  operate  to  prevent 
or  restrain  all  intercourse  or  oommeroe,  or  the  entry 
into  or  exit  of  any  goods  from  the  besieged  or 
blockaded  places.  Grotius,  Book  3,  1.  5,  places 
oppidum  oh§€$8um  vel  portue  daueus,  exactly  on 
the  same  footing  as  regards  tlie  right  of  neutrals 
to  hold  commeroe  with  the  belligerents ;  and  Lord 
StowelFs  definition  ol  a  blockacb  is  still  more  ap- 
plicable to  a  siege  like  the  siege  of  Paris  than  to  a 
blockade  merely  maritime.  "A  blockade,"  he 
says,  "  is  a  sort  of  oircamvallation  round  a  place 


by  which  all  foreign  connection  and  correspondence 
is,  as  far  as  human  force  can  effect  it,  to  be  entirely 
cutoff.  It  is  intended  to  suspend  the  entire  com- 
merce of  that  place,  and  a  neutral  is  no  more  at 
liberty  to  assist  the  traffic  of  exportation  than  im- 
portation :"  (The  Vrow  JudUh,  1  C.  Bob.  152.) 

If,  therefore,  the  effect  of  the  siege  of  Paris  was  to 
cut  of  entirely  all  foreign  connection  and  correa- 
pondence,  we  think  that  the  goods  in  this  (mm  were 
restrained  or  prevented  from  leaving  Paris  by  die 
operation  of  that  siege.  It  appears  to  us  that  the 
words,  "restraint  and  detainments  of  all  Idogs, 
princes,  and  people  of  what  nation,  condition, 
or  quality  soever,  are  wider  and  more  compre- 
hensive words  than  those  which  precede  them, 
and  that  they  include  and  cover  the  case  noir 
under  consideration.  And,  as  a  verbal  matter,  we 
may  observe  that  "restraint"  is  a  word  more 
properly  applicable  to  persons  than  to  goods,  so 
that  a  restraint  of  goods  means  a  restraint  of  those 
having;  the  cnstochr  of  goods.  We  cannot  help 
thinking  that  the  doubt  arises  through  the  speedy 
arrival  of  these  goods  uninjured.  Had  they  been 
perishable  goods  destroyed  by  the  delay,  it  would 
be  difficult  to  say  their  loss  was  not  caused  by 
restraint  of  princes. 

For  these  reasons  we  are  of  opinion  that  tbe 
goods  insured  by  the  present  policy  were  either 
restrained  from  leaving  Paris,  or  were  detained 
within  Paris  by  the  immediate  and  direct  action 
of  the  Grerman  army,  and  wore  therefore  so  lost  by- 
one  of  the  perils  insured  against,  as  to  entitle  the 
assured  to  abandon  them  to  the  underwriters  and 
claim  for  a  total  loss.  We  think,  therefore,  that 
the  judgment  of  the  court  below  ought  to  be 
affirmed.  Judgment  oMrmed. 

Attorneys  for  plaintiffs,  MarJehy  and  Terry. 

Attorneys  for  defendant,  WaUona,  Bubb,  and 
Walton. 


OOVBT    OF 

Baporttd  hj  J.  P.  Aspivall,  Esq.,  Baizister^tXaw. 

Thursday,  June  4, 1874. 
Thb  Merle. 

OoUieion^'Damage  to  pier  hy  ship  ^^  Harhoun, 
Docks,  and  Piers  Clauses  Ad  1847— 2>ia&il%  of 
s^tp  for  ineffilahte  accident-- Bights  cf  under-^ 
takers — Tranrfer  hy  liqwidator  under  GompaiM 
ilcil862. 

The  owners  of  a  pier,  who  are  undertakers  wi^lw^ 
the  meamng  of  the  Harbours,  Docks,  a/nd  Pitn 
Clauses  Act  1847,  acquire,  wider  sect.  74  of  ikai 
Act,  a  maritime  lien  in  respect  of  any  da/mage  done 
to  their  pier  hy  a  ship,  and  may  proceed  in  rem, 
to  recover,  that  damage  in  the  Higk  Court  ofAd- 
miralty,  and  the  shipowners  are  debarred  by  sed. 
74,  from  setting  up  the  defence  of  inevitabU 
aecudenU 

Dennis  v.  Tovell  (27  L.  T  Rep,  N.  8.  462;  L.Bep. 
SQ,B.  10)  foUowed,{a) 

(a)  COURT  OF  QUEEK'S  BENCH. 

Nwf.  18, 1872. 

Dennis  (app.)  v.  Tovell  (reap.) 
This  was  a  oaie  statMl  by  the  Jnstioes  of  Snifolk 
under  20  &  21  Viot.  o.  48.  A  oompUint  wm  pre- 
ferred before  the  magistrates  against  tbe  appc^Qant  by 
the  respondent  under  sects.  74  and  75  of  10  viot.  c.  27 
charging  that  the  appellant  was  owner  of  a  certain 
veasM  called  the  Ava.  which  said  yesBcl  on  the  27th  Sept, 
1871  did  damage  to  the  pier  and  works  of  the  Harwioh 
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Where  a  Umited  company ^  duly  conatituted  hy  pro- 
msiondl  order  made  under  tJie  General  Piers  and 
Harhoura  Act  1861  a/nd  1862,  as  the  undertakers 
of  a  pier,  within  the  meaning  of  the  Harbours, 
Docks,  and  Piers  Clauses  Act  1847,  is  voluntarily 
wound-up,  and  its  property  sold  by  the  liquidator, 
apurehaaer  of  the  pier  has  tranrferred  to  him  both 
the  property  and  the  rights  of  the  original  under- 
taker,  becomes  the  undertaker,  loithin  the  meaning 
of  the  la»t'mentioned  Act,  and  can  recover  against 
a  ship  for  damage  done  to  his  pier  by  that  ship, 
aUhough  such  damage  be  the  result  ofinevitaole 
accident, 

Tbi8  was  a  oaose  of  damage,  institated  on  biehalf 
of  David  Laidlaw  and  Robeit  Laidlaw,  of  London, 
engineers  and  ironfonnders,  owners  of  the  Deal 
Pier,  in  the  ooanty  of  Kent,  against  the  barqae 

Httboar  ConserranQjr  Board  to  the  amount  of  501.  by 
ittikiog  violently  agunst  the  pier  and  works  and  break- 
iaf  parts  of  the  same,  the  Teasel  not  bsinflr  under  the 
ebarge  of  a  licensed  pilot. 

Upon  the  hearing  of  the  complaint  it  was  proved  on 
the  part  of  the  respondent  that  the  appellant's  vetsel 
did  the  damage  alleged,  that  the  vessel  was  not  in  charge 
of  a  licensed  pilot ;  and  on  the  part  of  the  appellant  it 
WM  proved  that  the  damage  was  the  result  of  inevitable 
aedoent  caused  by  stress  of  weather,  and  did  not  arise 
from  any  wilful  act  or  negligence  of  the  master  or  oUier 
persons  in  the  said  vessel ;  it  was  contended,  therefore, 
en  the  part  of  the  i^pellant  that  he  was  not  liable  to  pay 
to  the  said  Harwich  Harbour  Coniervanoy  Board  the 
SBount  elaimed  fbr  the  damage  so  done. 

The  justices  were  of  opinion  that  the  appellant  became 
liable  under  sect.  74  of  the  above  Act  to  pay  the  amount 
of  damage,  whether  the  damage  was  the  result  of  inevit- 
able or  unavoidable  accident  or  otherwise,  and  ordered  the 
appellant  to  pay  the  50t.  accordingly,  subject  to  the 
epmioQ  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  upon  this  case. 

The  qaestion  for  the  opinion  of  the  court  was  whether 
ths  daasage  to  the  pier  and  works  beinff  the  result  of  an 
insvitable  accident,  caused  by  stress  of  weather,  and  not 
arisiDg  from  any  wilful  act  or  negligence  of  the  master 
or  other  persons  in  the  vessel,  the  appellant  became 
liablo  to  pay  the  amount  claimed  for  the  damage  done. 

Oramikam  for  the  appellant.— No  doubt  the  first  part 
of  sect.  74  is  sufficiently  general  to  cover  cases  of  inevit- 
able aooident,  but  it  could  not  have  been  the  intention  of 
the  Legislature  to  make  owners  liable  for  inevitable  acci* 
dent.  This  is  indicated  by  the  second  part  of  the  section 
showing  the  real  intention  was  only  to  make  liability 
fdlow  upon  negligence,  because  it  makee  those  in  charge 
liable  if  the  damage  occur  through  their  "  wilful  act  or 
negligenee."  [Cockbubn,  O.J.— It  may  seem  strange, 
but  the  Legislatore  has  said  that  the  owner  of  the  ship 
shall  be  liable  for  the  aooident,  however  occurring.  It 
may  hare  been  supposed  that  such  a  case  would  seldom 
oeenr.]  The  proviso  of  the  section  strengthens  my  con- 
tention ;  if  the  owner  is  not  liable  when  he  has  a  pilot 
on  board,  why  should  he  be  liable  in  all  other  oases,  even 
for  the  aet  of  God  ? 

PhUbriek  (H.  Tindal  Atkinson  with  him),  for  the  re- 
spondents,  was  not  called  upon. 

Bi^CKBTTBK,  J.— The  Chief  Justice,  who  has  just  left 
the  court,  has  already  intimated  his  opinion,  and  he 
agrees  with  us  that  it  is  clear  that  the  Legislature, 
whether  intentionally  or  not,  has  said  that  the  owner  of 
any  vessel  shall  be  answerable  for  any  damage  done  by 
his  vessel  to  a  dock,  harbour,  or  pier.  The  Legislature  has 
pat  the  owner  in  the  same  position  as  a  man  who  keeps  a 
dangerous  animal,  who  must  do  so  at  his  peril  and  be 
answerable  for  any  injury  the  animal  may  do.  It  enacts 
sinq^lv  that  the  owner  shall  be  liable  for  any  daomge  the 
vessel  may  occasion,  whether  caused  by  negligence  or 
wilful  negkct,  or  by  inevitable  accident  from  stress  of 
weather.  It  appears  to  me  that  the  Legislature  has 
clearly  said  so,  whether  it  intended  it  or  not. 

QuAnr,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion. 

Attorneys  for  the  appellant,  Ba^^y  and  Whitehouse,  tor 
Chapman,  Ipswich. 

Attorneys  for  the  respondent,  J.  L.  Morris,  for  Philbrick 
sad  Bon,  Colchester. 


Merle,  her  tackle,  apparel,  and  farnitnrc,  and  the 
freight  due  for  the  transportation  of  the  cargo  now 
or  lately  laden  therein,  and  against  the  owners  of 
the  Merle,  defendants  intervening. 
The  plaintiff's  petition  was  as  follows : — 

1.  At  the  time  of  the  happening  of  the  collision  herein- 
after stated,  the  plaintiff's  were  possessed  of  a  certain 
pier  at  Deal,  in  the  county  of  Kent,  called  or  known  as 
Deal  Pier,  and  of  certain  works  connected  therewith,  and 
were  at  such  time  the  undertakers  of  the  said  pier  within 
the  true  intent  and  meaning  of  the  Harbours,  Docks,  and 
Piers  Clauses  Act  1847,  and  sect.  74  of  that  Act. 

2.  About  between  3  a.m.  and  4  a.m.  on  the  19th  Jan. 
1873,  the  above-named  vessel  Iferle  came  into  collision 
with  and  did  damage  to  the  said  pier,  and  the  works  con- 
nected therewith,  to  an  amount  far  exoeeding  the  sum  ct 
501.  The  3ferle  was  not  at  such  time  in  oharge  of  a  duly 
licensed  pilot,  whom  her  master  or  owner  was  bound  to 
employ  or  put  her  in  charge  of. 

3.  ]^  virtue  of  the  providons  of  sect.  74  of  the  said 
Act,  the  owners  of  the  Merle  are  answerable  to  the  plain- 
tiffs for  the  said  damage  done  to  the  said  pier  and  works 
by  the  Merle, 

4.  Before,  and  at  the  time  of  the  said  oolliaion^  a  light 
was  burning  on  the  head  of  the  said  pier,  and  the  plainnffs 
allege  that  the  said  collision  and  damage  were  occasioned 
by  some  neglect  or  default  on  the  part  of  the  defendants, 
or  on  the  part  of  those  on  board  and  in  charge  of  the 
Merle,  in  not  sending  her  to  sea  in  a  proper  and  manage- 
able condition,  or  in  not  supplying  her  with  proper  ground 
tackle,  or  in  not  takine  proper  measures  and  exercising 
proper  care  and  skill  with  regard  to  tending  her,  bringing 
her  up,  sailing  her,  and  maiutging  her  so  as  to  keep  her 
clear  of  the  said  pier. 

The  defendants  in  their  answer  pleaded  that  the 
Merle,  whilst  on  a  voyage  from  London  to  the 
West  Indies,  cast  anchor  in  the  Downs;  that  the 
weather  becoming  worse,  she  bore  up  for  Dange- 
ness  to  obtain  shelter;  that  whilst  anchored  off 
Dangeness,  she  parted  from  her  cables,  and  was 
cpmpelled  to  run  for  the  Downs,  before  a  hnrricano 
from  the  S.W.  by  W. ;  when  off  Deal  her  master 
again  cast  anchor,  but  by  reason  of  the  violence  of 
the  weather  the  chain  again  parted,  and  the  barqae 
was  driven  ashore  to  windward  of  the  pier,  and  then 
became  unmanageable,  drifted  along  the  beach,  and 
was  forced  between  the  oolamns  of  the  pier.  The 
answer  then  continued  as  follows : 

5.  Those  on  board  the  Merle  took  proper  measures  and 
exercised  proper  care  and  skill  with  regard  to  tending 
the  Merle,  and  bringing  her  up  and  sailing  her  and  mana- 
ging her ;  and  everything  was  done  that  could  be  done  by 
them  to  avoid  the  said  disaster,  and  to  keep  the  vessel 
clear  of  the  said  pier  and  to  prevent  damage  to  the  same. 

6.  The  damage  complained  of  was  not  occasioned  by 
any  negligence  on  the  pirt  of  the  defendants,  or  those  on 
board  the  Merle,  but  was,  so  far  as  they  were  concerned, 
the  result  of  inevitable  accident. 

7.  The  defendants  deny  that  the  plaintiffs  were  pos- 
sessed of  the  said  pier  at  Deal  and  of  the  works  connected 
therewith,  and  that  they  were  at  such  times  the  under- 
takers of  the  said  pier  as  allep^ ;  and  the  defendants 
further  deny  the  several  allegations  in  the  said  petition, 
save  such  as  are  admitted  by  this  answer. 

8.  The  defendants  further  say  that  they  are  not  answer- 
able to  the  plaintiffs  for  the  said  damage,  as  alleged  in 
the  third  article  of  the  said  petition :  and  that  the  Har- 
bours, Docks,  and  Piers  Clauses  Act  1817,  does  not  confer 
any  right  upon  the  plaintiffs  to  proceed  in  rem  against 
the  Merle,  and  does  not  confer  any  right  upon  the 
plaintiffs  to  proceed  in  this  suit  for  dainage  resulting 
from  ineritaMe  accident. 

The  pleadings  were  thereupon  concluded. 

At  the  hearing,  evidence  was  called  by  plaintiff 
to  establish  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  defen- 
dants ;  but  the  learned  jadge, assisted  by  two  Elder 
Brethren  of  the  Trinity  House,  ruled  that  the  col- 
lision with  the  pier  was  occasioned  by  the  Merle 
becoming  unmanageable  through  stress  of  weather 
and  the  result  of  inevitable  accident. 
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Tbereapon  tho  followiDg  faots  were  proved  by 
the  plaintiffs,  or  admitted  by  the  defendants : 

The  Deal  Pier  had  been  constructed  under  a 
proTisional  order  of  the  Board  of  Trade,  made  in 

fnrsaaDce  of  the  General  Piers  and  ELarbonrs  Act 
861  (25  &  26  Yiot.  c.  57).  The  provisional  order 
authorising  the  formation  of  the  pier  is  the  second 
order  set  out  in  the  schedule  to  the  latter  Act. 
The  pier  was  duly  constructed  under  the  provisional 
order  by  the  promoters  named  therein,  the  Deal 
and  Walmer  Pier  Company  (Limited),  who  wore 
registered  as  a  oompanv  in  1861,  and  was  worked 
by  them  until  the  llth  May  1866»  when  the  com- 
pany, by  resolution  of  the  shareholders,  went 
into  liquidation  and  was  voluntarily  wonnd'up  by 
a  liquidator  duly  appointed  under  the  Companies' 
Act  1862  (25  &  26  Yict.  a  89).  The  pier,  and  all 
the  property  and  goods  appertaining  thereto,  were 
sold  at  public  auction  by  toe  liquidator,  by  virtue 
of  the  powers  given  by  the  last-mentioned  Act, 
and  were  purchased  by  and  duly  transferred  to  the 
plaintiffs  by  deed,  dated  the  23rd  Aug.  1866,  avd 
made  between  the  liquidator  of  the  first  part,  the 
company  of  the  second  part,  and  the  plaintiffs  of 
the  third  part ;  and  the  pier  and  works  thereof 
became  the  property  of  the  plaintiffs,  in  whose 
possession  and  under  whose  management  they 
were  at  the  time  of  the  damage  done.  Except  the 
provisional  order  above  mentioned,  no  provisional 
order  or  Act  of  Parliament  authorising  the  plain* 
tiffs  to  become  promoters  or  undertakers  of  the 
pier  had  been  obtained,  and  their  title  to  the  pier 
was  entirely  derived  from  the  sale  to  them  by  the 
liquidator  of  the  company. 

On  these  points  two  questions  were  raised ;  first, 
whether  the  Harbour,  Docks,  and  Piers  Clauses 
Act  1847  (10  &  11  Yict.  a  27),  gives  undertakers 
of  a  pier  the  right  to  recover  for  damages  done  to 
their  pier  by  collision  resulting  from  inevitable 
accident;  secondly,  whether  the  plaintiffs  were 
undertakers  within  the  meaning  of  that  Act. 

By  the  Harbour,  Piers,  and  Docks  Clauses  Act 
1847,  it  is  enacted  that 

2.  The  ezpreision  *'  the  special  Act,"  used  in  this  Aot, 
shall  be  cwnstmed  to  mean  any  Aot  whiohshidl  hereafter 
be  passed  authorising  the  oonstruotion  or  improvinff  of 
an  narbonr,  dock,  or  pier,  and  with  which  this  Act  snaJl 
be  incorporated ;  .  .  .  .  and  the  expression,  "  the  under- 
takers "  shall  mean  the  persons  by  the  special  Aot  autho- 
rised to  constmot  the  harbonr,  dock,  or  pier,  or  otherwise 
carry  into  effect  the  porpooes  of  the  special  Aot  with 
reference  thereto. 

74.  The  owner  of  every  vessel  or  float  of  timber  shall 
be  answerable  to  the  undertakers  for  any  damage  done 
bv  snch  vessel  or  float  of  timber,  or  by  any  person  em- 
ployed about  the  same,  to  the  harbour,  dock,  or  pier,  or 
the  quays  or  works  connected  therewith,  and  the  master 
or  person  having  the  oharffe  of  such  vessel  or  float  of 
timber  through  whose  wilfiu  act  or  negligence  any  sudi 
damage  is  done,  shall  also  be  liable  to  make  good  the 
same ;  and  the  undertaker  may  detain  any  sucui  vessel 
or  float  of  timber  until  sufficient  secnri^  has  been  giren 
for  the  amount  of  damage  done  by  the  same.  Provided 
always,  that  nothing  herein  contained  shall  extend  to 
impose  any  liability  for  any  snch  damage  upon  the  owner 
of  any  Tessel  where  such  vessel  shall,  at  uie  time  when 
such  damage  is  caused  be  in  charge  of  a  dnlv  licensed 
pilot,  whom  such  owner  or  master  is  bonnd  by  law  to 
employ  and  put  his  vessel  in  charge  of. 

By  the  Ckneral  Piers  and  Harbours  Act  1861,  it 
is  enacted  that 

Whereas  it  is  expedient  to  encourage  and  facilitate  the 
formation,  management,  and  maiot«Dance  of  piers  and 
harbonrs  in  Great  Britain  and  Ireland ;  and  whereas,  in 
certain  cases  where  it  is  now  necessary  to  Parliament  for 
special  local  Acts,  the  expense  of  obtaining  such  tpeoial 


Acts  serves  to  prevent  many  neoessaiy  works  being  an* 
dertaken ;  be  it  enacted,  &o. 

8.  Persons  desirons  of  obtaining  authorifcy  to  constmot 
any  works  onder  this  Aot,  or  to  levy  rates  at  aoy  existhig 
or  at  any  new  works,  may  make  application  by  memorial 
to  the  Board  of  Trade  to  grant  provisional  orders  as  hece- 
inafter  mentioned. 

15.  After  such  inquiries  as  the  Board  of  Trade  may 
think  expedient,  and  after  the  consent  of  the  Admiialty, 
&c.,  shall  have  been  obtained,  and  the  same  shall  havebeaa 
certified  to  the  Boud  of  Trade  in  snch  manner  as  they 
may  require,  the  Board  of  Trade  may  settle  and  make  a 
provisional  order ;  and  every  snch  <ffder  shall  be  made 
and  take  effect  snbiect  and  according  to  the  following 
provirions :  It  shall  specify  who  are  to  be  the  undertakers 
of  the  works.  ...  It  may  incorporate  by  referecoe  The 
Oonunissioners  Clanses  Act  1847,  The  Companies  Claasei 
Aot  1845,  The  Companies  Clauses  (Scotland)  Aot  1815, 
The  Harbonrs,  Docks,  and  Piers  Clauses  Act  1847,  The 
Lands  Clauses  Consolidation  Act  1845,  The  Lands 
Clanies  Consolidation  (Sootlaad)  Aot  1845,  or  any  part 
of  such  Acts,  except  so  much  of  the  said  two  la8t-niea> 
tioned  Acts  as  r^tes  to  the  purchase  of  land  otherwise 
than  by  agreement ;  the  expression  *'  the  special  Aot " 
used  in  such  incorporated  Acts,  shall  be  deemed  to  app(f 
to  such  provisional  order. 

16.  After  the  making  of  any  order  under  this  Act  tiie 
promoters  shall  deposit  a  oopy  of  the  same  at  the  office  of 
the  clerk  of  the  peace  of  any  conniy ,  riding,  or  division  ia 
Enghmd  or  Iruand,  or  in  the  office  of  the  principal 
sheriff  olerk  of  any  oounty,  district,  or  division  in 
Scotland  in  which  the  proposed  works  referred  to 
in  such  order  are  situate ;  and  notice  of  such  deposit 
shall  be  given  by  advertisement  once  in  the  Lon- 
don, Edir^rgh,  or  Dublin  GateUe,  and  in  some  new8*> 
paper  circulated  in  the  county  as  aforesaid ;  and  after  it 
shall  have  been  certified  to  the  Board  of  Trade  by  the 
promoters  that  such  deposit  and  advertisement  as  last 
aforesaid  have  been  made,  and  that  foorteen  days  have 
elMsed  from  the  date  of  such  advertisement,  the  Board 
of  Trade  shall,  within  three  calendar  months  from  ths 
beginning  of  the  sessioo  of  Parliament  in  any  year,  oanie 
a  Bill  to  be  introduced  into  either  House  of  Parliament  for 
the  purpose  of  obtaining  an  Act  for  the  oonfirmation  of 
such  order,  and  the  order  to  be  oonflrmed  shall  be  speoiflad 
in  a  schedule  to  the  Bill  introduced  for  oonftrmiog  the 
same,  and  shall  be  set  out  at  length  therein,  and  until 
such  confirmatioD,  no  provisional  order  shall  be  of  any 
validity  or  force  whatever ;  and  every  Act  of  Parliament 
oonflrming  such  order  shall  be  deeined  a  Public  General 
Act. 

By  the  General  Pier  and  Harbour  Aot  1861 
Amendment  Act  (25  Yict.  c.  19),  certain  other  pro- 
visions as  to  advertisement  are  enacted,  and  it  is 
further  provided  that 

19.  Subjeot  to  the  provisions  of  the  Principal  Act,  sad 
this  Aot  and  any  provisional  order,  the  Harbours,  Docks, 
and  Piers  Clauses  Act  1847  shall  be  deemed  to  be  incor* 
porated  with  every  provisional  order. 

By  the  provisional  order  relating  to  Deal  Pier, 
set  out  in  the  schedale  to  tbe  Piers  and  Harbours 
Confirmation  Act  1862,  and  by  that  Act  con- 
firmed, it  is  provided : 

1.  The  Deal  and  Walmer  Pier  Company  (LimitadX 
hereinafter  called  the  Company,  shall  be  the  undertakera 
of  the  works  authorised  by  this  order. 

MUwa/rd,  Q.C.  and  E.  G.  Olarkson,  for  tbe  pUon* 
tiffs. — First,  even  though  tbe  collision  was  an  in* 
evitable  accident,  the  defendants  are  liable  therefor. 
By  the  Harbours,  Docks,  and  Piers  Clanses  Act 
1847,  the  owners  of  vessels  are  liable  to  make  good 
to  the  undertakers  of  a  pier  any  damage  done  b^ 
their  vessel,  even  if  it  be  oooasioned  by  an  inevi- 
table accident.  This  has  been  decided  by  a  court 
of  common  law,  and  is  binding  upon  this  court: 

Dennis  v.  Tovell,  sae  note  ante  p.  402 :  27  L.  T.  Bep. 
N.  S.482;  L.  Bep.  8  Q.  B.  10 ; 

River  Wear  Commissionere  v.  Adamson,  ante  p.  145f 
29  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.  530. 
[Sir  B.  Philumorb. — ^Thoae  oases  seem  to  be  bind- 
ing decisions  on  the  oonstruotion  of  a  statute*  ^nd 
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I  mtutt  rale  in  aooordanoe  with  them,  iiDless  the  | 
defendants  can  distinguiRh  them  in  any  way.] 

Secondly,  the  plaintiffs  are  "  nndertakera," 
within  the  meaning  of  the  Harbours,  Docks,  and 
Piers  Glanses  Act  1847.  The  Deal  and  Walmer 
Pier  Company  haying  been  duly  oonstitated 
an  undertaking  by  the  profisional  order  made 
nnder  the  General  Pier  and  Harbonr  Act  1861, 
and  nnder  the  confirming  Act  of  1862,  and 
haying  duly  made  their  pier  nnder  the  powers 
ootiferred  upon  them,  were  capable  of  transferring 
their  property  and  rights  in  the  pier  to  other  per- 
sons. Tliis  was  effected  by  the  official  liquidator, 
acting  under  the  Companies'  Act  1862.  Tne  liqui- 
dator is  empowered  by  that  Act  (sect.  95)  to 
transfer  to  the  purchaser  all  the  real  and  personal, 
and  bereditable  and  moyable  property,  e£^ts,  and 
things  in  action  of  the  company.  This  has  been 
done^  and  the  transfer  must  be  taken  to  carry  with 
It  all  rights  of  the  company.  The  words,  **  things 
in  action,"  alone  show  that  not  merely  the  rights 
existing  at  the  time  of  l^e  transfer,  but  also  those 
which  will  come  into  operation  at  a  future  time, 
pass  with  the  property.  Among  these  rights  are  the 
priyilegea  of  undertakers,  and  we  submit  that  with 
Uie  transfer  of  the  property  the  rights  of  under- 
takere  to  reooyer  ag^^inst  a  ship  doing  damage  to 
their  property,  without  any  exemption  in  the  case 
of  inevitable  accident,  are  transferred. 

BuUj  Q.C.  and  Oainrford  Bruce^  for  the  defen- 
dants.— Assuming  that  the  defendants  would  be 
persoDally  liable,  upon  the  authorities  cited,  to  the 
undertakers  of  this  pier,  two  questions  arise  in  the 
ease;  first,  whether  the  plaintiffs  are  undertakers 
within  the  meaninff  of  the  Harbours,  Piers,  and 
Docks  Clauses  Act  1847,  and  the  subsequent  Acts; 
secondly,  whether  those  Acts  apply  so  as  to  render 
the  ship  liable  in  this  court,  this  being  a  proceed- 
ing in  rem,  the  damage  haying  been  found  to  be 
the  xBsult  of  ineyitable  accident. 

First,  are  the  plaintiffs  undertakers  ?  The  Har- 
bours, Docks,  and  Piers  Clanses  Act  1847,  defines 
the  persons  who  are  or  may  be  undertakers,  and 
the  special  Act  and  the  proyisional  order  therein 
appoint  the  Deal  and  Walmer  Pier  Company  (Li- 
mited), as  the  undertakers  to  make  this  pier.  The 
transfer  took  place  in  1866,  and  althoagh  the 
plaintiffs  would  acquire  any  rights  of  action  then 
eodscing,  they  cannot  be  said  to  have  become  pos- 
sessed of  a  hght  which  has  arisen  since,  and  which 
belongs  only  to  undertakers,  unless  by  the  transfer 
they  haye  become  undertakers.  This  cause  of 
action  did  noc  arise  until  after  the  transfer.  We 
submit  that  the  plaintiffs  are  not  undertakers, 
within  the  meaning  of  the  Act,  and  cannot  recover 
without  showing  negligence  on  the  part  of  the 
defendants.  The  only  persons  appointed  under- 
takers by  the  proyisional  order,  are  the  company  ; 
eyen  the  words,  "  or  their  assigns,"  are  not  in- 
serted. It  is  unreasonable  to  suppose  that  by 
parting  with  their  property  the  company  are  able 
to  transfer  the  exceptional  riflthts  which  they 
themselyes  possess.  [Sir  B.  Phillimoab. — Sup- 
pose the  original  undertakers  die?  Do  their 
rights  as  undertakers  die  with  them,  or  do  their 
sncoesBors  take  them?]  That  question  cannot 
arise  in  the  case  of  a  corporation  which  need  not 
be  dissolyed ;  it  might  yery  well  be  arranged  that 
the  shares  only  should  be  transferred.  If  it  is  dis- 
solyed, and  the  grant  of  the  Board  of  Trade  is  to  it 
akme,  then  no  person  or  persons  remain  who  can 
be  called  unaertakers.     The  purchasers  of  ^e 


undertaking  do  not  become  undertakers.  [Sir  B. 
Philumo&s. — ^The  joint  operation  of  the  General 
Piers  and  Harbours  Act  1861,  and  the  Companies' 
Act  1862,  enables  the  oriirinal  undertakers  to  part 
with  their  property  to  purchasers,  but  do  the  pur- 
chasers in  takmg  the  property  parted  with  take 
also  all  the  rights  of  the  originaA  undertakers  ?] 
We  submit  that  the  purchasers  take  none  of  the 
rights  of  the  original  undertakers,  ^fudundertakers* 
but  only  such  rights  as  belonged  to  them  in  their 
ordinary  capacity  as  owners  of  property.  [Sir  B« 
Philumokb. — By  the  Companies*  Act  1862,  sect. 
95,  the  liquidator  may  sell  all  a  company's  property* 
and  "  things  in  action."  What  is  the  meaning  of 
"  things  in  action,"  as  there  used  P  Does  it  not 
indicate  that  all  rights  of  action  are  transferred  by 
the  sale  P]  We  submit  that  it  passes  oaly  the 
rights  of  action  existing  at  the  time  of  the  transfer, 
not  rights  of  action  which  accrue  thereafter ;  the 
latter  rights  must  be  founded  upon  something 
possessed  by  the  holders  of  the  property  them- 
seWes.  The  term  "undertakers,  only  includes 
such  persons  as  are  expressly  authorised,  by  the 
words  of  their  Act  or  proyisional  order,  to  construct 
or  maintain  a  pier  or  harbour :  (nee  the  Harbonrs* 
Docks,  and  Piers  Clauses  Act  1847,  sect.  2 ;  the 
General  Piers  and  Harbour  Act  1861,  sect.  15 ;  and 
the  Ceneral  Pier  and  Harbonr  Act  Amendment 
Act  1862,  sect.  19.)  The  power  to  construct  or 
maintain  a  pier  is  given  under  those  Acts  by  the 
Board  of  Tims,  in  the  first  instance,  and  by  Par- 
liament  confirming  the  act  of  the  Board  of  Trade ; 
without  that  confirmation  the  order  of  the  Board 
of  Trsde  would  be  of  no  eflect.  The  Board  of 
Trade  have  to  exercise  a  judgment  in  the  matter* 
and  to  determine  whether  it  is  a  proper  thing  that 
a  pier  should  be  constructed,  and  whether  the 
promoters  of  the  scheme  are  proper  persons  to  be 
undertakers.  No  doabt  undertakers  may  part 
with  their  property,  and  if  they  form  a  company 
and  are  wound-up,  they  will  part  with  it  under  the 
Companies  Act  1862,  but  this  will  not  create  the 
purchasers  undertakers.  The  purchasers  are  not 
authorised  by  the  Board  of  Trade  to  constroct  or 
maintain  the  pier ;  their  qualifications  haye  neyer 
been  submitted  to  the  Board  of  Trade.  We  contend 
that  before  the  plaintiffs  can  become  "under- 
takers," they  must  apply  to  the  Board  of  Trade 
for  a  proyisional  order,  aathorising  them  to  main- 
tain this  pier,  and  this  order,  when  obtained,  must 
be  confirmed  by  Psrliament.  Under  the  Piers 
and  Harbours  Acts  of  1861  and  1862,  the  Board  of 
Trade  must  necessarily  inquire  into  the  persons 
who  are  to  be  undertakers,  and  the  right  of  peti- 
tion against  confirmation  of  the  order  is  expressly 
preserved  by  the  17th  section  of  the  former  Act. 
In  The  North.Ecutem  Railway  Company  y.  The 
Leadgate  Local  Board  (L.  Bep,  5  Q.B.  157),  a  rail- 
way, originally  constructed  without  Parliamentary 
powers,  and  afterwards  sold  to  a  railway  company 
under  an  Act  of  Parliament,  and  enlarged  and  used 
for  traffic  under  the  provisions  of  that  Act,  was 
rated  to  a  general  district  rate  under  the  Local 
Government  Act  1858,  and  the  railway  company 
obiected  to  be  rated  on  the  ground  that  the  rail- 
way, mast  be  considered  as  "  a  railway  construoted 
within  the  powersof  an  Act  of  Parliament  for  public 
conveyance,"  within  the  meaning  of  sect.  55  of  the 
latter  Act,  and,  consequently,  rateable  only  at 
one-fourth  the  annnal  value ;  the  Court  of  Queen's 
Bench,  however,  held  that  although  the  Legisla- 
ture might  have  provided  for  such  a  case,  if  it  had 
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been  brought  before  it,  the  words  of  the  Act  did 
not  exempt  the  railway ;  it  could  not  be  said  to 
have  been  "  constructed  "  under  any  Act  of  Par- 
liament. So  in  this  case,  the  plaintilEs  cannot  be 
said  to  be  "  persons  by  the  special  Act  (provisional 
order),  authorised  to  coDstruot "  this  pier.  They 
have  derived  no  authority  from  the  provisional 
order,  and  are,  consequently,  not  uudertakers. 
Undertakers  are,  by  the  Act  of  1847,  entitled  to 
make  bye-laws  and  to  enforce  them  before  magis- 
trates: (sects.  83,  et  8eq,)  We  sabmit  that  the 
plaintiffs  could  not  make  byelaws  which  would  be 
enforceable  by  magistrates,  and  are,  coosequently, 
not  undertakers. 

Secondly,  a  ship  cannot  be  made  liable  in  this 
court  in  a  proceeding  in  rem,  if  it  is  proved  that 
the  damage  done  was  the  result  of  inevitable 
accident.  The  Harbours,  Docks,  and  Piers  Glauses 
Act  gives  in  strictness  no  right  of  action  at  all, 
except  the  right  of  recovery  before  magistrates ; 
it  is  not  intended  to  give  the  rieht  of  proceeding  in 
rem  in  this  court.  That  depends  upon  the  7th  and 
35th  sections  of  the  Admiralty  Court  Act  1861, 
and  if  that  right  is  exercised,  it  can  only  be  exer- 
cised subject  to  the  rules  of  law  prevalent  in  this 
court,  and  by  those  rules  proof  of  inevitable  acci- 
dent entitles  aahip  to  dismissal  from  the  suit.  An 
action  in  rem  only  lies  for  a  collision  where  there 
has  been  a  maritime  tort  creating  a  maritime  lien. 
The  Harbours,  Docks,  and  Piers  Glauses,  Act,  sect. 
74,  cannot  be  said  to  create  such  a  maritime  tort. 
[Sir  E.  Pbilumobe. — ^Has  not  the  Legislature 
^acted  that  such  an  act  as  thit»  shall  be  treated  as 
a  tort  P]  Not  as  a  maritime  tort  creating  a  lien. 
If  this  had  been  a  suit  in  personam,  other  consi- 
derations might  arise,  but  in  a  suit  in  rem,  there 
can  be  no  liability,  unless  the  ship  itself  is  liable, 
and  that  is  not  the  case  where  the  defence  of  ine- 
vitable accident  is  established. 

MUward,  Q.G.,  in  reply. — In  the  case  ot  The 
North-Eastern  Railway  Company  v.  The  Lead- 
gate  Local  Boa/rd  (uhi  9up.),  it  was  contended 
that  the  words,  "used  as  a  railway  con- 
structed under  the  powers  of  an  Act  of  Par- 
liament," could  be  construed  so  as  to  mean 
"  used  under  an  Act  of  Parliament,"  only  without 
having  been  so  constrncted,  but  the  court  held 
that  they  must  ^ve  effect  to  the  word  "con- 
structed." In  this  case,  however^  there  is  a  great 
difference ;  there  is  good  reason  for  this  special 
right  being  given  to  any  person  or  f>ersQns  who 
shall  undertake  to  construct  or  maintain  a  pier ;  it 
is  for  the  public  benefit  that  piers  should  be 
erected  on  dangerous  shores.  [Sir  B.  Philukore. 
— But  the  argument  is,  that  the  Act  meant  to  give 
the  privilege  onljr  after  the  Board  of  Trade  had 
had  the  opportunity  of  examining  the  qualifica- 
tions of  the  persons  promoting  the  undertaking.] 
In  such  a  case  as  this  it  would  not  be  possible  for 
the  Board  of  Trade  to  get  the  plaintiffs  before 
them ;  no  order  to  construct  a  thin  at  already  con- 
structed could  be  made.  The  Deal  and  Walmer 
Pier  Gompan^  (Limited)  are  the  only  undertakers 
nanaed  in  this  order ;  but  suppose  a  number  of 
individuals  had  been  named,  and  they  were  to  die 
without  assigning  their  rights,  would  the  under- 
taking and  the  rights  under  it  come  to  an  end  P 
If  such  were  the  case,  there  would  be  no  power  to 
take  tolls  or  even  to  block  up  the  foreshore  with 
the  pier,  if  its  removal  were  demanded.  The  pier 
might  be  treated  as  an  abandoned  undertaking, 
under  sect.  8  of  the  Pi^rs  and  Harbours  Act  1861, 


Amendment  Act  1862,  and  be  removed  by  the 
Lords  of  the  Admiralty.  Such  a  result  would  be 
absolutely  unreasonable,  and  would  stultify  the 
provisional  order. 

Secondly,  as  to  this  being  a  proceeding  in  rem. 
The  74th  section  of  the  Harbours,  Docks,  and 
Piers  Glauses  Act  1847,  gives  the  undertakers  a 
lien  for  damage  done  to  their  works,  and  they  may 
detain  a  ship  till  security  is  given.  Glearly  the 
right  court  to  enforce  such  a  lien  is  this  court, 
which  by  the  Admiralty  Gonrt  Act  1861  (24  Yiot. 
c.  10),  sect.  7,  has  "jurisdiction  over  any  claiaifor 
damage  done  by  any  ship."  And  by  sect.  35,  this 
jurisdiction  may  be  exercised  in  rem. 

Sir  B.  Philuhoiub. — In  this  case  there  are  two 
questions  before  the  court:  first,  whether  the 
present  plaintiffs,  supposing  them  to  be  en- 
titled to  proceed  as  undertakers  can  recover  the 
damages  sustained  by  their  property,  altboogh 
caused  by  an  inevitable  accident;  secondly,, 
whether  the  plaintiffs,  if  the  defendant's  vessel  is 
so  liable  under  the  Act,  represent  the  undertakers 
within  the  meaning  of  the  Acts  which  have  been 
cited  to-day,  so  as  to  acquire  nndertakers'  righte 
and  privileges.  Arising  in  connection  with  the 
first  point  there  was  a  third  contention,  that  even 
if  the  plaintiffs  could  recover  at  common  law,  tlds 
is  a  proceeding  in  rem,  and  the  words  of  the 
statute  do  not  apply  to  a  proceeding  of  that  nature. 

The  first  statute  referred  to  was  the  Harbours,. 
Docks  and  Piers  Glauses  Act  1847  (10  Yict.  c  27), 
and  the  74th  section  of  that  Act  is  as  follows: 
"The  owner  of  every  vessel  or  float  of  timber  shall 
be  answerable  to  the  undertakers  for  any  damage 
done  by  such  vessel,  &o.,"  [His  Lordship  read  t£e 
whole  of  the  section,  as  given  above  :]  The  next 
statute  referred  to  was  the  24  &  25  Yict.  c  45, 
entitled,  ''An  Act  to  facilitate  the  formation, 
management,  and  maintenance  of  Piers  and  Har- 
bours in  Great  Britain  and  L-eland ;"  and  that 
Act  recites  that  *'  whereas,  it  is  expedient  to- 
encourage  and  facilitate  the  formation,  manage- 
ment, and  maintenance  of  piers  and  harbours  in 
Great  Britain  and  Ireland ;  and  whereas,  in  certain 
cases  where  it  is  now  necessary  to  apply  to  Par^ 
liament  for  special  local  Acts,  the  expense  of  ob- 
taining such  Rpecial  Acts  serves  to  prevent  many 
necessary  works  being  undertaken;"  and  then 
enacto  a  number  of  clauses,  the  substance  of  tbese- 
new  provisions  being  that  the  Board  of  Trade  shall 
have  power  to  make  orders  which,  after  approval 
by  statute,  shall  be  binding  in  law. 

Now,  before  I  consider  the  effect  of  this  latter 
statute,  I  must  deal  with  the  first  question,  viz., 
whether  the  original  undertakers  had  a  right  d 
action  against  a  vessel  injuring  their  property> 
although  that  injury  might  have  been  found  to  be 
the  result  of  inevitable  accident.  The  words  of 
the  Act  itself  seem  to  be  quite  plain,  and  make  a 
vessel  liable  under  such  circumstanoes.  Moreover, 
t^ere  are  two  decided  cases  to  which  I  have 
already  referred  during  the  argument;  one  is 
Bennie  v.  Tovell  (27  L.  T.  Rep.  N.  S.  482 ;  L.  Bep. 
8  Q.B.  10),  in  which  the  Lord  Ghief  Justice  and 
Blackburn  and  Quain,  JJ.,  concurred,  saying  that 
the  Legislature,  whether  intentionally  or  not,  has 
made  the-  owners  of  ships  liable  for  all  damage*, 
whether  caused  by  stress  of  weather  or  other- 
wise. The  same  doctrine  seems  to  have  been 
laid  down  in  another  similar  case  following  the 
previous  decision,  Ri/oer  Wear  Gomvnissionen  ^-^ 
Adamson  (29  L.  T.  Bep.  I^.  S.  520 ;  2  Asp.  tf^* 
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Law  Caa.  145).  The  effect  of  these  deoisions  is  to 
make  a  ship  injuring  a  pier  or  harbour,  within  the 
meaning  of  the  Act  under  consideration,  liable  to 
make  good  all  snoh  injury.  In  a  recent  case  I  laid 
down  that  it  is  the  duty  of  this  court  to  follow  the 
decisions  of  the  courts  of  common  law  on  the  con* 
itruction  of  a  statute.  I  therefore  pronounce  that, 
according  to  the  construction  of  this  section,  so  far 
as  I  am  compelled  to  put  a  construction  upon  it,  it 
does  mean  that  the  vessel  is  liable  to  the  under* 
takers  for  the  damage  which  by  inevitable  accident 
she  has  inflicted. 

Now,  the  second  question  arises  out  of  the  con- 
tention that  the  plaintiffs  are  not  undertakers 
within  the  meaning  of  the  Acts  of  1847  and  1861, 
and  the  question  whether  the  plaintiff  has  or  has 
not  succeeded  to  the  right  of  the  original  under- 
takers, depends  upon  the  construction  to  be  pat 
upon  that  Act, and  subiteqaent  statutes  establishmg 
and  r^ulatiog  the  undertakings. 

I  should  state  here  that  the  original  company 
has  been  dissoWed — ^it  was  admitted  by  the  defen- 
danta  —and  that  the  property  has,  subject  to  the 
oonstmction  to  he  put  upon  these  Acts,  devoWed 
upon  the  plaintiffs. 

It  has  been  contended  that  the  right  of  recovery 
IB  cases  of  inevitable  accident  vests  only  in  original 
undertakers,  or  in  such  persons  as  have  duly  ob- 
tained a  second  order  of  the  Board  of  IVade,  duly 
confirmed  by  statute. 

The  next  statute  to  which  I  must  refer  is  the 
Companies  Act  1862  (25  &  26  Yict.  c  89),  nect.  95, 
l>y  which  it  is  enacted  that  the  official  liquidator, 
in  the  case  of  a  company  being  wound*up  in  court, 
shall  have  power,  by  the  sanction  of  the  Court  of 
Chancery,  to  do  the  following  things ;  "  to  sell  the 
real  and  personal  property  and  hereditable  and 
movable  property,  effects,  and  thinp^  in  action  ot 
the  company,  by  public  auction  or  private  contract, 
with  power  to  transfer  the  whole  thereof  to  anv 
person  or  company,  or  to  sell  the  same  in  parcels. ' 
in  the  present  case  these  powers  have  been 
exercised  by  a  Foluntary  liquidator  winding-up  the 
original  company  out  of  court,  and  that  case  is 
provided  for  by  sect.  133  of  the  Companies'  i^ct, 
which  provides  that,  among  the  consequences 
ensuing  upon  the  voluntary  winding-up  of  the 
company,  **  the  liquidators  may,  without  the  sanc- 
tion of  the  court,  exercise  all  the  powers  by  this 
Act  given  to  the  official  liquidator." 

Now  the  25  &  26  Vict.  c.  51  has  been  referred 
to  to  show  that  the  persons  who  originally 
undertook  the  erection  of  this  pier  had  proceeded 
regalarly,  and  had  had  conferred  upon  them  all 
the  rights  of  undertakers  under  the  Harbours, 
Docks,  and  Piers'  Clauses  Act  1847.  That  was  an 
Act  to  confirm  certain  provisional  orders  made 
under  the  Act  of  1861,  and  it  provides  that  the 
provisional  orders  in  the  schedule  thereto  should 
be  confirmed.  The  second  of  the  provisional 
orders  set  out  in  the  schedule  relate  to  the  construc- 
tion and  maintenance  and  regulation  of  a  pier  at 
Deal  by  the  Deal  and  Walmer  rier  Company.  Now 
there  ia  no  doubt  at  idl  that  upon  the  construction 
of  the  various  statutes,  and  upon  the  facts  admitted 
before  me  to-day,  the  present  plaintiffs  are,  under 
and  by  rcMon  of  the  transfer  effected  by  the  liqui- 
dator of  tnat  company,  in  possession  of  all  the 
property  effects  and  ehosea  in  action  of  the  Deal 
and  Walmer  Pier  Company,  and  consequently  of 
the  pier  damaged  by  the  defendant's  ship ;  but  it  is 
tuad  that,  as  they  are  not  the  original  undertakers. 


and  as  they  have  not  obtained  from  the  Board  of 
Trade  a  provisional  order  confirming  them  in  their 
possessioD,  and  establishing  them  as  the  actual 
undertakers,  they  must  be  considered  as  proprietors 
of  the  property  and  ehoses  in  action  of  the  pier 
company,  without  being  clothed  with  the  rights  of 
undertakers,  and  that,  consequently,  they  cannot 
claim  the  right  of  recovery  in  this  case  ag^ubt  the 
owner  of  a  vetisel  damaging  the  piar,  under  sect.  74 
of  the  Harbours,  Docks,  and  I^iers  Clauses  Act 
1847. 

The  construction  of  these  Act«  is  by  no  means 
easy,  and  I  have  had  considerable  difficultv  in 
coming  to  a  decision  upon  them,  but  I  have 
arrived  at  a  conclusion  in  which  I  am  justified  by 
the  consideration  of  the  preamble  of  the  Generad 
Piers  and  Harbours  Act  1861,  which  I  have  before 
quoted.  I  consider  that  it  must  have  been  the 
intention  of  the  Legislature  that  the  privileges  of 
the  original  undertakers  have  been,  by  the  act  of 
transfer  of  the  liquidator  before  described,  con- 
ferred upon  the  present  plaintiffs,  and  that  they 
have  in  consequence  the  same  right  as  the  orig[inal 
undertakers  to  proceed  against  a  ship  doing  injury 
to  their  property  under  the  74th  section  of  the 
Harbours,  Docks,  and  Piers  Clauses  Act  1847. 
There  remains  one  other  point  to  be  oouRidered. 

It  is  said,  however,  that  the  original  underwriters 
would  have  had  no  right  to  institute  a  suit  in  rem 
in  this  court,  and  at  the  same  time  seek  to  avail 
themselves  in  such  a  suit  of  the  provisions  of  this 
section.  The  material  words  of  the  sectioa  are, 
that  "  the  owner  of  every  vessel,  &c.,  shall  be 
answerable  to  the  undertakers  for  any  damage  done 
by  such  vessel,  &o,  .  .  .  and  the  undertakers  may 
detain  any  such  vessel,  &o,  .  .  .  until  sufficient 
security  has  been  given  for  the  amount  of  damago 
done  by  the  same."  Now  it  is  said,  as  I  under- 
stand Mr.  Butt's  araument,  that  no  maritime  tort 
has  been  committecTin  this  case,  and  that  there  ia 
no  lien  upon  the  vessel  for  the  dnmaoe  done* 
because  the  collision,  having  been  found  to  be  the 
result  of  inevitable  accident,  no  lien  attaches, 
according  to  the  rule  of  this  court ;  the  reason  for 
this  rule  being  that  a  lien  is  only  consequent  upon 
some  wrongful  act  done  by  the  shipowner  or  his 
servants.  It  was  further  contended  that,  even  if 
a  lien  was  created  by  the  words  of  the  statute,  it 
was  not  a  maritime  lien,  and  would  not  travel 
with  the  transfer  of  the  property  to  the  plaintiffs. 
This  otuaction  has  been  partly  answered  by  what  I 
havealreadyob8erved,but  I  must  expressmyopinion, 
however,  that  the  section  does  place  such  damage 
as  this,  even  where  resulting  from  inevitable 
accident,  in  the  category  of  damage  giving  a  mari- 
time lien  upon  the  ship  infiioting  it ;  and  more 
especially  I  say  so  when  1  read  the  words  by  which 
it  is  provided  that  the  undertakers  shall  have  the 
security  of  the  ship,  and  may  detain  it  for  the  pay- 
ment of  the  damage. 

I  have  arrived  at  the  conclusion  that  all  the 
objections  of  the  defendants  have  failed,  and  1 
must  pronounce  that  the  plaintiffs  are  entitled  to 
recover. 

Solicitors  for  the  plaintiffs,  Gregory,  Rowdiffef 
and  (7o. 

Solicitor  for  the  defendants,  Thomas  Cooper. 
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July  16  and  22,  and  Aug.  6, 1874. 

The  0.  8.  Butlbb. 

CoUiaion — Lights — "  Ship" — Trinity  House  lighter 
~^Vtssel  employed  exclusioely  in  river  navigation, 
prcjpelltd  hy   sails   and  oars — Begulations  for 
preventing  coUinions  at  sea — Thames  Conservancy 
byelaws, 
A  trinity  House  lighter,  which  is  a  vessel  propelled 
hy  sails  as  well  as  oars,  but  is  exclusively  employed 
in  the  navigation  of  the  river  Thames  and  never 
goes  to  sea,  is  not  a  '*  ship  "  within  the  meaning 
of  the  Merchant  Shipping  Acts,  and  is  not  bound 
10  carry,  when  under  weigh  in  the  Thames,  the 
light  prescribed  by  the  Regulations  for  preventing 
Collisions  at  Sea  to  he  carried  by  aU  sailing 
vissels ;  and,  ae  the  existing  byelaws  made  under 
the   Thames  Conservancy  Acts  1867  and  1864 
(20^21  Vicf,  e.  exlvii;  27^  28  Vict,  c.  US), 
contain  no  provision  as  to  the  lights  to  be  carried 
by  sailing  v^  ssels  navigating  the  Thatnes,  Trinity 
House  lighters  are  under  no  obligation  to  carry 
lights  when  under  weigh  in  thai  river. (a) 
This  was  an  appeal  from  a  decree  of  the  City  of 
London  Court  (Admiralty  Jurisdiction)  in  a  canse 
of  collision  instituted  on  behalf  of  the  Corporation 
of  the  Trinity  House  of  Deptford  8  trond,the  owners 
of  the  barge  or  lighter  No.  34,  against  the  owners 
of  the  steamship  0.  S.  Butler,    The  cause  was  dis- 
missed by  the  (Jity  of  Loudon  Court  with  costs, 
and  from  this  decree  the  Corporation  of  the  Trinity 
House  appealed. 

The  ground  of  the  judgment  in  the  court  below 
was  that  the  Trinity  House  Lighter  did  not,  at  the 
time  of  the  collision,  carry  a  light.  No  shorthand 
writer  was  employed  in  the  court  below,  and  the 

(a)  The  oonaeqiienoe  of  thiB  deoision  has  beon  that  the 
Thames  Conaerrancy  Board  have  made  bye-laws  proTiding 
that  all  veMels  naTigating  the  rirer  Thames,  whether 

gropeiled  by  sails   or  oars  only,  shall  exhibit  lights 
etween  BTmset  and  sunrise. 

[There  were  only  two  questions  in  the  case.  First, 
whether  the  barse  was  a  *'  ship"  within  the  meaning  of 
the  Merchant  Shipping  Acta ;  secondly,  whether  tnere 
was  any  Conservanoy  rales  requiring  her  to  carry  lights. 
These  being  the  only  qnestions,  it  is,  perhaps,  to  be 
regretted  t&t  the  learned  judge  thought  it  necessary  to 
express  an  opinion  as  to  the  extent  of  the  juriadiction  of 
the  Conservancy  Board.  To  hold  that  the  Conserrancy 
Board  have  no  jnrisdiotion  to  regulate  the  navigation  ot 
the  Thames,  so  far  as  seagoing  vessels  are  concerned^  if 
their  rales  conflict  with  the  regulations  for  preventmg 
collisions  at  eea,  is  to  rule  that  no  regnlationa  made  by 
harbour  or  river  anthoritiea  are  binding  upon  seagoing 
vessels  unless  they  are  in  conformity  with  the  regulations 
for  preventing  collisions  at  sea.  Yet  it  is  expreaaly  pro- 
vided by  the  Merohuit  Shipping  Act  1862,  sects.  31  and  32, 
that  roles  properly  made  by  harbour  authorities  shall  be 
binding  **  notwithstanding  anything  in  this  Act,  or  in  the 
schedole  thereto  contained."  If  this  ruling  is  to  be  given 
its  full  effect,  it  may  have  the  effect  of  declaring  that  a 
rule  which  has  now  been  in  existence  for  many  years  in 
the  river  Mersey  is  not  binding— namely,  the  rule  which 
requires  every  vessel  at  anchor  to  carry  two  anchor 
lights.  It  is  Izne  that  this  rule  is  mado  under  the 
Merchant  Shipping  Act  by  Her  Majesty  in  Council ;  but 
so  are  the  Thames  Conservanoy  rules.  The  effect  of 
having  these  rules  approved  by  the  same  anthority  as 
that  which  makes  the  general  rules  is  to  take  away  the 
difficulty  as  to  conflict  of  jurisdictions.  If  the  Board  of 
Trade,  as  Her  Majesty's  Privy  Council,  see  fit  to  approve 
a  rule  for  inland  navigation  different  from  that  which 
prevails  at  sea,  there  is  probably  some  good  reason  for 
the  difference,  and  the  attempt  to  reconcile  the  two  sets 
of  rules  is  scarcely  necessary.  The  dictum  of  the  learned 

}'udge  in  the  prestnc  case  is  more  likely  to  encourage 
itigation  than  put  a  final  end  to  all  doubt  on  the  matter, 
more  especially  as  the  new  Coneervanoy  rxdes  as  to  lights 
expressly  cover  all  vessels.— En.] 


case,  therefore,  came  before  the  Coarfe  of  Appeal 
without  any  notes  of  the  evidence  or  judgment 
The  appellants  applied  to  the  High  Gonrt  of 
Admiralty  to  decide,  as  a  preliminary  qae6tion,the 

Snestion  of  law  as  to  the  obligation  of  Trioity 
[onse  lighters  to  carry  lights,  and  for  that  pur- 
pose  to  hear  sufifioient  evidence  to  lav  the  necessary 
facts  before  it.  The  respondents  objected  to  any 
evidence  being  heard  by  the  Oonrt  of  Appesl,  on 
the  ground  that  an  appeal  is  cot  a  reheanu^,  but 
should  be  heard  only  on  the  facts,  and  evideuoe 
produced  in  the  court  below,  and  that  the  appel- 
lants,  having  neglected  to  employ  a  sborthaod 
writer,  under  the  32nd  Rule  of  the  Oonnty  Court 
General  Orders  for  Admiralty  Practice,  they  were 
precluded  from  producing  any  evidence  on  the 
appeal.  The  court,  however,  ruled  that  it  had 
power  to  hear  evidence  so  as  to  bring  the  facts 
before  it,  but  that  it  would  only  hear  such  witnesses 
as  had  been  produced  in  the  court  below.  There- 
upon the  following  facts  were  admitted  or  were 
proved  bv  a  witness  called  by  the  plaintifE : 

The  collision  occurred  at  about  4.30  a.m.  on  ibe 
27th  Jan.  1874,  in  Galleons  Beach,  near  Woolwich, 
in  the  river  Thames.  The  lighter  No.  34  was 
coming  up  the  river,  and  the  steamer  was  going 
down.  This  lighter  (like  all  the  other  Trinity 
House  lighters)  is  a  barge  with  a  fixed  mast  and 
fore  and  aft  sails,  employed  exclusively  in  carrying 
ballast  up  and  down  the  Thames,  and  never  going 
below  Gravesend ;  she  is  propelled  by  sails,  and  is 
regularly  worked  like  a  sailing  vessel  of  similar 
rig  when  there  is  sufficient  wind ;  when  there  is  no 
wind  she  is  worked  by  means  of  oars  or  sweeps. 
At  the  time  of  the  collision  she  was  under  sail 
She  had  no  lights  bnming  at  the  time  of  collision, 
nor  do  the  Trinity  Honse  lighters  ever  cany  lights 
whilst  under  weigh. 

It  was  admitted  by  the  appellants  that  if  these 
lighters  were  bound  to  carry  lights  under  weigh, 
they  were  to  blame  for  the  collision. 

Butt,  Q.O.  and  Dixon,  for  the  appellants.— The 
question  for  the  consideration  of  the  court  is, 
whether  these  lighters  are  within  any  regnlationa 
as  to  lights ;  if  they  are  not  bound  to  carry  lights 
by  any  regulation,  the  view  of  the  Trinity  Honse 
is  that  they  are  not  entitled  to  do  so.  First,  do 
the  Begulations  for  Preventing  Collisions  at  Sea 
apply?  The  only  rule,  if  any,  applicable  is 
Art.  5,  which  provides  that  sailing  ships  under 
weigh,  or  being  towed,  shall  carry  the  same  lights 
a*s  steamships  under  weigh,  except  the  white  mast- 
head lig^ht.  But  we  submit  that  a  Trinity  Honse 
lighter  is  not  a  sailing  ship  within  the  meaning  of 
that  rule,  which  applies  only  to  seagoing  ships. 
By  the  2nd  section  of  the  Merchant  Shipping  Act 
1854  (17  &  18  Vict.  c.  104),  the  term  "  ship,"  in 
construing  that  Act,  is  defined  to  "  include  every 
description  of  vessel  used  in  navigation  not  pro- 
pelled by  oars."  The  Merchant  Shipping  Act 
Amendment  Act  1862  (25  Ss  26  Vict.  c.  63)  is  to  be 
construed  with  and  as  part  of  the  former  Act 
(sect.  1),  and,  consequently,  any  regulations  msde 
under  the  second  Act,  and  affecting  "  ships,"  only 
affect  such  vessels  as  are  "  ships"  within  the 
meaning  of  the  Act  of  1854.  The  Begulations  for 
preventing  Collisions  at  Sea  are  in  force  by  the 
virtue  of  sect.  25  of  the  Act  of  1862,  and  the  Order 
in  Council  of  the  9th  Jan.  1863,  and  these  Begula- 
tions themselves  show  that  they  are  intended  to 
apply  only  to  seas^oing  vessels — they  are  headedas 
"  BeguUktions  for  preventing  Collisions  of  Sea."  The 
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Srd  tttude  of  tbeee  regolAtions  apphes  expressly 
only  to  seagoing  steamships ;  and,  moreover,  the 
power  whicn  is  given  by  sect.  30  of  the  Act  to 
enforoe  these  regolatioos,  dearly  points  to  a  vessel 
proceeding  to  8ea.(a)  It  has  been  held  that  a 
''ship"  within  the  meaning  of  those  Aots  is  a 
vessel  whose  habitoal  business  is  to  go  to  sea: 
{Em  parte  Ferguaon  and  Hutchinson,  24  L.  T. 
Bep.  K.  8.  96;  L.  Bep.  6  Q.  B.  200;  1  Asp. 
Mar.  Law  Cas.  8.)  Moreover,  we  submit  that 
these  regulations  apply  only  to  vessels  when  at 
sea»  and  not  even  to  seagoing  vessels  when  navi- 
gating rivers  or  harbours ;  they  are  not  binding 
in  rivers.  This  is  shown,  not  only  by  the  regala- 
tiona  themselves,  bat  also  by  the  3l8t  and  32nd 
sections  of  the  Merchant  Shipping  Act  Amend- 
ment Act  1862,  which  provide  for  the  making  of 
roles  for  harbours,  rivers,  and  inland  navigation8.(6) 
If  the  acbednle  rales  were  intended  to  be  binding 
in  rivers,  there  woald  be  no  necessity  for  these  two 
sections.  Consequently  we  say  that  these  regula- 
tions do  not  apply,  and  that  there  is  no  obligation 
under  them  upon  a  Trinity  House  lighter  to  carry 
when  under  weigh. 


Secondly, — Are  there  any  ot.her  regulations 
binding  upon  these  lighters,  and  are  thev  bound, 
under  these  regulations,  to  carry  lights  P  There 
are  regulations  made  to  govern  the  navigation  of 
tiio  Thames,  within  the  meaning  of  sects.  31  and  32 

(a)  The  Merobant  Shipping  Aot  Amendment  Act  1862, 
sect.  SO.  The  following  steps  msj  be  taken  in  order  to 
— foree  oomplianoe  with  the  said  Begolations,  that  is  to 
say:— 

(1.)  The  mrveyors  appointed  under  the  third  part  of 
the  Dsiiiotpal  Aot,  or  such  other  persons  as  the  Board  of 
Tiade  may  appoint  for  the  pntpoae,  may  inspeot  any 
sUne,  for  the  purpose  of  teeing  that  snoh  ships  are  pzo- 
psuy  provided  with  lights,  Ac. 

(2.)  If  any  such  surveyor  or  person  finds  that  any  ship 
is  Boi  so  provided,  he  shall  give  to  the  master  or  owner, 
aotloe  in  writing,  pointing  out  the  defioiency ,  and  also  what 
is,  m  his  opinion,  requisite  in  order  to  remedy  the  same. 

(3.)  Evexy  notioe  so  given  shall  he  communicated  in 
such  manmir  as  the  Board  of  Trade  may  direct  to  the  col- 
Isetor  or  collectors  of  Customs  at  any  port  or  ports  from 
iHdbh  snoh  ship  bmij  seek  to  dear,  or  at  which  her  transire 
is  to  be  obtained ;  and  no  collector  to  whom  such  oununu- 
nicatinn  is  made,  shall  clear  such  ship  outwards  or  grant 
her  »  transire  or  aUow  her  to  proceed  to  eea,  without  a 
eertilleate  under  the  hand  of  one  of  the  said  surveyors  or 
other  persons  appointed  by  the  Board  of  Trade  as  afore- 
said, to  the  eifect  that  the  said  ship  is  properly  provided 
with  lights,  &c 

(b)  Sect.  31.— Any  rules  concerning  the  lights  and  sig- 
nals to  be  carried  by  vessels  navigating  the  waters  of  any 
harbour,  river,  or  other  inland  navigation,  or  concerning 
the  steps  for  avoiding  collision  to  b«  tiJEen  by  such  ves* 
asls,  whioh  have  been  or  are  hereafter  made  by  or  under 
the  anthority  of  any  local  Act,  shall  continue  and  be  of 
fall  force  and  effect,  notwithstanding  anything  in  this 
Aet  or  in  the  schedule  thereto  contained. 

Seet.  32. — In  the  case  of  any  harbour,  river,  or  other 
failMiid  navigation  for  whioh  such  rules  are  not  and  cannot 
be  made  by  or  under  the  authority  of  any  local  Act^  it 
ahall  be  lawful  for  Her  Majesty  in  Council,  upon  applica- 
tkn  from  the  harbour  trust  or  body  corporate,  if  any, 
ntwning  or  exercising  jurisdiction  upon  the  waters  of  such 
harbour,  river,  or  inland  navigation;  or,  if  there  be^no 
Bueh  harbour,  trust,  or  bodv  corporate,  upon  application 
from  persons  interested  in  the  navigation  of  suoh  waters, 
to  make  rules  concerning  the  lights  or  signals  to  be 
eancied,  and  concerning  the  steps  for  avoiding  collision  to 
be  taken  by  vessels  navigating  suoh  waters ;  and  such 
roles,  when  so  made,  shall,  so  far  as  regards  vessels  navi- 
gating suoh  waters,  have  tue  same  effect  as  if  they  were 
zegnlations  contained  in  Table  (C)  in  the  schedule  to  this 
Aet,  notwithstanding  anything  in  this  Act,  or  in  the 
schedule  thereto  contained. 


of  the  Merchant  Shipping  Act  Amendment  Act 
1862 1  the  Thames  Conservancy  have  the  control 
of  the  navigation  of  the  Thames,  and  they  have 
made,  under  their  local  Acts  (The  Thames  Con- 
servancy Aots  1857  and  1864, 20  &  21  Vict.  c.  cxlviL 
and  27  &  28  Vict.  c.  113),  byelaws  concerning  the 
lights  to  be  carried  by  vessels  navigaticg  the 
Thames.  These  byelaws  are  entitled  "Kales  and 
Byelaws  for  the  Itegnlation  of  the  Navigation  of 
the  Biver  Thames,"  and  were  approved  in  accord- 
ance with  sect.  31  of  the  Thames  Conservancy  Act 
1864^  by  an  Order  in  Council  dated  the  5th  Feb. 
1872.  These  byelaws  differ  in  essential  points 
from  the  Begulations  for  preventing  Collisions  at 
Sea;  as,  for  instance,  the  masthead  light  to  be 
carried  by  a  steamship  under  weigh,  and  only  be 
visible  for  one  mile,  according  to  the  Cbnservancy 
Byelaws,  whilst  by  the  Begulations  for  preventing 
Collisions  at  Sea  it  should  be  visible  for  five  miles. 
It  coald  not  be  contended  that  a  vessel  would  be 
to  blame  for  carrying  in  the  Thames  a  masthead 
light  shining  only  one  mile,  and  if  a  vessel  could 
not  be  so  condemned,  it  is  clear  that,  in  matters 
relating  to  the  navigation  of  the  Thames,  the  Con* 
servancv  Byelaws  do,  and  the  Begnlations  for 
preventmg  Collisions  at  Sea  do  not,  apply.  If, 
then,  there  were  any  rale  of  the  Thames  Conser- 
vancy, requiring  a  sailing  vessel  or  lighter,  such 
as  this,  to  carry  lights,  it  would  be  binding  upon 
us,  but  there  is  no  such  rule  among  the  byelaws. 
There  being  no  suoh  rale,  it  would  be  wrong  for 
Trinity  House  lighters  to  carry  any  lights,  as  it 
would  only  tend  to  create  confusion. 

The  Owen  WaUis,  ante  p.  206 :  80  L.  T,  Bep.  N.  S. 
41 ;  L.  Bep.  4  Adm.  &  Bcc.  175. 
E.  0.  Clarkean,  for  the  respondent— The  Besn- 
lations  for  preventing  Collisions  at  Sea,  made  under 
the  Merchant  Shipping  Act  Amendment  Act  1862 
were  intended  to  be  substituted  for  the  rules  con- 
tained in  the  Merchant  Shipping  Act  1854  (17  &  18 
Yict.  c.  lOi).  The  rules  in  tne  latter  Act  undoubt- 
edly applied  to  inland  navigation,  as  was  shown  in 
The  VelocUy  (21  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S  686 ;  L.  Bep.  3 
P.  C.  44;  3  Mar.  Law  Cas.  O.  S.  308).  If  the  pre- 
sent regulations  were  substituted  for  the  former 
ones,  it  is  reasonable  to  suppose  that  the  Legisla- 
ture intended  the  present  regulations  to  apply 
equally  to  inland  navigation.  Again,  there  can  be 
no  doubt  that,  before  making  these  Conservancy 
rules,  the  regulations  under  the  Merchant  Ship- 
ping Acts  were  held  to  applv  to  all  vessels  navi- 
gating the  Thames.  [Sir  B.  Phillimobb  — The 
tacitly  received  construction  of  those  Aots  must 
have  been  that  they  applied  only  to  seiigoing  ves- 
sels, and  not  to  vessels  wholly  navigating  within 
the  river.  The  conflict  between  the  Begalations 
and  the  Conservancy  Byelaws  might  be  avoided  if 
it  were  held  that  the  latter  rules  applied  only  to 
vessels  whollf  navigating  within  the  river.]  Up 
to  the  time  of  the  passing  of  the  Conservancy  rules, 
all  vessels  above  Yantlett  Creek  were  governed  by 
the  regulations  in  respect  of  the  lights  they  were 
to  carry.  [Sir  B.  Phillimobb  — The  Conservancy 
Byelaws  (Arts.  29  and  32)  apply  steering  and 
sailing  rules,  and  rules  as  to  lights  for  steam 
vessels,  to  vessels  "navigating  the  river  Thames." 
Must  not  these  be  appli^  to  vessels  never  moving 
out  of  the  Thames  Pj  No  doubt,  but  coupled  with 
the  general  regulations;  and  if  it  happens  that 
the  Conservancy  Bules  do  not  provide  for  any 
particular  case,  the  general  regulations  must  be 
taken  to  be  binding  in  that  case. 
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Secondly,  is  this  lighter  a  "  ship  "  within  the 
meaning  of  the  Merchant  Shipping  Acts,  and  as 
such  bonnd  to  carry  lights.  A  ship  is  defined  by 
these  Acts  (Merchant  Shipping  Act  1854,  sect.  2) 
to  ''include  every  description  of  vessel  used  in 
navigation  not  propelled  by  oars."  There  is  nothing 
in  these  Acts  which  requires  a  vessel  to  be  sca- 
lding before  she  is  a  **  ship."  This  vessel  has  a 
mast  and  sails,  and  is  not  propelled  by  oars  only, 
which  I  submit  is  the  meaning  of  the  definition. 
rSir  B.  Fhillihobe.— I  understand  Blackburn,  J., 
In  Ex  parte  Ferguson  v.  HutchvMon  (uU  attp.)  to 
define  a  ship  within  the  meaning  of  those  Acts  to 
be  a  vessel  the  habitual  bosiness  of  which  is  to  go 
to  sea.]  But  it  was  never  decided  in  that  case  that 
a  vessel  which  did  not  go  to  sea  miirht  not  be  a 
ship,  and  B«ch  a  vessel  as  this  is  olearl  v  within  the 
apparent  meanins  of  the  definitions ;  that  decision 
was  only  as  to  the  meaning  of  the  word  "  ship  " 
for  the  particular  purposes  of  that  case  and  not  for 

Smeral  purposes.  Assuming  that  the  Conservancy 
ules  do  not  apply,  the  Begulations  for  preventing 
Collisions  cl<^arly  cover  this  case,  as  this  is  a  ship 
although  never  going  to  sea ;  a  vacht  never  going 
out  of  the  Thames  could  not  be  said  to  be  other 
than  a  "  ship,"  and  there  is  no  essential  difference 
for  this  purpose  between  this  lighter  and  a  yacht. 
The  decision  in  The  Owen  WalUs  {vhi  eup.)  was  in 
respect  of  a  dumb  barge,  which  falls  entirely  outside 
all  rules,  because  it  is  propelled  by  oars  only.  So  long 
as  the  regulations  are  not  altered  by  the  Conser- 
vancy Bules  the  rules  as  to  side  lights  in  Art.  5  of 
the  Regulations,  ia  binding  upon  all  sailing  vessels 
in  the  Thames.    [Sir  B.  Phillimo&b. — Before  I  can 
say  that,  I  must  hold  that  this  lighter  is  a  "ship  " 
and  she  is  clearly  not  a  seagoing  vessel.]    In  Ex 
parte  Fergueon  v.  Hutchinson  {uhi  Bwp.)^  Black- 
burn, J.,  expressly  says  that  the  definition  in  the 
Merchant  Shipping  Acts  is  not  exclusive,  but  that 
if  a  vessel  is  a  ship,  although  not  included  within 
the  definition,  the  Acts  would  apply.     [Sir  B. 
Phillimobb. — But  that  learned  judge  says  ttiat  the 
criterion  by  which  a  vessel  is  to  be  judged  a  ship 
is,  whether  she  goes  to  sea.]    It  is  enough  if  she  is 
capable  of  going  to  sea.    But  even  if  the  regula- 
tions do  not  apply,  she  still  ought  to  have  carried 
L'ghts,  by  reason  of  the  general  obligation  upon  all 
vessels  navigating  narrow  waters,  and  for  this 
proposition  Icite  the  Thames  Conservancy  Bules, 
Art.  29  (;'.),  where  it  is  laid  down  that  nothing  in 
the  rales  shall  exonerate  any  vessel,  or  the  owner 
or  master  or  crew  thereof,  from  the  consequences 
of  any  neglect  to  carry  lights  or  signals,  &c.    [Sir 
B.  PfiiLLiMOBE. — It  does  seem  a  reasonable  oonten- 
tioTi  that  on  general  principles,  and  for  the  interests 
of  navigation,  such  vessels  ought  to  carry  lights.] 
It  being  an  admitted  fact  that  the  absence  of  lights 
on  board  the  lighter  contributed  to  the  collision, 
and  there  being  an  obligation  upon  her  to  do  so, 
either  by  regulations  which  apply  when  tlie  Con- 
servancy Byelaws  do  not  override  them,  or  by  the 
general  maritime  law  which  is    expressly  kept 
alive  by  the  byelaws  I  submit  that  the  lighter  was 
to  blame  for  not  carrying  a  light. 

Butt,  Q.C.,  in  reply. — There  is  not,  nor  has  there 
ever  been,  any  obligation  by  the  general  maritime 
law  upon  vessels  under  wei^h  to  carry  lights,  and 
if  there  is  no  express  provision  in  the  Conservancy 
Byelaws,  nor  in  the  regulations,  binding  upon  this 
vessel,  she  cannot  be  condemned  for  not  carrying 
a  light.  Art.  29  (j)  of  the  Bye-laws  only  applies 
where  there  is  an  obligation  by  law  to  carry  lights. 


JulAf  22. — Sir  B.  Phillimobe. — ^This  case  comes 
before*  the  court  in  a  strange  and  unusual  manner, 
wiiihout  evidence  or  a  judgment  from  the  court 
below.  A  witness  has  been  examined  here,  and  in 
his  examination,  questions  of  law  were  raised  upon 
which  I  was  asked  to  decide,  as  preliminary  to  any 
qnestion  on  the  merits. 

The  first  question  is,  whether  the  Trinity 
lighters  are  bonnd  to  carry  the  usual  re- 
gulation lights  prescribed  b^  the  Order  in 
Council,  made  in  accordance  with  the  Merchant 
Shipping  Act  1862  (24  &  25  Yict.  c.  63),  to 
be  carried  by  such  vessel.  In  the  definition 
clause  of  the  Merchant  Shipping  Act  1854 
(17  k  18  Vict.  c.  104),  incorporated  in  the 
later  Act,  it  is  provided  that  a  "ship  shall 
include  every  description  of  vessel  used  in 
navigation  not  propelled  by  oars."  That  definition 
is  copied  into  the  Admiralty  Coart  Act  1861  (24 
Yict.  c.  10),  sect.  2,  An  Act  for  Extending  the 
Jurisdiction  of  the  Admiralty  Court.  Taking  into 
consideration  the  terms  used  in  the  3rd  sub-section 
of  sect.  30  of  the  Merchant  Shipping  Act  1862, 
« to  proceed  to  sea,"  the  judgment  in  Ex  parte 
Ferguson  v.  Hutchinson  (24  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.  96; 
L.  Bep.  6  Q.  B.  280 ;  1  Asp.  Mar.  Law  Cas.  8), 
delivered  in  the  Queen's  Bench,  I  am  of  opinion 
that  the  criterion  as  to  whether  a  vessel  falls  under 
the  category  oi  a  *'  ship,"  mentioned  in  the  Mer- 
chant Shipping  Act,  is,  that  it  should  be  a  vessel 
whose  habitual  business  it  is  to  go  to  sea;  and  if 
BO,  though  propelled  by  oars  as  well  as  sails,  it  is, 
I  think,  a  ship  within  the  meaning  of  those  Acts. 
Upon  the  evidence  before  me,  it  does  not  i^pear 
that  this  vessel  goes  to  sea  at  all,  though  it  has 
sails  as  well  as  oars,  and,  therefore,  does  not  come 
in,  in  my  opinion,  within  the  meaning  of  the  term 
*'  ship  "  in  the  statutes. 

The  next  question  is,  whether  a  vessel  of 
this  kind  be  subject  to  the  roles  laid  down 
by  the  Thames  Conservancy,  if  there  be  any 
rule  laid  down  by  that  body  which  renders 
the  carrying  of  lights  obligatory  by  law  on  this 
vessel.  There  is  oertainly  considerable  difficulty 
in  reconciling  the  statutable  authority  conferred 
by  the  Bules  and  Byelaws  of  the  ConserTators 
with  the  statutable  authority  conferred  in  the 
Begulations  for  Avoiding  Collisions  at  Sea.  The 
jurisdiction  of  the  Thames  Conservancy  extends  to 
xantlett  Creek,  and  it  never  could  have  been  the 
intention  of  the  Legislature,  considering  the  con- 
flicting authorities,  to  apply  it  only  to  seagoing 
vessels.  It  cannot  be,  for  mstanoe,  that  the  Thames 
Conservators  should  have  the  power,  if  they  choose 
to  exercise  it,  to  order  a  port  light  to  be  carried  on 
the  starboard  side  of  a  seagoing  ship  coming  within 
the  port  of  London.  The  difficulties  of  oons&ruotion 
are  great,  but  I  think  the  only  approach  to  a 
reasonable  solution  of  these  difficulties  is  to  con- 
sider  **  vessels  navigating  the  river  Thames "  to 
mean  vessels  whose  navigation  is  confined  to  the 
river,  and  which  do  not  go  to  sea. 

I  am  of  opinion  that  a  Trinity  lighter,  being  a 
vessel  of  the  latter  class,  is  subject  to  the  Con* 
servancy  Bules,  but  I  cannot  find  any  rule  which 
orders  her  to  carry  a  light.  I  pronounce  the 
appellants'  vessel  not  to  blame  for  not  carrying 
lights ;  and,  therefore,  on  this  ground  she  cannot 
be  legally  said  to  have  contributf^d  to  the  oollision. 
Aug.  6. — The  case  was  heard  on  the  merits,  and 
the  decision  of  the  court  below  was  reversed  wi^ 
costs. 


MARITIME  LAW  CASES. 


411 


AXBBICAN  BbPS.] 


Mekchants'  Mutual  Insubance  Co.  v.  Babimg. 


[Akbrican  Bsps, 


Soliotton  for  the  appellants,  8ymes,  Sandilands, 
aod  Humphreys, 
Solioitor  for  the  respondent,  Thomas  Cooper. 


Collfttod  by  F.  O.  CmuHP>  Eaq.,  B«Rl8ter-At.Laiw. 


UNITED  STATES  SUPEEME  OOUBT. 

IN    BRBOB. 

The  Mebchants'  Mxttual  Insubancb  Co.  v.  Babin& 

avd  othebs. 

Karinetneuranee — Insurable  interest — Advances  on 

ship—Maritvme  lien — Bottomry. 
B.  and  Co.  lent  money  to  a  ship^s  captain  to  provide 
neeessaries  for  his  ship  ai  a  foreign  port.  They 
received  a  bottomry  bond^  and  insured  the  ship. 
On  an  adjustment  of  average  B.  and  Co.  were 
awarded  a  stMtn  as  dm  to  them  under  the  policy 
from  the  undervyriters.  Payment  being  refused^ 
B.  and  Co.  brought  an  action  to  recover  the  amount 
found  due  by  tJie  adjustment.  The  bottwnry  bond 
was  not  given  in  evidence  at  the  trial. 
Held,  that  B.  cMd  Co.  had  an  insurable  interest, 
and  were  entitled  to  recover  the  amount  found 
due  by  the  adjustment. 
Opihion  by  Clupfoed,  J. — ^Advances  were  made  by 
tiie  plain tififs,  as  alleged  in  the  declaration,  to  the 
master  aiid  owners  of  the  bark  for  the  purposes  of 
her  equipment  and  to  procure  a  cargo  for  the 
▼easel,  in  a  voyage  from  Cadiz,  in  Spain,  to  the 
port  of  New  Orleans ;  and  the  plaintifu  also  allege 
that  tbej,  through  their  agents,  obtained  a  policy 
of  insarance,  dated  6th  Deo.  1867,  and  ezeonted 
by  the  corporation  defendants,  insurinff  the  hull 
of  the  barqne  in  the  snm  of  9000  dols.,  in  the 
name  of  their  agents,  containing  the  clauses,  "  on 
aoooont  of  whom  it  conoem"  and  "lost  or  not 
lost,"  for  the  protection  of  those  advances.  They 
alao  allege  that  the  barque,  though  well  officered, 
manned,  and  equipped,  suffered  so  much  on  the 
▼oyage,  from  the  violence  of  the  winds  and  the 
force  of  the  sea,  that  the  master,  with  a  view  to 
the  safety  of  the  officers  and  crew,  and  for  the 
preservation  of  the  cargo,  found  it  necessary  to 
pat  into  the  port  of  Saint  Jago  de  Cuba  for  such 
repairs  as  would  enable  him  to  prosecute  the 
voyage ;  that  their  agents  gave  due  notice  of  those 
&ct8  to  the  president  of  the  insurance  company ; 
that  the  secretary  of  the  company  subsequently 
informed  the  agents  of  the  plamtiffs  that  the 
insurance  company  had  decided  to  send  an  agent 
to  the  port  of  refuge  to  take  charge  of  the 
interest  of  all  concerned,  and  the  plaintiffs  aver 
that  from  the  moment  the  agent  of  the  insurance 
company  arrived  there  he  took  exclusive  charge 
of  the  repairs  of  the  vessel,  and  caused  such  work 
to  be  performed  as  he,  the  agent,  thought  to  be 
necessary,  and  that  he  obtained  from  their  agent 
there  the  funds  necessary  to  pay  for  all  such 
repairs.  All  necessary  repairs  were  made  and  the 
bej:xiue  completed  her  voyage,  and  the  farther 
allegation  is,  that  after  her  arrival  at  the  port  of 
destination  an  adjustment  of  averages  was  made 
by  the  adjusters  of  averages  in  that  port,  for  costs, 
charges,  and  damages  in  making  such  repairs,  and 
that  in  the  said  acQustment  they,  the  plaintiffs, 
were  awarded  the  sum  of  3507  dols.  on  the  said 
policy  of  insurance. 

Demand  of  payment  having  been  made,  and 
payment  having  been  refused  the  plaintiffs 
commenced    the    present    suit.       Service   was 


made  and  the  defendants  appeared  and  filed 
an  answer,  which  is  equivalent  to  the  general 
issue  in  an  action  of  assumpsit,  and  a  special 
plea  that  the  bark,  at  the  time  of  her  de- 
parture and  throughout  both  the  outward  and 
return  voyages,  was  unseaworthy,  contrary  to  the 
stipulations  of  the  policy  and  in  violation  of  its 
express  and  implied  warranties.  Subsequently 
the  parties  went  to  trial  and  the  verdict  and  judg- 
ment were  for  the  plaintiffs,  for  the  amount 
awarded  by  the  average  adjusters.  Exceptions 
were  taken  by  the  defendants  to  the  rulings  of  the 
court  in  refusing  to  instruct  the  jury  as  they 
requested.  Three  prayers  for  instruction  were 
presented  by  the  defendants,  all  of  which  were 
refused  :  first,  that  if  the  evidence  shows  that  the 
insurable  interest  of  the  plaintiffs  was  a  bottomry 
bond  on  the  barque  and  that  the  vessel  arrived  in 
safety  at  the  port  of  destination,  the  jury  should 
find  for  the  defendants ;  secondly,  that  it  is  only 
when  the  vessel  insured  is  lost  that  the  assured  on 
a  bottomry  bond  can  recover,  and  that  if  the  proof  is 
that  there  was  no  loss  or  destruction  of  the  barque, 
the  jury  should  find  for  the  defendants,  if  the 
plaintiffs  had  insured  on  a  bottomry  bond ;  thirdly, 
that  the  defendants  were  not  bound  to  tender  back 
the  premiums  of  insurance  before  availing  them- 
selves of  any  defence  against  the  validityof  the  policy 
of  insurance,  or  for  its  avoidance  by  a  subsequent 
cause. 

Nothing  appears  in  the  record  except  the  de- 
claration, the  answer,  the  verdict  and  judgment, 
the  three  bills  of  exceptions  to  the  rulings  of  the 
court  in  refusing  to  instruct  the  jury  as  reqnetited^ 
neither  of  which  contains  any  report  of  the 
evidence,  and  the  motion  for  new  trial,  which 
merely  states  that  the  verdict  of  the  jur^  is  con- 
trary to  law  and  the  evidence^  without  giving  any 
statement  whatever  of  the  evidence  which  was 
submitted  to  the  jury.  Evidence  to  show  that  the 
action  was  founded  upon  a  bottomry  bond,  or  that 
such  a  bond  was  offered  in  evidence,  or  introduced 
at  the  trial,  is  entirely  wanting ;  nor  is  there  the 
slightest  evidence,  direct  or  circumstantial,  to 
show  that  any  such  question  as  that  involved  in 
the  third  prayer  for  instruction  did  or  could  have 
arisen  in  the  case,  or  that  the  instruction  was  a 
proper  one,  in  any  view  of  the  controversy,  for  the 
consideration  of  the  jury.  Viewed  in  the  light  of 
these  suggestions,  as  the  caue  should  be,  it  is  dear 
that  the  several  rulings  of  the  court  in  refusing 
to  give  the  three  prayers  for  instruction,  may 
be  considered  together,  as  they  involve  but  one 
question  in  an  appellate  court. 

Correct  instructions,  if  applicable  to  the  case, 
the  court,  as  a  general  rule,  is  required  to 
give,  unless  the  same  are  in  substance  and 
effect  embodied  in  those  previously  given  by 
the  court  to  the  jury ;  but  the  court  is  never 
required  by  law  to  g^ve  an  instruction  to  the 
jury  which  is  not  applicable  to  the  case,  even 
though  it  be  correct  as  an  abstract  principle 
or  rule  of  law ;  and  it  may  be  added  that  no 
prater  for  instruction,  whether  presented  by  the 
plaintiff  or  the  defendant,  can  be  regarded  as 
applicable  to  the  case  when  it  is  wholly  unsup- 
ported by  the  evidence  introduced  to  the  jury. 
Competent  evidence  may  be  written  or  oral,  direct 
or  circumstantial,  but  when  there  is  no  legal 
evidence  of  any  kind  to  support  the  theory  of  fact 
embodied  in  a  prayer  for  instruction,  whether 
presented  by  the  plaintiff  or  the  defendant,  the  in- 
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strootion  shoold  always  be  refused ;  and  sach  a 
raling  oan  never  become  a  good  canse  for  reyersing 
the  judgment.  Ic  ie  olearlj  error  in  a  ooart,  said 
Taney,  0.  J.,  to  charge  a  jury  npon  a  supposed  or 
conjectural  state  of  facts,  of  ^hich  no  evidence 
has  been  offered,  as  the  instmctioo  presupposes 
that  there  is  some  evidence  before  the  jury  which 
they  may  think  sufficient  to  establish  the  fact  hypo- 
thetioally  assumed  in  that  way  by  the  court,  and  if 
there  is  do  evidence  which  diey  have  a  right  to 
consider,  then  the  charge  does  not  aid  them  in 
coming  to  a  correct  conclusion,  but  its  tendency  is 
to  embarrass  and  mislead  them,  as  it  may  induce 
them  to  indulge  in  conjectures  instead  of  weigh- 
ing the  testimony :  (U,  8.  T.  Breitlmg,  20  How* 
254).  When  a  prayer  for  instruction  is  pre- 
sented to  the  court,  and  there  is  no  evidence  npon 
the  subject  in  the  case  for  the  consideration  of  the 
jury,  it  ought  always  to  be  withheld,  and  if  it  is 
given  under  such  circumstances,  it  will,  as  a 
general  rule,  be  regarded  as  error  in  the  court,  for 
the  reason  that  its  tendency  may  be,  and  often  is, 
to  mislead  the  jury,  by  withdrawing  their  atten- 
tion from  the  legitimate  points  of  inquiry  involved 
in  the  issue :  (Ooodma/n  v.  Simond,  20  How.,  p. 
359.) 

Attempt  is  made  in  argument  to  maintain  that 
the  plaintiffs  had  no  insurable  interept  in  the 
barque  unless  \t  be  assumed  that  it  was  created  by 
a  bottomry  bond,  but  the  court  is  entirely  of  a 
different  opinion,  as  it  is  alleged  in  the  decla- 
ration that  the  advances  were  made  to  equip  the 
Tessel  and  to  procure  for  her  a  cargo  in  the  voyage 
from  a  foreign  port  to  the  port  of  destination. 
Founded  as  the  declaration  is  upon  the  policy  of 
insurance  it  must  be  construed  in  connection  with 
the  policy. 

By  the  terms  of  the  policy  the  insurance 
is  upon  the  barque,  her  tackle  and  apparel, 
which  is  the  proper  language  to  be  employed  in  a 
case  where  the  assured  had  an  interest  in  the 
Tessel.  Advances  made  on  the  credit  of  a  ship  for 
necessary  repairs  or  supplies  in  a  foreign  port 
oreate  a  maritime  lien  upon  the  ship,  and  it  is  well 
settled  law  that  a  maritime  lien  is  a  jua  in  re,  and 
that  it  constitutes  an  incumbrance  on  the  property 
of  the  ship  which  is  not  divested  by  the  death  or 
insolvency  of  the  owner:  (The  Young  Mechanic, 
2  Gurt.  404 ;  s.  c,  Ware  Adm.  B.  535 ;  1  Pars.  M. 
Law,  489 ;  3  Kent,  Com.  170, 11th  edit. ;  General 
Smith,  4i  Wheat.  488.)  Such  a  lien  may  be 
enforced  by  a  process  in  rem,  which  is  founded 
on  a  rif^ht  in  the  thing,  the  object  of  the 
process  being  to  obtain  the  thing  itself,  or  a  satis- 
faction out  of  it,  for  some  claim  resting  on  a  real 
or  qwui  proprietary  right  in  the  thing :  (The  Oom» 
merce,  1  Bl.  580 ;  Buck  et  al.  v.  Fits.  Oo.,  1  Pet.  165 ; 
The  Maggie  Hammond,  9  Wall.  456.)  Liens  of  the 
kind  constitute  an  insurable  interest,  and  it  is 
quite  clear  that  enough  is  alleged  in  the  declaration 
to  warrant  the  conclusion  that  the  advances  made 
in  this  case  are  properly  to  be  regarded  as  consti- 
tuting a  maritime  lien  upon  the  barque:  {8eaman$ 
T.  Loring,  1  Mas.  127  ;  1  Phil,  on  Ins.,  5th  edit., 
B.  204 ;  Hancock  t.  Ine.  Oo,,  3  Snmn.  132). 

Contracts  for  repairs  and  supplies  may  be  made  by 
the  master  to  enable  the  vessel  to  proceed  on  her 
Toyage,  and  if  it  appears  that  they  were  necessary 
for  the  purpose,  and  that  they  were  made  and  fur- 
nished to  a  foreign  vessel  or  to  a  vessel  of  the 
United  States  in  a  port  other  than  a  port  of  the 
State  to  which  the  vessel  belongs,  the  prvmd  facte 


presumption  is  that  the  repairs  and  supplies  were 
made  and  furnished  on  the  credit  of  the  vessel, 
unless  it  appears  that  the  master  had  funds  in  band 
or  at  his  command  which  he  ought  to  have  applied 
to  the  accomplishment  of  those  objecta,  and  that  (he 
material  men  knew  that  fact  or  that  such  facta  and 
circumstances  were  known  to  them  as  were  suffi- 
cient to  put  them  upon  inquiry  and  to  show  that 
if  they  had  used  due  diligence  in  that  behalf  they 
might  have  ascertained  that  the  master  had  no 
authority  to  contract  for  such  repairs  and  supplies 
on  the  credit  of  the  vessel:  (The  Lulu,  10  Wall 
197;  The  Patapsco  13  Wall.  333;  2  Pars,  on  Ship. 
322  to  337). 

Whenever  the  necessity  for  the  repairs  and 
supplies  is  once  made  out,  it  is  incumbent 
upon  the  owners,  if  they  allege  that  the  fands 
could  have  been  obtained  upon  their  personal 
credit,  to  establish  that  fact  by  competent  proo^ 
and  that  the  material  men  knew  the  eame 
or  were  put  upon  inquiry,  as  before  explained, 
unless  those  matters  fully  appear  in  the  evidence 
introduced  by  the  other  party :  (The  Orapeihoi,  9 
Wall.  141 1  Thoma$  v.  Oahom,  19  How.  22). 

Apply  those  principles  to  the  case,  and  it  is  dear 
that  the  objection  that  the  plaintiffs  had  no  insnnble 
interest  in  the  barque  utterly  fails,  and  it  is  not 
controverted  that  the  advances  were  made  to  equip 
the  vessel  and  to  procure  a  carg^  for  her  in  the 
described  voyage ;  and  it  is  sufficient  that  such  an 
allegation  affords  a  primd  fade  presumption  that 
the  advances  were  made  on  the  credit  of  the 
vessel,  as  the  record  foils  to  disclose  any  fact  or 
circumstance  to  overcome  that  presumption. 
Such  advances  constitute  alien  upon  the  ship, 
and  such  a  lien  gives  t^e  lender  an  insurable 
interest  in  the  ship :  (Seamane  v.  Loring,  1  Mas. 
127$  1  Phil,  on  Insurance,  5th  edit.,  sect.  204 
Ooddn  V.  Insurance  Oompany,  1  Burr  499 ;  Lucena 
Y.  Oraufurd,  5  Bos.  &  P.  294 ;  WeUe  v.  Ins,  Co., 
9  S.  &  K.  108). 

Absolutely  nothing  appears  in  the  record  to 
support  the  theory  that  any  such  defences  as 
those  assumed  in  the  prayers  for  iostrnotion 
were  in  fact  set  up  by  the  defendante  in  the 
subordinate  court,  except  what  is  contained  in 
the  prayers  for  instruction  presented  to  the  ooori 
They  pleaded  a  general  denial  of  the  aUegations 
of  the  declaration,  and  that  the  barque  was  un- 
seaworthy  at  the  inception  of  the  risk  and 
throughout  the  voyage,  but  no  mention  is  made 
of  any  such  defences  as  those  implied  in  the 
prayers  for  instruction  in  any  other  part  of  the 
record,  nor  is  there  any  evidence  whatever  upon 
the  subject.  Defences  in  avoidance  of  the  claim 
made  in  the  declaration  must  be  proved  in  the 
court  of  original  jurisdiction,  and  if  not  proved 
there  they  cannot  be  sucoeesf  ully  set  up  in  the 
appellate  court  to  support  an  assignment  of  error. 
Other  matters  were  discussed  at  the  bar,  bat  it 
is  not  necessary  to  examine  any  other  of  the  pro- 
positions submitted,  as  these  suggestions  are 
sufficient  to  dispose  of  the  case. 

Judgment  affirmed. 
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Daniels  v.  Harkis. 

Mcbfine  inauranee — Policy  on  ca/rgo^Extent  o/im' 

pUed  warrcmU/  of  sedworihvneBB — Deck  cargo — 

Jettison  to  save  ship — Bisk  to  ship  and  ca/rgo  on 

Ofn  ordifnary  voyage. 

The  v)arranty  of  seaworthiness  implied  in  a  policy 

qf    fnarvne    iiMwrance  is  to  he  considered  with 

rrference  to  ea^h  subject  matter  of  insurance,  and 

ihe  ship  can  only  be  said  to  be  seaworthy  for  the 

purposes  of  that  warranty  if  it  is  seaworthy  in 

respect  qfthat  subject-matter. 

In  a  poUcy  on  cargo,  the  implied  warranty  that 

ihe  ship  is  seaworthy,  cannot  be  considered  to  con* 

template  the  destruction,  in  order  to  save  the  ship 

an  an  ordinary  voyage,  of  that  very  cargo  whica 

is  the  subject-matter  of  insurance. 

Where  a  policy  is  effected  on  deck  cargo,  it  is  not  a 

compliance  with  the  warranty    of  seaworthiness 

*  ihai  the  ship  can,  withmU  danger  to  herself, 

should  she  encounter  ordinary  rough  weather,  be 

made  seaworthy  by  the  jettison  of  ike  deck  cargo, 

which  is  the  subjeet'-matter  of  the  insurance. 

BewMe,  thcU  if  the  policy  had  been  on  the  ship  and 

undcT'deck  cargo,  and  not  on  the  deck  cargo, 

the  impliedwarfonty  of  seaworthiness  would  have 

been  satisfied  by  the  safety  of  the  ship  and  utider* 

deck  cargo,  and  would  not  ha^)e  been  afttcted  by 

ihe  peril  to  or  loss  of  the  deck  cargo,  provided  that 

ihe  tatter,  by  rectson  of  the  faMity  with  which  it 

could  have  been  pot  rid  of,  would  have  caused  no 

danger  to  the  shtp,  or  subject-matter  of  insurance. 

This  was  an  action  on  a  policy  of  insnranoe  upon 

wine  shipped  on  board  the  steamer  Miurillo,  from 

San  Lacar  to  London,  and  was  tried  before  Brett, 

J.,  at  the  GnildhalL 

The  plaintiffs  obtained  the  verdict,  and  a  role 
nisi  was  granted  for  a  new  trial,  on  the  groand  of 
misdirection,  and  also  that  the  verdict  was  against 
the  weight  of  evidencp.  The  misdirection  com« 
pkdned  of  was  with  reference  to  the  meaning  of 
seaworthiness. 

One  of  the  questions  left  to  the  jnry  was,  was 
the  ship  nnseaworthj  on  leaving  San  LncarP  and 
the  explanation  the  learned  jadge  gave  was  to  this 
effect :  that  although  a  deck  cargo  which  could  not 
be  got  rid  of  might  render  a  ship  unseaworthy, 
yet  the  jury  might  take  into  account  the  facility 
tiiat  existed  of  getting  rid  of  wine  by  staving  in 
the  casks. 

The  &cts,  which  are  fully  stated  in  the  judg- 
ment of  the  oonrt,  were  shortly,  that  the  ship 
saOed  from  San  Lucsr  in  the  month  of  February, 
lukvinga  considerable  number  of  casks  of  wine 
stored  on  deck,  and  on  encountering  weather 
worse  than  the  ordinary  rough  weather  of  that 
time  of  year  in  the  Bay  o(  Biscay,  some  of  the 
casks  got  loose  and  endangered  the  safety  of  the 
ship  so  mudi  that  the  whole  of  the  deck  cargo 
was  jettisoned  by  means  of  staving  in  the  casks. 

The  jufy  were  asked :  First,  was  there  a  oon- 
oealment  of  the  fact  that  all  the  cargo  was  on 
deokP  secondly,  was  there  a  concealment  of  the 
number  of  cosks  in  which  the  wine  on  deck  was 
contained  P  and  if  yes,  was  it  material  P  thirdly, 
was  the  ship  unseaworthy  on  leaving  San  Lucar  P 
To  all  these  questions  the  answer  was  in  the  nega- 
tive. 


Benjamin,  Q.C.  {0.  BmsseU,  Q.C.  and  W.  G. 
Harison,  with  him),  showed  cause. — ^The  terms 
of  the  policy  were :  "  70001.  on  wine  in  casks  on  or 
under  deck,  so  valued  at  lOf.  per  cent.,  to  return 
4s.  9d.  per  cent,  for  interest  under  deck  on  arrival." 
This  shows  clearly  that  the  underwriters  were  in- 
formed that  most  of  the  wine  would  be  on  deck. 
And  so  we  say  that  the  implied  warranty  as  to 
seaworthiness  is  modified  by  the  knowledge 
imparted  to  the  underwriters.  In  Amould  on 
Marine  Insurance,  4th  edit.,  vol.  2,  p.  766,  it 
is  said:  "G<x>ds  carried  on  deck  are  primd 
facie  not  in  their  proper  place;  besides,  it  is 
nearly  always  true  of  them  that  they  impede 
the  navigation  of  the  ship.  On  both  grounds, 
it  is  a  received  rule  that  deck  lading  gives 
no  occasion  to  general  average.  But  an  excep- 
tion to  this  genenJ  rule  may  be  created  by 
custom,  as  where  it  is  the  custom  in  a  particular 
trade  to  carry  part  of  the  cargo,  or  articles  of  a 
certain  character  on  deck ;  for  by  the  custom  the 
deck  becomes  a  proper  place  for  the  goods,  and 
those  who  embark  in  that  trade  as  merchants, 
shipowners,  or  insurers,  accept  the  impediment  of 
deck  lading  as  another  peril  of  the  traffic,  with  the 
usual  incident  of  genenJ  average  in  the  case  of 
deck  cargo  attaching  to  the  adventure."  Here  we 
may  similarly  say  that  the  casks  of  wine  were  in 
their  proper  place,  because  it  wan  known  to  all 
parties  that  they  would  be  carried  there,  and  so 
the  insurers  accepted  that  as  one  of  the  risks.  And 
they  would  know  also  that  it  was  a  risk  to  the 
carffo  and  not  to  the  ship,  and  did  not  make  the 
ship  unseaworthy,  though  the  goods  were  more 
exposed  to  loss.  That  this  was  contemplated  is 
shown  by  the  return  of  the  rate  of  premium  for  all 
goods  carried  below  deck.  As  the  warranty  of  sea- 
worthiness Ib  only  un  implied  warranty,  it  is  modi- 
fied by  facts  which  show  that  the  condition  of  the 
ship  and  the  mode  of  loading  were  known  to  and 
in  contemplation  of  the  underwriters. 

Then,  ^  as  to  the  misdirection.  What  the 
learned  judge  said  was,  '*  Here  again  the  burden 
of  proof  lies  on  the  defendant,"  viz.,  with 
reference  to  the  unseaworthiness  of  the  ship. 
And,  again,  "There  may  be  an  extra  risk  to 
the  gocKls,  but  if  the  ship  is  not  risked  there 
is  not  unseaworthiness."  But  surely  this  is  a 
perfectly  right  direction ;  it  is  proper  to  leave  to 
the  jury  the  conbideration  of  the  character  of  the 
cargo  in  determining  seaworthiness.  In  Foley  v. 
TaSor  (2  F.  &  F.  663),  Erie,  C.J.,  says :  «  Sea- 
worthiness is  a  word  of  which  the  import  varies 
with  the  place,  the  voyage,  the  class  of  ship,  or 
even  the  nature  of  the  oarga  And  you  are  to 
take  this  as  the  law  on  the  subject,  that  a  ship 
will  be  unseaworthy  if  the  risk  is  materially  in- 
creased by  reason  of  difficulty  in  navigating  the 
ship,  caosed  either  by  overloading  or  by  bad  stow- 
age of  the  cargo."  This  was  in  his  summing  up 
to  the  jury,  and  shows  what  may  be  left  for  their 
consideration,  [hotd  Colkbidob,  O.J. — ^Why  are 
you  not  to  consider  the  cargo  in  two  ways  r  If 
the  character  of  the  cargo  being  heavy,  and  its 
bein^  on  deck  makes  her  nnseswortby,  why  may 
not  Its  being  light  or  easily  got  rid  of,  restore 
her  seaworthiness  P]  It  seems  only  reasonable 
that  it  should;  the  consideration  is,  whether 
at  the  commencement  of  the  voyage  the  ship  was 
seaworthy  with  reference  to  her  own  safety,  not  as 
to  the  safety  of  the  cargo.  The  case  of  Burgess  v. 
T^ickham  (8  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.  47 ;  8  B.and  S.  669), 
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eliows  what  limitation  is  to  be  fixed  to  the  general 
and  implied  warranty  of  seaworthiness.    Black- 
bum,  J.,  says :  I  think  seaworthiness  is  relative 
to  the  nature  of  the  adventure  in  every  respect ;" 
and  Oockbnm,  C.J.,  says :  *'The  authorities  which 
bear  upon  the  subject  appear   to  me  fully  to 
establish  that,  while,  by  the  law  of  England,  there 
is  in  every  voyage  policy  an  implied  warranty  of 
seaworthiness,  the  term  '  seaworthiness '  is  a  re* 
lative  and  flexible  term,  the  degree  of  seaworthi- 
ness depending  on  the  position  in  which  the  vessel 
may  be  placed,  or  on  the  nature  of  the  navigation 
or  adventure  on  which  it  is  about  to  embark?'    In 
that  case  a  ship  which,  as  was  known  to  the  de- 
fendants, had  originally  been  onl^  a  river  steamer, 
was  strengtheaed  as  far  as  possible  for  an  ocean 
voyage ;  but  even  when  so  strengthened,  she  was 
not  as  fit  for  the  voyage  as  it  would  have  been 
proper  she  should  be  if  she  had  been  an  ordinary 
sea-going  vessel.    Tet  it  was  held  that,  the  facts 
being  known,  she  was  in  a  condition  to  satisfy  the 
warranty  of  seaworthiness,  it  being  limited  to  the 
capacity  of  the  vessel.    So  here,  this  was  a  named 
fihip,  known  to  the  defendants,  with  a  named 
cargo,  and  a  named  mode  of  stowing  it,  all  com- 
municated to  the  defendants ;  and  she  was  there- 
fore, within    the   above   rule,    seaworthy  at  the 
commencement  of  the  voyage. 

Sir  John  Ka/rslak^i  Q.C.,  iuM^  Q.C.,  and  Oohen, 
Q.G.,  in  support  of  the  rule. — If  the  plaintiffs  are 
right  their  argument  goes  to  this,  that  as  soon  as 
the  underwriters   know  that  some  cargo  will  be 
carried  on  deck,  they  must  be  taken  to  waive  all 
question  of  seaworthiness.    The  direction  was  in 
€^ect  this :  if  the  stowing  of  the  vessel  was  such 
that  if  she  encountered  the   ordinary  weather 
of  the  time  of  year,  the  deck  cargo  would  have 
to  be  jettisoned,  but  if  she   had   only  smooth 
weather  she  might  have  got  safely  home,  then  the 
oiroumstances  which  would  make  the  cargo  easily 
jettisoned  would  make  her  seaworthy,    though 
otherwise  she  would  not  be  so.  Now  it  is  admitted 
that  there  is  a  warranty  of  seaworthiness  of  some 
sort  necessarily  to  be  implied,  and  that  being  so, 
the  direction  amounts  to  tnis,  that  a  vessel  being 
unseaworthjT  may  become  seaworthy  by  the  facility 
of  getting  rid  of  deck  cargo  if  bad  weather  be  en- 
countered. The  learned  judge  adopted  the  evidence 
of  Bethel,  the  engineer,  and  founded  his  direction 
upon  it.  The  witness  said,  **I  should  have  thought 
she  would   labour  very  much,  and  probably  we 
should  have  to  throw  it  overboard  in  the  Bay  of 
Biscay,  loaded  in  such  a  way :  and  he  added  that 
he  would  not  have  sailed  in  her  if  it  had  not  been 
a  cargo  that  could  be  got  rid  of.    It  is  clear,  how- 
ever, from  this   evidence,    that  she  would  have 
been  called  unseaworbhy  at  the  time  she  left  her 
moorings ;  and  if  the  doctrine  laid  down  be  upheld, 
it  must  be  carried  to  this  extent,  that  if  she  had 
gone  down  she  was  still  seaworthy.    Supposing 
diat  they  did  not  succeed  in  staving  in  the  casks 
which,  in  ordinary  bad  weather,  was  necessary  to 
be  done  to  save  the  ship,  yet  she  would  be  sea- 
worthy.   Now,  can  it  be  said  that  the  absolute 
necessity  of  throwing  overboard  that  which  is  the 
subject-matter  of  the  insurance,  in   the  event  of 
that  occuring  which  must  be  anticipated,  admits 
of  the  ship  being  nevertheless  seaworthy?    We 
may  take  another  illustration  to  show  the  results 
if  the  doctrine  be  carried  to  its  legitimate  conclu- 
sions.   The  ship  is  supposed  to  have  sailed  with  a 
sufficient  crew.     In  bad  weather  the  casks  get 


loose,  and  disable  so  many  of  the  crew  that  the 
rest  cannot  start  the  casks  and  let  out  the  wine. 
Tet  it  would  have  to  be  said  that  she  was  sea- 
worthy, because  the  subject  matter  of  the  insu- 
rance was  such  that  if  other  things  had  not  hap- 
pened it  might  have  been  thrown  overboard,  and 
the  immediate  danger  to  the  ship  dispersed,  and 
herself  made  competent  to  get  to  the  end  of  the 
voyage.    What  is  the  true  meaning  of  "  ordinary 
perils  of  the  sea  P"    Underwriters  do  not  contraOb 
to  provide  against  them :  as  Brett,  J.,  said  at  the 
trial,  "  rough  weather  must  be  expected  at  the 
time  of  year."    The  term  seaworthy  must  include 
ordinary  bad  weather,  though  not  extraordinary, 
and  when  rough  weather  is  to  be  anticipated,  the 
vessel  mast  be  freighted  accordingly.    It  is  new 
a  q^uestion  whether  a  ship  can  encounter  extra- 
ordinary bad  weather,  but  ordinary  perils  of  the 
seas.    [Lord  Colebidoe,  0.  J.— Here  the  loss  was 
occasioned  by  extraordinary  weather.]    Yes ;  and 
if  the  ship  was  seaworthy  the  underwriters  are 
liable  for  loss  by  jettison;  but  the  learned  jadge 
throaghout  told  the  jury    that,   in  considering 
whether  the  ship  was  able  to  enoounter  ordinary 
perils,  they  were  to  take  into  account  the  faoiKfey 
of  jettison ;  but  it  is  contended  that  he  ought  to 
have  asked  them  whether  the  ship,  when  she  left 
Spain,  was  fit  to  carry  the  cargo  as  it  was,  and 
without  alteration,  that  is,  without  jettison.    The 
ship  must  be  seaworthy  at  theoommencement  of  the 
voyage,  and  it  is  not  enough  that  she  can  be  made 
so  in  the  course  of  it.     The   Quehee  Marine  Intih 
ranee    Company   v.    The   Gommereial    Bank  of 
Canada  (3  Mar.  Law  Oas.,   O.  S.,  414;  22  L.T. 
Bep.  N.  S.  559 ;    L.    Bep.   3    P.  0.  App.  285) 
clearly  establishes  this :  that  if  a  ship  start  with 
a  defect,  althoagh  it  be  remedied    before  loss, 
yet  the  warranty  of  seaworthiness  is  not  coitf- 
plied  with  and  the  contrary  doctrine  which  had 
been  deduced  from  a  dictum  of  Lord  Teuterdeai 
in  Weir  v.  Aberdeen,  (2  B.  &  Aid.  320)  is  shown  n(A, 
to  be  correct,  and  certainly  was  not  the  ratio  deei^ 
dendi,  even  if  Lord  Tenterden  be  correctly  reported. 
[Bbxtt,  J. — It  does  not  follow  that  the  jury  may 
not  say  the  defect  is  so  small  as  not  to  amount  to 
unseaworthiness.    Suppose  a  ship  starts  with  a 
leak,  but  the  carpenter  stops  it  in  five  minutes,  is 
she   unseaworthy  P]    Tes.    In  Phillips  on  Insu* 
ranee,  sect.  695,  it  is  stated,  ''The  assured  is 
understood  to  warrant  that  the  ship    is   at  the 
commencement  of  the  voyage,  seaworthy,  viz.; 
that  the  materials  of  which  the  ship  is  made,  its 
construction,  &c.,  and  outfit  generally,  are  sudi  as 
to  render  it  in  evenr  respect  fit  for  the  voyage  in** 
sured."    [Bbett,  J. — Look  at  the  next  paragraph, 
that  says  that  if  the  deficiency  be  temporary,  and 
admitting  of  a  ready  remedy,  the  insurance  is  not 
forfeited.]    It  is  not  enough  to  say  that  the  ship 
can  be  made  seaworthy  after  the  oommencemeot 
of  the  voyage;  for  she  must  at  the  time  be  fit  to 
carry  cargo  and  earn  freight.    Sect.  723  says  that, 
if  the  cargo  has  to  be  relanded  for  making  repairs, 
the  warranty  is  not  complied  with. 

So  too,  the  ship  must  not  be  overloaded,  and 
Foley  V,  Tabor  (tibi  sup.),  cited  by  the  other  side, 
really  shows  that  the  ship  is  unseaworthy  if 
the  difficulty  of  navigating  be  increased  by  ove^ 
loading.  It  becomes,  then,  a  question  whether 
it  is  usual  for  cargo  to  be  stowed  in  such 
a  way  as  this.  In  Parsons  on  Marine  Insur- 
ance, vol.  1,  p.  376,  it  is  laid  down  that  the  ship 
must  be  adapted  to  the  risk  assumed*  and  most 
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be  properly  loaded,  not  only  as  to  the  storago  of 
the  goods,  but  also  as  to  weight  and  quantity :  (see 
WeirY,  Aberdeen,  ubi  eup.,  ejid  Iddgett  v.  Secretary 
ante,  toI  1,  p.  85 ;  24  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.  942 ;  L.  Rep. 
60.  P.  616).  The  judgment  of  Lord  Wensleydale 
in  Bicectrd  v.  Sh^herd  (14  Moo.  P.  0.  471),  shovrs 
that  a  ship,  being  onseaworthy,  may  beoome  ansea- 
worihy  by  being  overloaded.  There  additional 
cargo  was  taken  on  board  at  an  intermediate  port, 
and  as  each  additional  cargo  made  the  vessel  un- 
seawonhy,  the  assured  were  held  not  entitled  to 
recover  in  respect  of  the  second  shipment.  See 
also  Oibson  v.  SmaU  (4  H.  of  L.  Gas.  353),  and 
BouiUon  V.  Lupton  (15  C.  B.,  N.  S.,  113).  But  the 
direction  of  the  learned  judge  in  this  case  is  directly 
opposed  to  all  these  authorities,  for  he  would  say 
that  a  ahip  may  be  overloaded  and  yet  seaworthy, 
becaase  oc  the  facility  of  getting  rid  of  the  excess 
load.  We  contend  that  Beaworthiness  has  reference 
to  the  cargo  as  well  as  to  the  ship,  for  the  latter 
most  be  fit  to  carry  the  former  safely  in  ordinary 
roogh  weather.  The  implied  warranty  of  the 
shipowner  is,  in  the  words  of  Lord  EUenborough 
in  Zffon  v.  MeUs  (5  East,  428),  "  that  his  vessel  is 
tighfc  and  fit  for  the  purpose  or  employment  for 
which  he  offers  and  holds  it  forth  to  the  public."  As 
between  the  freighter  and  the  shipowner,  the  nn* 
dertaking  of  the  latter  is  shown  to  be  to  have  the 
ship  fit  to  receive  any  reasonable  cargo  of  the 
natore  that  he  undertook  to  carry:  (see  Stat^ 
Urn  V.  Buihardson,  ante,  voL  1,  p.  449;  ante, 
a  228;  27  L.  T.  Eep.  N.  S.  513;  L.  Rep.  7 
G.  P.  421 )  No  underwriter  would  insure  at  108. 
per  cent,  if  the  vessel  could  not  carry  her  cargo 
through  ordinary  rough  weather.  But  Biceard  v. 
Shepherd  (ubi  sup)  is  an  authority  that  the  under- 
writer is  not  liable  to  the  assured  if  she  could  not ; 
sod  in  Hare  and  Wallace's  American  Leading  Gases, 
voL  2,  p.  753,  in  the  case  of  Preecott  v.  The  Union 
Ineurance  Oompany  (1  Whart.  Penn.  399),  the 
dmotion  in  the  following  terms  was  upheld: 
''The  idea  of  seaworthiness  is  not  limited  to  the 
soffioienoy  of  the  vessel  merely  to  save  the  lives 
of  the  persons  who  may  be  on  board,  but  extends 
also  to  her  sufficiency  for  the  safety  of  the  pro- 
perty on  board  of  her. 

Gwr.  adv.  vtdt. 

Nov.  2 — ^The  judgment  of  the  court  (Lord  Gole- 
ridge,G.J.,  Brett  and  Denman,  J  J.)  was  delivered 
by 

BiusTT,  J. — In  this  case  the  action  was  brought 
on  a  policy  of  insurance  to  recover  an  alleged  total 
loss  by  jettison  of  wine,  valued  at  70002.,  loaded 
CO  board  the  steamship  MurUlo, 

Hie  policy  was,  "  at  and  from  San  Lucar,  on 
wine  in  oa^ks  or  under  deck."  The  wine  insured 
was  all  on  deck,  so  loaded  at  San  Lucar,  after  the 
diip'R  hold  had  been  filled  with  other  cargo.  The 
insured  wine  was  jettisoned  in  bad  weather  by 
staving  in  the  casks.  The  ship  and  underdecK 
CKttfq  arrived  safe. 

The  defendants  pleaded  with  other  pleas,  "  that 
the  said  ship,  at  the  commencement  of  the  said  in- 
sured voyage  in  the  said  policy  mentioned,  was  not 
aeaworthy.'" 

In  summing  up  the  case  to  the  jury  upon 
this  plea,  Mr.  Justice  Brett  commenced  by  tell* 
in|c  them  "  that  the  question  was,  whether  the 
defendant  had  proved  that  the  ship  was  nn- 
seaworthy.  But  that  means,"  he  Bald,  "not  only 
whether  the  mere  ship,  as  a  built  ship,  was  sea- 
wortiiy,  but  whether  loaded  as  she  was,  with  the 


cargo  which  she  had  on  board  stowed  in  the  way  it 
was,  the  ship  was  fit  to  undergo  all  the  ordinary' 
risks  of  the  voyage  upon  which  she  was  to  sail  at 
the  time  of  year  at  which  she  was  to  sail.  If  the  ship 
was  not  seaworthy  in  that  sense,  then  the  policy 
fiftils,  because  the  assured  of  goods  is  taken  to 
warrant  that  the  ship  is  seaworthy.  It  signifies 
not  whether  he  is  innooent,  whether  it  is  not  in  the 
least  degree  his  fault,  if  in  point  of  fact  the  ship- 
owner or  the  master  makes  the  ship  by  stowage 
or  otherwise  unsea worthy;  then  in  treating  the 
case  as  between  the  two  innocent  parties,  the  as- 
sured and  the  underwriter,  it  is  the  assured  and 
not  the  underwriter  who  has  to  lose.  The  question 
is,  not  whether  the  goods  themselves  were  at  morei 
than  ordinary  risk ;  goods  on  deck  are  always  as- 
sumed to  be  at  more  than  ordinary  risk.  If  the 
fact  of  their  being  on  deck  does  not  affect  the 
safety  of  the  ship,  their  own  additional  risk  is  im- 
material ;  the  question  is,  whether  the  putting  the! 
goods  on  deck  did  or  did  not  make  the  ship  unsea- 
worthy.  The  question  for  you  is,  whether  the  ship, 
that  is,  including  the  cargo  on  and  under  deck,  was 
in  a  fit  condition  on  leaving  San  Lucar  to  en- 
counter with  safety  the  ordinary  perils  of  an  ordi- 
nary voyage  from  San  Lucar  to  England  at  that 
time  of  the  year.  Tour  answer  mast  depend  upon 
the  view  you  take  of  the  evidence,  and  upon  the 
exercise  of  your  own  knowledge  and  judgment." 

The  learned  judge,  in  commentingon  the  evidence, 
said:  **  No  one  would  be  of  opinion  that,  either  for 
the  cargo  itself  or  for  the  ship,  it  is  as  good  a  way 
to  load  cargo  on  deck  as  to  put  it  under  deck,  but 
does  it  or  does  it  not  make  a  great  difference,  in 
your  judgment,  what  kind  of  aeck  cargo  there  is  P' 
if  the  deck  cargo  had  been  stiff  machinery,  heavy 
rigid  machinery,  which  could  not  have  been  got  rid 
of  off  the  deck  in  bad  weather,  if  the  weight  of 
such  a  cargo  had  been  anything  like  the  weight  of 
this  wine,  you  would  probably  say  that  with  such 
a  weight  on  deck,  and  the  impossibility  of  getting 
rid  of  it,  the  state  of  things  would  have  been  very 
dangerous  for  the  ship ;  but  then  the  real  point 
for  you  is,  whether  you  think  it  makes  a  difference 
in  that  respect  that  the  cargo  could  be  dealt  with 
as  this  cargo  would  be.  The  weight  of  it  as  weight 
was  liquid,  how  would  you  gen  rid  of  wine  en- 
cumbering the  ship  on  deck  P  How  long  would  it 
take  shi)^  carpenter  and  his  men  to  stave  the 
casks  P  What  would  be  the  effect  on  the  ship  of 
letting  the  wine  run  out  P  The  question  is,  not  of 
danger  to  the  wine,  but  of  danger  to  the  ship.  I 
appiehend,  myself,  that  you  will  all  be  of  opmion 
that  having  this  deck  cargo  did  add  to  the  difficul- 
ties of  the  ship,  and  that  unless  it  could  have  been 
got  rid  of,  and  with  tolerable  (juickness,  it  would 
have  been  a  danger  to  the  ship  to  the  extent  of 
making  her  unseaworUiy;  but  the  question  is, 
what  is  the  effect,  in  your  judgment,  of  the  facility 
of  starting  the  wine  P  I  cannot  help  thinking  that 
the  effect  of  having  a  deck  cargo  does  necessarily 
add  to  the  danger  of  a  ship ;  but  the  question  is, 
whether  it  puts  her  into  so  much  danger  as  to 
make  her  unseaworthy ;  that  is  to  say,  whether  it 
puts  her  in  danger  of  being  unable  to  meet  the 
ordinary  rough  weather  of  the  voyage  on  which 
she  is  sailing." 

SpeakinflT  of  what  would  be  an  ordinary 
voyage  in  this  case,  the  learned  judge  said: 
"It  would  not  be  right  to  say  that  for  a  ship 
coming  across  the  Bay  of  Biscay  in  February,  an 
ordinary  voyage  means  a  voyage  without  rough 


416 


MARITIME  LAW  OASES. 


O.P.] 


Daniells  V,  Harris. 


[O.P. 


weather.    It  is  clear  that  coming  across  the  Bay 
of  Biscay  and  np  the  English  Channel  at  that  sea- 
Bon»  ^oa  most  meet  with  roagh  weather.    There- 
fore it  must  not  he  taken  to  be  sufficient  that  the 
ghip  would  be  able  to  encoanter  without  danger 
smooth  or  fair  weather  only,  but  the  question  is, 
whether  she  would  be  able  to  encoanter  without 
danger  rough  weather  also.    But  there  is  at  every 
season  of  the  year  some  weather  rougher  than  the 
ordinary   rough    weather   of  that    season,   and 
althoac^h  the  ship  ought  to  be  able  to  stand,  not 
only  the  smooth   but  also   the  ordinary  rough 
weather  of  the  season  in  which  she  sails,  yet  the 
Talueof  insurance  is,  that  it  insures  against  damage 
or  loss,  by  reason  of  the  rougher  weather  than  the 
ordinary  rough  weather  of  the  season,    Therefore, 
you  are  not  to  consider  whether  this  ship  would 
have  been  safe  without  rough  weather.    She  was 
bound,  when  she  left  San  Lucar,  to  be  in  such  a 
condition,  with  regard  to  herself  and  her  cargo,  as 
to  be  able  to  surmount  the  ordinary  occurrences  of 
an  ordinary  voyage  in  that  season,  including  the 
rough  weather  which  must  be  anticipated  at  that 
time  of  year;  and  the  question  for  you  is  this — it 
being  a  fact  dearly  proved,  as  I  think,  that  if  the 
cargo  could  not  have  been  got  rid  of,  the  ship 
would  have  been  in  great  danger  in  a  voyage  with 
the  ordinary  rough  weather  of  the  season ;  the 

aueetion  is,  whether  yoor  view  of  that  state  of 
[lings  is  modified  by  a  consideration  of  what  kind 
of  cargo  it  was  on  deck,  and  the  mode  in  which 
guch  a  cargo  could  be  got  rid  of.  If  you  are  of 
opinion  that  that  kind  of  cargo,  although  it  was  too 
heavy  for  the  comfort  of  the  ship, and  as  long  as  it 
existed  of  that  weight,  was  a  danger  to  the  ship, 
yet  when  ordinary  danger  came  on,  that  is  ordi- 
nary rough  weather  came  on,  it  could  be  got  rid 
of  60  quickly  that  practically  it  did  not  endanger 
the  ship,  although  it  endangered  itself,  then  you 
may  say  that  me  ship  was  seaworthy,  notwith- 
standing the  weight  of  the  cargo  on  deck ;  but  if 
you  think  that  the  cargo  was  such  that,  with  such 
weather  as  ought  to  have  been  anticipated  on  such 
a  voya^,  it  could  not  have  been  got  rid  of  before 
the  ship  would  be  in  danger,  then  I  think  you 
would  say  that  the  ship  was  unseaworthy  at 
starting.  If  you  think  the  ship  was  not  seaworthy 
at  starting  m>m  San  Lucar,  within  the  definition 
I  have  given,  you  will  find  for  the  defendant, 
otherwise  for  the  plaintiff." 

The  jury  having  found  a  verdict  for  the  plain- 
tiff, a  rule  was  moved  for  and  g^nted,  on  the 
ipround  of  misdirection,  and  the  case  was  argued 
in  Easter  Term  last. 

The  first  point  to  be  considered  is  what  would  be 
the  exact  import  conveyed  to  the  jury  by  this 
summing  up.  In  laying  down  the  propositions  of 
law,  as  such,  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  direction 
was  correct  The  first  proposition  laid  down  as  to 
seaworthiness  seems  to  us  to  be  entirely  right. 
The  terms  of  the  proposition  as  to  what  is  to  be 
considered  an  ordinary  voyage,  seem  to  us  to  be 
right.  The  question  is,  what  is  the  effect  of  the 
remarks  made  during  the  comment  on  facts.  We 
are  of  opinion,  upon  consideration,  that  they  would 
lead  the  jury  to  conclude  that  they  were  directed, 
as  matter  of  law  that  although  they  should  find, 
ss  matter  of  fact,  that  if  the  deck  cargo  were  not 

got  rid  of,  the  ship,  with  the  cargo  under  and  on 
er  decks,  woula  be  in  danger  of  destruction  in 
the  ordinary  rough  weather  of  the  voyage  insured, 
yet  if  the  deck  cargo  could  in  such  weather  be  got 


rid  of  so  easily  that,  by  reason  of  the  facility  of  its 
destruction,  the  ship  and  the  rest  of  the  cargo 
were  in  no  danger  in  an  ordinary  voyage,  they 
might  find  that  the  warranty  that  the  ship  was 
seaworthy  was  satisfied  in  point  of  law.  The  real 
question,  therefore,  is,  whether  such  a  proposition 
is  correct  in  point  of  law. 

The  stipulation  as  to  seaworthiness  is  a  war- 
ranty, not  express  but  implied.  It  is,  unless 
expressly  or  by  necessary  implication  nega- 
tived, to  be  implied  in  every  marine  voyage 
policy  of  insurance,  whether  the  subject-matter 
of  insurance  be  ship,  cargo,  freight,  profits, 
commission,  or  other.  The  warranty  thus  im- 
plied has  always  been  stated  in  all  decided 
cases,  and  in  all  works  of  authority,  in  the 
same  terms.  Those  terms  are:  '*That  the 
assured  warrants  that  at  the  time  whoi  the 
policy  attached,  or  should  have  attached,  the 
ship  was  seaworthy."  It  is  not  "  that  the  sub- 
ject-matter of  insurance  would  be  in  no  danger 
on  an  ordinary  voyage :  "  The  terms  which  have 
been  used  or  not,  in  a  policy  on  cargo,  for  example, 
that  such  cargo  will  be  in  no  danger  if  the  voyage 
be  an  ordinary  voyage,  but  they  have  been  tha^ 
for  such  a  voyage  "the  ship  was  seaworthy.** 
The  same  terms  being  so  used  with  re^rd  to  all 
policies,  do  they  mean  the  same  thing  in  all  poli- 
cies P  If  they  were  express  words  in  the  policy, 
being  the  same  words  used  in  documents  ifi  pari 
maierid,  it  should  seem  that  they  should  bear  the 
same  meaning  in  all.  Is  it  different,  because  the 
warranty  is  an  implied  one,  and  the  terms  which 
have  been  used  have  not  been  the  phraseology  of 
the  parties  to  the  contracts,  but  of  those  who  have 
declared  or  treated  of  the  law  P 

When  one  asks  whether  the  warranty  has  the 
same  meaning  in  all  the  policies,  the  qaestioo 
is,  whether  the  same  warranty  in  extent  and 
effect  is  to  be  implied  in  every  policy.  In 
considering  this  question,  we  must  proceed,  as 
in  all  the  other  questions  which  are  for  ever 
raised  for  judicial  decision  by  the  never  ceas- 
ing variety  of  commercial  transactions ;  we  must 
proceed  according  to  authority,  so  far  as  it  goes, 
and  then,  if  the  case  in  hand  be  outside  and 
beyond  the  authorities,  by  applying  to  it  the  prin* 
oiples  to  be  extracted  from  the  authorities,  that 
is  to  say,  the  principles  which  were  applied  to  them 
in  their  time. 

First,  then,  according  to  the  authorities,  has 
the  iinplied  warranty  been  the  same  in  extent 
and  effect  in  all  policies?  It  has  not.  With 
regard  to  policies  on  the  same  subject-matter, 
as  on  ships,  the  extent  of  the  warranty,  as  to  the 
condition  of  the  ship,  has  been  held  to  be  different 
for  different  voyages,  for  the  same  voyage  at  dif- 
ferent seasons,  for  the  same  voyage  at  the  same 
season,  according  to  whether  the  same  ship  was  in 
ballast  or  loaded  with  one  kind  of  cargo,  or  another. 
The  required  condition  of  the  ship  has  been  held 
to  be  different  when  the  ship  was  to  enter  under 
policy  in  port  from  what  it  must  be  when  going  to 
sea  under  the  same  policy.  It  has  been  held  to  be 
different  for  a  coasting  voyage,  or  lake,  or  river, 
or  canal  voyage,  from  what  it  must  be  for  an  ooean 
voyage  under  the  same  policy.  It  is  unneceesary 
to  cite  folly  well  known  authorities'.  AUare  broughc 
forward  and  discussed  in  Phillios  on  Insurance, 
§§  696  to  723,  inclusive.  In  §  719 :  "  The  war- 
ranty  of  seaworthiness  varies  in  different  places ;  a 
vessel  considered  seaworthy  for  a  voyatre  in  ooe 
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plAoe  maj  not  be  so  oonBidered  in  another ;  the 
standard  of  seaworthiness  also  varies  from  time  to 
time  in  the  same  place."  In  §  720 :  "  The  reqai- 
sites  as  to  seaworthiness  depend  npon  the  intended 
nse  and  serrioe  of  the  yessel.  The  requisites  to 
satisfy  this  warranty  for  lying  in  port,  or  for  tem- 
ponrj  parposee,  short  ooastiog  passages,  or  naviga- 
ting a  lake»  river,  or  canal,  are  different  from 
those  demanded  for  navigating  the  open  sea  on 
long  voyages/'  If,  therefore,  the  warranty  were 
8e(  out  in  detailed  terms,  instead  of  in  the  com- 
prehensive description,  "that  the  ship  mast  be 
seaworthy/'  it  is  obvious  that  the  terms  of  the 
warranty  as  to  each  of  the  voyages,  or  as  it  were, 
parte  of  voyages,  or  conditions  of  things  mentioned 
m  these  sections,  would  and  must  be  different.  If, 
then,  the  implied  warranty  is,  as  to  its  extent  and 
effect,  different  in  different  policies  with  regard 
to  the  same  subject'  matter,  it  might  be  not 
unreasonably  predicated  that  it  might  be  also  dif- 
ferent in  different  policies  with  regard  to  different 
subjects.  It  might  be  different  with  regard  to  the 
same  voyage,  to  be  made  at  the  same  season,  if 
applied  to  two  different  subjects  of  insurance. 
Tbiere  seems  to  be  authority  for  saying  that  there 
is  a  difference.  In  Phillips  on  Insurance,  §  721 : 
"  It  follows,  if  we  apply  the  same  criterion,  that 
there  may  be  a  compliance  with  this  warranty  in 
a  policy  on  the  ship  while  lying  in  port,  and  not 
one  npon  the  cargo  of  the  same  ship.  For  circum- 
stances may  be  readily  imagined,  and  often  occur, 
in  which  the  vessel  is  in  reasonable  security  in 
port,  though  goods  on  board  would  not  be  so."  In 
§723:  **  There  are  these  two  distinctions  ih  the 
insurance  on  the  ship,  and  that  on  cargo  and 
freight,  first,  in  respect  of  what  is  seaworthmess  in 
port,  and  second,  as  to  the  time  when  the  policy 
attaches :  and  these  two  distinctions  have  place, 
tiiough  all  these  interests  are  insured  in  the  same 
policy  made  or  having  reference  to  the  time  before 
the  cargo  is  on  board/'  He  then  points  out  that, 
in  two  oases  determined  in  Massachusetts,  on  a 
policy  on  ship,  freight,  and  cargo  at  and  from  a 
port,  the  policy  on  the  ship  attached  because  the 
ship  was  seaworthy  in  port,  but  the  policy  did  not 
attach  as  to  the  cargo  or  freight,  because  the  ship 
was  not  seaworthy  for  the  sea  voyage,  the  warranty 
as  to  seaworthiness  being  as  to  aU  the  risks,  the 
warranty  to  be  implied  in  the  one  policy.  Theso 
are  authorities  for  saying  that  there  is  a  difference 
in  extent  and  effect  in  the  warranty  of  seaworthi- 
ness of  the  ship  in  different  policies  in  which  the 
subject-matter  of  insurance  is  different ;  but  there 
is  no  authority  which  decides  what  is  the  extent 
and  effect  of  that  warranty  in  the  case  of  a  policy 
ongoods. 

The  real  question,  therefore,  is  what  is  the 
principle  to  be  applied ;  and  upon  this,  first, 
what  is  the  principle  which  governs  the  court  in 
determining  whether  any  terms  are  to  be  implied 
io  contracts,  and,  if  so,  what  those  terms  are  to  be. 
When  and  to  what  extent  is  a  court  of  law  bound  to 
hold  that  there  is  an  implied  term  in  a  contract  P 
Whenever  there  is  something  not  expressed  which 
it  is  dear  to  all  men  of  ordinary  intelligence  and 
knowledge  of  business  must  have  been  either  la- 
tently in  or  palpably  present  to  the  minds  of  both 
parties  to  the  contract  when  it  was  made,  for  other- 
wise their  contract  would  be,  as  a  business  trans- 
action, insensible,  or  contrary  to  the  universal 
course. 

Applying  the  authorities  so  far  as  they  go,  and 
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this  principle  to  the  present  case,  it  would  seem  that 
if  the  policy  had  been  on  the  ship,  it  mightwellhave 
been  held  that  the  extent  and  effect  of  the  implied 
warranty  would  only  have  reached  the  safety  of 
the  ship.  That  is  to  say,  if  the  cargo  on  deck 
would,  however  treated,  have  been  a  danger  to  the 
ship  in  an  ordinary  vovage,  the  warranty  of  sea- 
worthiness would  not  have  been  satisfied,  but  if 
the  deck  cargo  by  reason  of  the  facility  with  which 
it  could  have  been  got  rid  of,  would  have  caused  no 
danger  to  the  ship,  the  warranty  would  have  been 
satisfied.  The  same  if  the  policy  had  been  on 
cargo  other  than  the  deck  cargo.  For,  in  cither 
case,  upon  the  assumption,  neither  ship  nor  cargo 
insured  would  have  oeen  in  any  practical  danger 
on  an  ordinary  voyage.  The  only  consideration 
against  the  affirmative  of  the  proposition  in  either 
case  is,  that  the  safety  of  the  sub3ect  insured  is 
made  to  depend  upon  a  breach  of  duty  by  the  ship- 
owner to  the  owner  of  the  deck  cargo.  Tet  that, 
as  between  the  parties  to  the  contract  of  insurance, 
would  be  as  inter  alioe  acta,  and  the  underwriter 
would  not  be  the  legal  defender  of  the  owner  of  the 
deck  cargo.  Upon  either  of  the  policies  thus  sug- 
gested we  should  have  thought  the  direction  which 
was  given  in  this  case  would  have  been  correct. 
But  then  arises  the  final  question,  which  is,  can 
the  same  effect  and  extent  be  given  to  the  war- 
ranty with  regard  to  a  cargo  which  is  the  subject- 
matter  insured  P  Oan  it  be  supposed  that  the 
underwriter  would  insure  at  any  premium  cargo 
which,  upon  the  assumption,  must  be  jettisoned  if 
the  ordinary  rough  weather  of  the  voyage  should 
occur  P  or,  on  the  contrary,  may  it  not  be  said  to 
be  clear  to  every  man  of  ordinary  intelligence  and 
knowledge  of  business,  that  neither  the  assured 
nor  the  underwriter  on  such  a  policy  could  have 
had  in  his  mind,  when  the  contract  was  made,  the 
supposition  that  the  underwriter  would  pay  for  the 
loss  by  inevitable  jettison  of  the  subject  insured  P 
In  other  words,  must  not  the  extent  and  effect  of 
the  warranty  in  such  a  policy  on  goods  be, 
that  the  ship  will  be  safe  on  an  ordinary 
voyage  without  being  put  to  sacrifice  the  insured 
cargo  P 

We  are  of  opinion,  npon  consideration,  that  the 
extent  and  effect  of  the  warranty  that  the  ship  is 
seaworthy  in  a  policy  on  cargo  can  never  be 
implied  to  be  so  great  as  to  be  considered  to 
contemplate  the  destruction,  in  order  to  save  the 
ship,  on  an  ordinary  voyage,  of  that  very  cargo 
which  is  the  subject-matter  of  insurance.  Such  a 
supposition  makes  the  contract,  as  a  business 
transaction,  insensible — the  extra  premium  invari- 
ably paid  in  respect  of  a  deck  cargo  applies  to  the 
extra  danger  to  the  cargo  in  case  of  weather  more 
rough  than  the  ordinary  rough  weather  of  the 
voyage  insured. 

We  are,  therefore,  of  opinion  that  the  direction, 
in  this  case,  was  wrong,  as  applied  to  the  policy 
before  the  court.  It  was  right  in  saying  that 
the  question  was  not  whether  the  cargo  would 
be  safe  on  an  ordinary  voyage,  but  whether 
the  ship,  including  the  cargo,  would  be  safe. 
It  was  right  in  saying  that,  in  considering 
that  question,  the  jury  should  consider  the  nature 
of  the  cargo.  But  it  was  wrong  in  leading  or 
leaving  the  jury  to  understand  that  if  the  ship 
could  only  be  made  safe  for  or  in  an  ordinary 
voyage  by  the  destruction  of  the  insured  cargo, 
they  might,  nevertheless,  say  that  the  ship  was 
seaworthy. 
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The  rule  maet  be  made  abeolate  for  a  new  trial. 

lUfle  absolute. 
Attorneys  for  the  plaintiff,  Argles  and  BawUns, 
Attorneys  for  the  defendant,  HoUamBf  fifon,  and 
Ooujord. 


EXCHEQUER  CKAMBEB. 

Beportod  bj  Johs  Bobs,  Etq.,  BaniMter-at-Law. 


Feb.  5,  6,  and  7, 1874 

eebob  tbom  the  cotjbt  of  common  fleas. 

The  Imperial  Ottoman  Bank  v,  Oowan. 

8<iUe  qfoa/rgo  to  afriv&^Supplemeniairy  oargo — One 
biU  of  lading  induding  both—Waiver  of  objeo' 
Hon  to. 
PlamUffs,  a  coniinenUd  bank,  having  ecnfyracted  to 
9eU  wad  ship  to  the  defenda/nte  1400  gua/rters  of 
rye,  to  be  paid  for  hy  cm  aeeeptanoe  at  three 
monihe,  put  the  rye  on  board  the  Aaatha,     The 
vessel  mroved  to  be  eofpahle  of  containing  from  200 
to  800  qua/rters  more  grain  than  the  quantity 
shipped,  and  therefore  the  plaint^s  fiiled  up  the 
vacant  space  wUh  maize. 
One  bin  of  lading  only  was  given  for  the  cargo,  and 
the  plaintiffs  wrote  on  the^iih  April  to  the  defen- 
dants, with  the  invoices  and  drafts :  "  The  maisse 
is  on  the  same  biU  of  lading  as  the  rye  .  .  .  as 
there  would,  no  doubt,  be  a  loss  on  the  mause,  we 
presume  you  will  wish  to  leave  it  for  account  of 
shippers ;  but  if  you  wiU  accept  the  biU  we  wtU 
get  an  undertaking  from  the  bank  to  hold  you 
harmless  for  so  doing." 
The  defendants,  who  hadmadeasubsaie  oftheca/rgo, 
replied :  "  The  drafts  and  invoices  of  this  ca/rgo, 
are  to  hand,  and  we  observe  that  the  bUls  of  lading 
are  in  the  hands  of  the  ,  .  ,  bank.     We  think 
.  ,  .  we  are  entitled  to  ask  a  guarantee  from  the 
bank  that  the  Agatha  shaU  deUver  the  weight  spe- 
eifisd  in  the  invoice.     Would  you  have  the  kind- 
ness to  ask  the  bank  for  this,  and  telegraph  to 
us  .  ,  .  their  acquiescence,  or  the  oontrcury.     We 
would  be  obliged  also  by  a  copy,  or  the  original, 
of  the  charter-party,  and  copy  of  the  biU  of  fading 
for  owr  Government.     We  leave,  cu  you  suggest, 
the  maize  to  the  shippers  ;  the  transaction  in  rye 
is  a  very  bad  one.     We  return  you  enclosed  draft 
invoices  of  maize." 
On  the  ^h  MoAf  the  defendants  refused  to  accept  the 
bill  of  exchanae  for  the  rye,  upon  the  grovmd  that 
the  plaintiffs  had  not  given  them  a  proper  bill  of 
lading.    In  an  acHon  for  such  non-acceptance : 
Held  {in  error  from  the  Court  of  Exchequer),  thai 
the  defendants  had,  by  a  new  agreement,  waived 
any  objection  to  the  bUl  of  ladvng  in  respect  of 
the  maize  being  included  therein,  and  were  there' 
fore  liable. 
Error  from  a  decision  of  the  Ooart  of  Oommon 
Pleas,  npon  a  special  case  {ante,  p.  57),  the  sub* 
stance  of  which  sufficiently  appears  in  the  judg- 
ment, infra. 

Field,  Q.O.  (with  him  HoU),  for  Messrs.  Oowan. 
— ^The  decision  below  was  wiong.  The  contract 
was,  that  the  bank  shoald  deliver  the  rye  on  board 
a  suitable  ship,  which  they  would  find,  and,  within 
a  reasonable  time  after  shipment,  hand  to  the  pur- 
chasers a  clean  bill  of  lading,  givin^^  them  complete 
control  oyer  the  goods,  so  that,  m  exchange  for 
their  acceptance  of  the  bank's  draft,  the  buyers 
might  obtain  the  master's  undertaking  to  deuver 
to  Uieir  order,  and  be  enabled  to  go  into  the  market 


and  effect  a  subsale.  But  the  bank  gave  a  bill  of 
lading,  including  a  shipment  of  maize,  thereforo, 
the  buyers  of  the  rye  would  not  get  their  goods 
without  first  discharging  the  shipowner's  lien  on 
the  maize.  Whatever  took  place  subsequently 
between  the  parcies  came  too  late.  The  bank  haa 
no  right  to  encumber  the  rye  with  the  maise. 
[QuAiN,  J. — But  they  acted  for  your  benefit;  for 
had  they  not  shipped  the  maize,  yon  would  have 
had  to  pay  dead  ^ight.  Moreover,  yon  retained 
both  documents  in  your  hands  for  ten  days,  havinff 
thereby  all  the  benefit  of  the  change  of  markets.] 
We  did  not  avail  onrselyes  of  any  suoh  benefit, 
and  were  entitled  to  retain  the  documents  for  that 
period.  Had  we  instantly  rejected  the  cargo,  we 
might  have  rendered  ourselves  liable  to  an  action 
by  the  eubvendees.  Is  a  new  contract  to  be  in- 
ferred from  our  merely  waiting  ten  daysP  A 
proper  clean  bill  of  lading  for  the  rye  should  have 
Seen  delivered  to  us  forthwith  (^oroer  v.  Taylor,  5 
M.  A  W.  527),  or  at  least  in  reasonable  time.  [Per 
curiam. — If  the  vendor  was  bound  to  deliver  the 
bill  of  lading  in  reasonable  time,  you  on  the  other 
hand,  were  bound  to  reject  it,  if  at  all,  in  reason- 
able time.  It  is  argued  against  you  that  there  was 
an  acquiescence  amounting  to  an  assent  on  your 

5 art  to  receive  the  bill  of  lading  which  was  sent.] 
'he  bank  never  asserted  that  we  had  accepted  the 
bill  of  lading,  and  they  treated  the  transaction  as 
still  open. 

J.  0.  Mathew  {Bosanquet  with  him)  for  the 
bank. — ^The  court  below  did  not  deem  a  bill  of 
lading  indispensable,  but  thought  that  the  bank 
were'  bound  to  procure  the  delivery  of  theie 
goods  to  us,  and  that  in  either  of  two  ways,  vis., 
by  tendering  a  bill  of  lading  to  the  very  amount  on 
the  ship,  or,  without  tendering  the  bill  of  lading, 
by  delivering  the  rye  at  the  port  of  destination. 
Tae  bank  performed  their  duty  when  they  found  a 
ship  reasonably  fit  to  carry  1400  quarters  of  rye, 
and  they  put  that  cargo  on  board.  [Bramwbll,  B. 
— Oan  you  contend  that  the  bills  of  exchange  were 
to  be  given  months  before  either  the  goods  or  the 
bills  of  lading  came  to  hand  F]  In  the  contract 
which  is  constituted  by  the  letters  [he  referred  to 
them]  there  is  no  stipulation  as  to  payment  against 
a  bill  of  lading.  The  giving  of  a  bill  of  lading  was 
not  a  condition  precedent  to  the  acceptance  of  the 
bill.  Suppose  the  captain  had  refused  to  give  a 
bill  of  lading,  and  the  bank  oould  only  forward  a 
mate's  receipt,  still  the  buvers  of  the  goods  wonid 
be  bound  to  take  and  pay  for  them.  [Qoain,  J.^ 
It  is  somewhat  strong  for  the  bank  to  say  to  the 
vendees,  "  You  shall  be  liable  upon  your  bill  of 
exchange  for  20001.,  without  having  either  cargo 
or  documents."  Such  a  contract  might  be  made, 
but  it  would  be  unusual.]  This  contract  was 
unusual.  The  danger  of  not  possessing  a  bill  of 
lading  would  be  nil. 

Secondly,  assuming  it  to  be  a  condition  pre- 
cedent that  the  bill  of  lading  should  be  for- 
warded, this  bill  was  sufficient.  A  bill  of  lading 
is  not  a  technical  document  like  a  bill  of  ex- 
change, but  is  a  mercantile  instrument  capable 
of  much  variation.  The  bank,  as  Oowan's  agents, 
were  bound  to  do  the  best  the^  could  for  him,  and 
did  it.  They  chartered  a  ship  of  reasonable  siae 
for  the  rye,  and  in  the  ordinarv  course  filled  up  the 
vacant  space  with  maize,  thereby  saving  dead 
freight,  and  gave  Messrs.  Oowan  an  option  of 
taking  the  maize  or  of  declining  it,  and  in  the 
latter  case  offered  to  take  it  themselves.    Then 
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their  oondoot  wiih  regard  to  the  bill  of  Uding 
was  also  reasonable,  for  the  captain  woald 
natnrallj  object  to  giving  a  separate  bill  of 
kdiDg  and  sinr,  "If  I  hand  yon  a  separate 
bill  of  ladinff  K>r  the  rye,  and  the  maize  is 
left  on  board,  so  that  demarrage  is  incurred,  I 
shall  not  have  a  lien  for  it  on  the  rye."  It  is  a 
question  of  fact  whether  the  oondact  of  the  bank 
was  or  was  not  reasonable ;  and  Ireland  v.  Living' 
ftone  (27  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.  79 ;  L.  Bep.  5  H.  of  L.  Gas. 
395)  decides  that  when  a  principal  pnts  a  foreign 
agent  into  a  diffioalty,  and  the  latter  acts  reason- 
ably, the  principal  most  abide  by  what  is  done  on 
his  behal£  [Archibald,  J. — ^Bnt  what  di£9onlty 
was  there  here  P  Bbakwsll,  B. — In  that  case  the 
Hoose  of  Lords  seem  to  have  thought  that  the 
agent,  to  whom  a  letter  of  dnbioos  meaning  was 
sent,  had  only  two  courses  to  adopt.  But  with  f^l 
reverence  for  the  supreme  tribunal,  I  venture  to 
think  that  there  was  a  third  open  to  him,  for 
he  might  have  said  to  his  principal, "  Yon  have 
sent  me  a  letter  which  I  cannot  construe."]  The 
document  tendered  was,  under  the  circumstances, 
a  reasonable  one :  {Tamvaco  v.  Luea$,  I  Mar.  Law 
Gas.  O.  S.  66,  231 ;  4  L.  T.  Bep.N.  8.  400;  I  B.  & 
S.  185.) 

lliirdly,  there  has  been  a  waiver  of  any  ob- 
jection to  this  bill  of  lading.  And  the  position 
of  the  bank  was  altered  oy  the  non-repudia- 
tion by  Messrs.  Gowan,  when  the  letter  of  the 
244h  April  was  sent  to  them  (§  15  of  the  case). 
There  was  no  distinct  repudiation  until  the  8tb 


May :  (§^2l.)  [He  referred  to  Kreuger  v.  Blanch 
(23  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.  128 ;  L.  Bep.  5  Ex.  179 ; 
3  Mar.  Law  Gas.  O.  S.  470).]. 

Fourthly,  assuming  the  bill  of  lading  ought  to 
have  been  oorrected,  that  need  not  have  been  done 
at  any  earlier  date.  Messrs.  Gowan  give  a  bad 
reason  for  refusing  the  bill  of  lading,  viz.,  that  the 
tnbvendees  would  not  take  the  com. 

HoU,  in  reply,  was  requested  by  the  Gourt  to 
address  his  argument  to  the  question  of  waiver 
alone. — The  circumstances  show  that  it  never  was 
the  intention  of  Messrs.  Gowan  to  accept  this  bill 
of  lading.  They  were  reluctant,  however,  to  reject 
it  until  they  had  satisfied  themselves  that  their 
sabvendees  would  not  accept  it,  and  only  kept  the 
matter  open  a  reasonable  time,  in  order  to  see  if 
they  wonld  do  so,  and  to  obviate  the  necessity  of 
acting  on  their  strict  rights.  There  are  two 
material  circumstances  to  be  oonsidOTed:  first, 
that  they  had  not  the  charter-party  before  them ; 
seoofidly,  that  they  had  not  seen  the  bill  of  lading. 
That  appears  from  the  correspondence.  The  letter 
of  the  27th  April  1868  was  indeed  written  by  our 
agents,  but  they  were  also  agents  of  the  bank. 
No  acts  appear  to  have  been  done  on  either  side 
tending  to  show  that  either  party  considered  that 
there  had  been  an  aoceptance  of  waiver  of  the  bill 
of  lading. 

Feb,  /.^Bramwxll,  B. — ^We  are  all  of  opinion 
that  the  judgment  below  must  be  affirmed. 

The  facts  are,  that  the  defendants  boaght,and  the 
plaintiffs  sold,  1400  quarters  of  rye,  to  be  shipped 
at  Salonica  "  free  on  board.''  The  plaintifb, 
charterers,  were  employed  on  behalf  of  the  defen- 
dants, to  ship  and  load  the  rye,  and  the  plaintiffs 
were  to  aooept  in  payment  of  the  price  a  bill  of 
exchange  at  three  months,  no  doabt  meaning 
three  months  from  the  time  of  shipment.  That  is 
dear,  either  from  the  original  letters  or  those  two 
which  Mr.  Mathew  says  constituted  the  oontraot» 


which  would  be  the  same  as  from  the  date  of  the 
bill  of  lading,  because  the  date  of  the  bill  of  lading 
is  the  date  of  shipment.  Now  the  rye  was  shipped, 
and  the  defendants  might  have  received  it  if  they 
had  thought  fit.  Then  the  plaintiffs  sue  for  the 
price,  saying  that  everything  had  been  done 
necessary  for  them  to  do  to  entitle  them  thereto, 
seeing  that  the  rye  had  been  shipped,  and  the  de- 
fendimts  could  have  had  it  if  they  pleased.  The 
defendants  say :  "  We  are  bound  to  acoept  bills 
of  exchange  as  against  bills  of  lading  for  the 
r^e  onl  V ;  ^ou  shipped  rye  and  maize,  ana  took  one 
bill  of  ladm^  for  both,  and  we  are  not  bound  to 
take  such  shipment  and  such  bill  of  lading."  The 
plaintiffs  reply :  "  Yon  had  no  right  to  any  bill  of 
lading  at  all,  there  was  no  such  stipulation  in  the 
contract,  and  you  could  have  got  the  rye  separate 
from  the  maize,  by  the  arrangement  which  we 
tendered  to  yon.'*  To  which  the  defendants  re- 
join that  what  was  done  was  done  in  the  way 
of  specidly  indorsing  the  bill  of  lading,  and  ten- 
denng  was  too  late,l>ut  afterwards :  "  Bupposiuflr 
you  luhd  a  right  to  such  a  bill  of  lading  as  you  say 
we  ought  to  have  got,  we  only  were  bouna  to  get 
you  such  a  bill  of  lading  as  we  could ;  our  conduct 
was  reasonable.  We  have  chartered  a  vessel  which 
would  hold  more  than  1400  quarters  of  rye ;  if  we 
had  sent  it  with  rye  only,  you  would  have  had  to 
pay  dead  freight,  so  we,  for  yoor  benefit,  put  maize 
also  on  boarcC  which  we  did  not  ask  you  to  take 
on  your  own  aooonnt,  but  on  ours,  and  our  cooduot 
was  reasonable  in  getting  such  a  bill  of  lading  as 
we  could ;  but  even  if  it  were  not,  it  is  incorrect  to 
say  that  we  did  not  ship  rye,  bat  shipped  rye  and 
maize.  We  made  one  shipment  of  rye  and  one  of 
maize,  and  if  we  did  not  get  you  a  proper  bill  of 
lading,  that  would  only  give  a  right  of  cross  action, 
and  not  give  a  right  to  reject  the  rye  and  the 
maize,  the  property  of  the  rye  having  vested  in  you 
on  shipment,  and  not  being  divested  by  the  subse- 
quent shipment  of  the  maize  under  the  one  bill  of 
lading."  And  the  plaintiffs  further  say:  "What- 
ever may  be  the  proper  solution  of  all  these  ques- 
tions on  both  sides,  you  agreed  to  the  shipment  as 
it  was  made  and  to  the  biU  of  lading  as  made  out, 
and  agreed  to  take  to  the  170  and  accept  the  bill  of 
exchange,  so  that,  supposing  you  had  a  right  in 
the  first  instance  to  reject  the  goods  and  not  pay 
for  them,  you  had  abandoned  that  right,  and  en- 
ga|^  to  take  the  rye  as  shipped  under  the  bill  of 
Elding,  as  made  out."  If  that  be  so,  it  is  unne* 
oessary  to  determine  the  other  questions.  Then  is 
that  so  P  That  depends  on  two  or  three  letters. 
But,  first,  what  was  the  position  of  the  parties  P 
The  ship  had  been  chartered,  no  supposition  ex- 
isting that  it  had  been  unduly  chartered,  and  that 
too  large  a  vessel  had  been  taken  for  the  rye.  It 
was  too  large,  but  it  was  to  the  interest  of  the 
defendants  that  something  more  should  be  put  on 
board.  It  is  clear,  therefore,  that  in  putting  the 
maize  on  board,  the  plaintiffs  did  something,  not 
for  their  own  benefit,  but  for  the  benefit  of  the 
defendants.  And,  although  I  am  not  about  to 
blame  the  defendants,  whose  case  is  rather  un- 
fortunate, for  their  cargo  was  rejected,  probably  if 
the  rye  had  not  gone  oown  in  price,  there  would 
have  been  no  practical  difficulty  in  delivery,  under 
the  bill  of  lading,  of  the  rye  to  one  person  and  the 
maize  to  anothe^,  and  no  practical  difficulty  in  the 
bill  of  lading  being  so  inaorsed  and  so  dealt  with 
and  such  a  guarantee  taken  from  the  plaintiffs  that 
the  defenduits  could  have  sold  the  rye  as  conve- 
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niently  as  if  the  bill  of  lading  were  made  oat  for 
rye  only.  Bearing  these  faots  in  mind,  let  us  see 
what  the  letters  are. 

The  first,  to  which  I  need  here  refer,  is  from 
Messrs.  Horsley,  Kibble,  and  Oo.,  the  agents 
of  the  bank,  and  is  as  follows:  —  "Agatha, 
Enclosed  inyoices  and  drafts  for  cash.  The  maize 
is  on  the  same  bill  of  lading  as  the  rye,  and 
dated  the  7th  April;  as  there  woald  no  doabt 
be  a  loss  on  the  maize,  we  presame  yon  will  wish 
to  leave  it  for  aoconnt  of  shippers."  That  means, 
that  althongh  you  take  to  the  bill  of  lading,  yon 
will  not  take  to  the  maize  on  yoar  own  aoconnt, 
"  bnt  if  yon  will  accept  the  bill  we  will  get  an  nn- 
dortaking  &om  the  bank  to  hold  yon  harmless  for 
so  doing.  Now,  supposing  the  defendants  had 
said,  in  as  many  words :  "  We  agree,  send  us  the 
indemnity.  Tou  have  sent  in  the  bill  of  exchange, 
and  we  will  accept  the  bill,  and  then  when  the  rye 
and  maize  are  delivered,  although  we,  on  our  side, 
may  take  the  maize,  it  will  be  understood  that  it  is 
taken,  not  on  our  own  account,  but  on  account  of 
the  shippers."  That  is  their  meaning.  "  The  bill 
of  lading  is  in  the  banker's  hands ;  we  have  sent 
invoices  of  the  rye  only  to  the  buyers."  Bnt  what 
is  in  fact  the  answer.  "  Agatha,  The  drafts  and 
invoices  of  this  cargo  are  to  hand,  and  we  observe 
that  the  bills  of  lining  are  in  the  hands  of  the 
Imperial  Ottoman  Bank.  We  think,  after  what 
has  happened  with  the  OharloUe  Ida's  cargo,  we 
are  entitled  to  ask  a  ij^uarantee  from  the  bank  that 
the  Agatha  shall  deliver  the  weight  specified  in 
the  invoice  .  .  ."  Does  that  mean.  We  are  not 
going  to  take  the  rye  or  that  we  are  P  There  can 
be  but  one  answer  given,  viz.,  that  '*  we  are  going 
to  take  the  rye  on  the  terms  which  you  have 
offered."  Then  it  proceeds :  "  Would  you  have 
the  kindness  to  ask  the  bank  for  this,  and 
telegraph  to  us  on  Monday  their  acquiescence 
or  the  contrary.  We  would  be  obliged  also  by  a 
copy,  or  the  original,  of  the  charter  party,  and 
copy  of  the  bill  of  lading,  for  onr  government." 
That  means,  as  we  are  going  to  take  the  rye  "  we 
wish  to  have  precise  copies  of  the  document,  in 
order  that  we  may  know  what  our  rights  and  obli- 
gations are."  Then  they  say :  '*  We  leave,  as  you 
suggest,  the  maize  to  the  shippers;  the  transaotion 
in  rye  is  a  very  bad  one.*  We  return  you  enclosed 
drafts  and  invoices  of  maize,  131Z.  98.  llcL"  It  is 
not  said  in  words,  bnt  the  implication  is :  "  We 
keep  the  bill  and  the  invoice  for  the  rye,  as  we  are 
^ing  to  take  to  them,  notwithstanding  the  terms 
in  which  they  are  shipped." 

Now  that  correspondence  goes  on,  and  for 
my  own  part  I  think  that  the  matter  was 
there ^  concluded;  I  think  that  that  was  anew 
bargain.  I  do  not  know  that  it  was  so  much 
a  waiver  as  that  it  was  a  new  bargain  between 
the  parties  then  concluded.  Bat,  however,  if 
we  are  to  look  at  the  whole  of  the  facts,  the  corre- 
spondence proceeds  thus :  We  have  your  favour  of 
the  25th,  and  have  returned  the  documents  of  the 
maize, per ^^a^^  to  the  Imperial  Ottoman  Bank's 
agency  here.  We  think  it  may  be  as  well  for  yon 
not  to  accept  the  bill  for  the  rye  for  a  few  days  at 
least,  as  we  expect  the  buyers  to  take  up  the  bill  of 
lading,  and  thus  save  the  trouble,  under  discount." 
Now  it  is  manifest  that  the  understanding  of 
Horsley,  Kibble,  and  Go.  was,  that  the  defendants 
were  bound  to  take  the  rye  as  they  suggest, — **  The 
bill  is  still  in  the  hands  of  the  bankers ;  let  it  stay 
so,  because  until  you  get  it  with  the  special  in* 


dorsement  and  the  undertaking,  you  are  not  boand 
to  accept  the  bill  of  exchange,  as  the  one  is 
to  be  exchanged  for  the  other  " — that  is  to  say, 
the  bill  of  exchange  for  the  bill  of  lading— "do  not 
you  accept  the  bUl  of  exchange  for  the  present, 
and  do  not  require  the  bank  to  give  you  the  bill  o! 
lading  for  the  present."  Then  they  go  on  to  deal 
with  the  other  matters,  pointing  out  that  "tho 
bankers  never  undertake  to  deliver  invoice  weight, 
but  only  to  ship  it,  and  their  agency  here  would 
make  no  undertaking  of  the  kind  you  refer  to." 
That  was  the  reply  to  the  defendants'  answer  to 
Horsley,  Kibble,  and  Oo.'s  first  letter.  Then  the 
defendants  remain  silent,  not  making  any  objec- 
tions that  they  had  not  got  that  guarantee  from 
the  bank  or  anything  of  the  kind ;  they  remm 
silent  until  the  8th  May,  when  they  return  the 
bill  for  the  rve  unaccepted. 

Now,  under  these  circumstances,  the  defen- 
dants, knowing  all  that  had  been  done  had 
been  not  nnreasonablv  done,  unless  it  was  in 
the  particular  of  taking  one  bill  of  lading 
instead  of  two,  that  eveiything  else  had  been 
properly  and  well  done  for  their  benefit^tihat 
there  was  not,  as  I  have  no  doubt  there  wonld 
not  have  been,  any  practical  difficulty  in  dealing 
with  the  bill  of  lading  for  the  rye,  with  suoh  an 
undertaking  as  was  offered— or,  looking  at  tho 
terms  of  this  correspondence,  and  being  bound  to 
draw  conclusions  of  fact  upon  this  matter,  it  is  not 
the  natural  and  proper  conclusion  of  faot  to  come 
to  that  the  defendants  agreed  to  take  to  the  rye  as  it 
had  been  shipped,  under  the  circumstances  in 
which  it  had  been  shipped,  and  to  aooept  the  bill 
of  exchange?  One  difficulty  arose  from  the  bill  of 
lading  not  being  sent  to  the  defendants.  It  is 
quite  true  that  the  plaintiffs  wonld  not  be  entitled 
to  the  acceptance  oi  the  bill  of  exchange  if  they 
had  sent  the  bill  of  lading,  notwithstanding  the 
now  agreement  which  was  come  to,  as  I  saj, 
between  the  parties;  but  the  reason  they  did  not 
send  the  bill  of  lading  was,  in  the  first  instance, 
because  it  was  deemed  expedient  that  they  shoald 
keep  it,  and  the  reason  they  did  not  send  it  after  the 
parties  were  a  little  at  arms'  length  with  each  other, 
was,  because  the  defendants  gave  them  notice  that 
it  was  no  use  sending  them  the  bill  of  lading 
with  the  undertaking  mentioned  in  Horslej's 
letter  of  the  25th.  The  reason  it  was  not  sent  in  the 
first  instance,  was  because  it  was  not  thought  expe- 
dient that  it  should  be  sent  to  them,  and  the  reason 
it  was  not  sent  afterwards,  when  the  defendants 
refused  to  accept  the  bill,  was  because  the  defen- 
dants, in  fact,  dispensed  with  any  tender  of  the  bill 
of  lading,  and  the  undertaking  to  hold  them  harm- 
less, by  intimating  that  though  it  were  tendered 
they  would  not  accept  it. 

It  seems  to  me,  therefore,  that  supposing  the 
defendants  were  right  on  all  the  other  points, 
there  is  here  a  new  agreement  oome  to  by 
which  they  were  bound,  and  in  respect  of 
which  they  were  liable  in  this  action.  It  is 
suggested  that  the  meaning  of  this  expression 
in  Horsley,  Kibble,  and  Co.%  letter  of  the  25r.h 
April,  "If  you  wiU  accept  the  bill,"  is  "If 
you  will  accept  the  bill  for  the  maize ; "  bnt  [ 
declare  I  do  not  think  so.  I  think  it  means,  *'  We 
presume  you  will  not  take  to  the  maize ;  and  if  yoo 
will  accept  the  bill  for  the  rye  yon  will  be  entitled 
to  the  biU  of  lading,  and  then  we  will  get  an  under- 
taking from  the  bank  to  hold  you  harmless  in 
respect  of  the  maize."    However,  I  really  do  not 
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thiok  it  much  matters,  because  either  way  it  is 
an  offer  on  the  part  of  the  bank  to  Horsley  and 
Ca,  whioh  is  accepted  either  as  it  is  made,  or  with 
a  qualification  bj  the  defendants,  because,  if  it 
means,  "  If  you  will  accept  the  bill  for  the  maize, 
we  will  i^et  yon  an  undertaking ;  "  then  they  say, 
"We  will  not  accept  a  bill  for  the  maize,  bnt  merely 
for  the  rye" — and  that  is  a  qoalifioation  of  the 
offer  whioh  has  been  made  with  the  consent  of  the 
parties. 

In  either  view  it  seems  to  me,  therefore,  to 
haye  been  a  good  new  agreement  between  the 
parties,  and  therefore  the  defendants  are  liable 
m  this  action.  Of  course  the  cross  action  will 
follow  the  fate  of  the  other.  Thinking,  as  we  do, 
that  this  action  by  the  bank  against  Oowan  is 
maintainable,  of  course  we  think  the  cross  action 
is  not 

PiGOTT,  B.,  QuAiN  and  Abchibald  JJ.,  and 
Amphlbtt,  B.,  concurred. 

Judgment  affirmed. 

Attorney  for  the  plaintiffs,  OlemenU. 

Attorney  for  the  defendants,  Oedge, 


COV&T  OF  ADXIBALTY. 

B^orted  by  J.  P.  Abpotall,  Esq.,  Buxister-at-Law. 

Tuesday,  Nov.  10, 1874 

Thb  Boyal  Family. 

Master  —  Wages  —  Costs  —  Detention  money — Ee* 

viewing  taxation* 
In  ecikulaiing,  on  taxation  of  costs  in  a  cause  for 
the  recovery  of  a  master's  wages,  the  amownt  due 
to  the  fnasier  for  detetUion  money  and  hoard 
whilet  detained  ashore  as  a  witness,  the  fact  thai 
he  through  his  wife  carries  on  a  business  wiU  not 
deprive  him  of  his  right  to  be  alloured  detention 
money;  but  if  he  lives  at  his  place  of  business 
dmring  his  detention,  the  fact  that  he  can  live 
more  cheaply  at  home  tkovn  elsewhere  is  to  be 
taken  into  consideraXion  infixing  the  amount  to 
he  allouedfor  subsistence  money. 
This  was  a  cause  of  wages  instituted  on  the  25th 
April  1884  on  behalf  of  the  master  of  the  ship  Boyal 
Family  to  reoover  his  wages  and  disbursements. 
The  owners   disputed  the   claim,    and  made  a 
counterclaim  against  the  plain  bi  AT,  and  the  accounts 
were  referred  to  the  Liverpool  District  Registrar, 
aesifted  by  merchants.    The  presence  of  the  mas- 
ter was  required  to  give  evidence  on  his  own  behalf, 
and  he  was  detained  on  this  business  till  12th  Sept. 
1874.    The  registrar  and  merchants  found  that  he 
was  entitled  to  the  sum  of  3041.  198.   for  wages 
and  disbursements,  and  also  to  his  costs  of  the 
reference;  and  a  decree  was  made  accordingly  with 
oosta.    The  costs  were  taxed  by  the  district  regis- 
trar, and  the  master  was  by  the  taxation  allowed 
tbesnm  of  1002.  for  the  detention  and  for  sub* 
Bistence  money  during   the  time  that  he   was 
detained  ashore  for  the  purposes  of  the  suit.   The 
time  of  his  detention  was  computed  by  the  regis- 
trar from  11th  April,  the  date  of  the  masters  dis- 
cbarge, till  12th  Sept.     The  sum  allowed  was 
equivalent  to  rather  less  than  148.  a  day,  to  cover 
both  board  and  loss  of  wages.     To  this  taxation 
the  defendants  objected  on  the  grounds,  first,  that 
it  was  in  itself  excessiye,  being  above  the  rate 
TisoiJly  allowed  to  masters  in  the  plaintiff's  position, 
htt  wages  being  only  Ibl,  per  month ;  secondly,  that 
it  ought  not  to  be  aJlowed  at  all  in  this  particular 
case,  because  the  plaintiff  was  the  owner  of  a  pub- 


lic house,  and  during  the  time  that  he  was  ashore 
he  had  been  living  at  this  house,  and  had  been 
exercising  his  trade  as  a  publican,  and  had  not, 
therefore,  been  deprived  of  his  means  of  earning  a 
livelihood.  The  facts  appeared  upon  an  affidavit 
of  the  defendants.  In  reply,  the  plaintiff  filed  an 
affidavit,  from  which  lie  stated  ''that  for  some 
years  past  my  wife  has  been  carrying  on  the  busi- 
ness of  a  licensed  victnaller  at  Chester  for  her  own 
benefit  and  for  the  maintenance  of  herself  and 
children  while  I  have  been  at  sea,  and  that  she 
still  oontinues  to  do  so  in  the  same  manner.  That 
during  the  time  aforesaid  I  have  carried  on,  and 
still  intend  to  carry  on,  a  seafaring  life,  and  should 
some  months  ago  have  returned  to  sea  as  a  master 
mariner  had  not  my  solicitors  required  my  presence 
before  the  registrar  and  merchants  to  rebut  the 
charges  which  were  broueht  against  me  in  the 
defendants'  counter  claim. 

E,  C.  Clarhson,  for  the  defendants,  in  objection 
to  the  taxation,  contended  that  the  amount  was 
excessive,  and  ought  not  to  be  allowed.  The  time 
allowed  was  too  long,  and  could  not  date  from 
before  the  institution  of  the  cause. 

Butt,  Q.O.,  for  the  plaintiff,  submitted  that  the 
plaintiff  was  entitled  to  be  compensated  for  any 
loss  he  might  sustain  by  reason  of  his  detention, 
and  that,  although  his  wife  kept  a  public  house, 
he  sustained  loss  of  wages,  and  was  put  to  a 
certain  expense  for  his  keep  during  the  time  he 
was  ashore.  It  must  be  taken  that  he  could  have 
got  employment  at  once. 

E,  0,  Olarkson  in  reply. 

Sir  E.  Phillimorb.— This  is  an  application  to 
the  court  to  review  the  taxation  of  the  plaintiff^s 
bill  of  costs,  upon  tiie  grounds  which  I  will 
presently  state. 

The  plaintiff  was  a  master  mariner,  and  he 
claimed  315Z 188.  Id,  The  claim  was  disputed  by 
the  owners,  who  claimed  on  the  other  hand  2500l. 
The  matter  went  before  the  Liverpool  District 
Registrar,  assisted  by  merchants,  and  they  deter- 
mined that  the  matter  required  investigation ;  that 
11 148. 4(2.  only  was  due  to  the  owners  out  of  the 
2500Z.,  and  30U.  I9s,  was  due  to  the  master,  and 
they  allowed  him  the  costs  of  the  reference.  On 
the  taxation  of  costs  the  district  registrar  allowed 
the  master  lOOZ.  for  "  detention  and  board,"  and 
against  this  allowance  this  appeal  is  made. 

Two  questions  appear  to  have  been  raised  :  first 
whether,  on  principle,  under  the  circumstances, 
any  allowance  at  all  ought  to  have  been  made 
to  the  master;  the  other  whether  the  allow- 
ance made  is  not  upon  an  excessive  scale? 
It  has  been  contended  that,  as  the  master  kept  a 
public-bouse,  he  does  not  fall  within  the  principle 
npon  which  allowances  are  alwa^rs  made  to  wit- 
nesses detained  to  give  evidence  in  a  cause,  inas- 
much as  he  has  not  been  debarred  from  ctfuming 
his  livelihood,  but  has  been  living  by  following  his 
trade.  I  am  satisfied  upon  the  affidavit  before  me, 
which  is  not  contradicted,  that  this  was  a  trade 
carried  on  by  the  plaintiff's  wife,  and  that  as  the 
plaintiff  had  been  in  the  habit  of  earning  his 
livelihood  as  a  master  mariner,  there  was  every 
reasonable  probability  that,  but  for  his  being 
detained  to  give  evidence  in  this  cause,  he  would 
have  been  earning  his  livelihood  in  his  usual 
manner.  Therefore,  upon  principle,  he  is  entitled 
to  some  allowance  on  account  of  his  detention  as 
a  witness. 

But  then  it  is  contended  that  the  allowance 
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made  is  upon  too  high  a  scale.  The  question 
is  whether  on  the  taxation  of  costs  the  lOOi.  is  or 
is  not  an  ezoessive  taxation. 

lam  of  opinion  that  the  scale  is  exoessiye.  In 
the  first  place  the  allowance  was  made  to  run  from 
11th  April,  ahoat  a  fortnight  before  the  suit  was 
instituted,  till  12th.  Sept.  The  cause  was  insti* 
tated  on  25th  April,  and  he  cannot  claim  before 
that  date ;  bnt  I  think  it  reasonable  to  suppose 
that  the  plaintiff  would  have  got  a  ship  almost 
immediately  after ;  and,  therefore,  if  the  time  is 
made  to  run  from  Ist  May,  justice  will  be  done. 
In  the  next  place,  the  sode  is  larger  than  is 
allowed  by  this  court,  and  larger  than  the 
oiroumstanoes  required,  because,  although  the 
fact  of  his  being  the  licensed  yiotualler  does  not 
depriTe  him  of  his  riffht  to  the  allowance,  the  fact 
that  he  can,  if  at  home,  sleep  and  live  at  a 
cheaper  rato,  is  to  be  admitted. 

I  shall  allow  him  125  days  at  10«.  a  day,  and 
ton  days  at  15<.  a  day  for  extra  expenses.  That 
iMrings  the  amount  allowed  to  69L  10«.,  and  I 
shaU  reduce  the  taxation  by  302.  lOa. 

Solicitors  for  the  platntin,  W,  W,  Wynne, 

Solidtom  fbr  the  defendants,  Sha/rpe,  Parher, 
andOo. 


ST8I  FBTUS 

COURT  OF  QUEEN'S  BENOH,  GTHLDHALL. 

Bcported  bj  F,  Ociaytub  O&ump,  Etq.,  B&Rifltar-aA-Lair. 

SaUtrday,  Dee.  19, 1874 
(Before  Oookbubn,  O.J.,  and  a  Special  Jury.) 

ACHABD  AND  OTHSBS  V.  BiVSQ  AND  0THBB8. 

Ship  and  shipping  —  Fire — Extinguishing  hy 
souitUng  —  wneral  or  pcurUoular  average  — 
Oustom. 

Damage  to  cargo  hy  scuttling  a  ship  to  put  out  a 
pre  is  the  subject  of  general  average  contribution. 

There  is  no  vaXtd  custom  excluding  the  loss  from 
general  average. 

The  plaintiff  chartered  a  ship  from  the  defendant, 
and  hxf  the  charier-narty  it  was  provided^  "  all 
questions  of  general  average  to  he  settled  accord' 
tng  to  the  oustom  of  the  London  underwriters  aJt 
Lhyd^s," 

A  Jlre  broke  out  on  hoard,  the  ship  was  scuttled 
to  extinguish  it,  and  the  cargo  was  damaged 
thereby.  The  loss  was  adjusted  as  general 
average,  and  the  plaintiff  brought  the  action  to 
recover  from  thedefendant  the  ship's  contribution. 

The  learned  judge  directed  the  jury  that  the  loss  was 
general  a^erctge  according  to  law,  and  the  question 
was  whether  there  was  a  vaUd  custom  excluding 
such  loss  from  aeneral  average. 

The  jury  found  that  no  such  custom  existed,  and  the 
verdict  was  entered  for  the  plaintiff. 

See  Stewart  v.  West  India  and  Pacific  Steamship 
Company,  where  a  custom  eo^luding  damage  to 
earpofor  water  poured  doum  the  halches  to  extin^ 
gutsh  afrefrom  general  a/verage  was  recognised, 
and  held  to  govern  the  rights  and  HahiUties  of  the 
parties :  {ante,  vol,  1,  p,  b2S ;  ante,  p,  32 ;  L,  Bep, 
SQ,B,  362).  (a) 

The  dicta  of  text  writers  cannot  he  considered  as 
any  evidence  of  the  existence  of  a  custom. 

Thb  fiiots  of  the  case  were  admitted,  and  the  only 

question  to  be  tried  was  whether  a  oustom  exists 

(a)  This  pnMstioe  baa  now  been  abandoned.     See  note, 
anfo,,p.  82.— Ed. 


at  Lloyd's  excluding  from  general  average  dainage 
to  cargo  by  scuttling  to  put  out  a  fire. 

The  ship  Oosmopolis  was  chartered  by  the 
plaintiff  from  the  defendant  under  a  charter-party 
for  a  Toy  age  from  Akyab  to  London  or  Liverpool 
with  a  cargo  of  rice.  There  was  a  stipulation  in 
the  charter-party  to  this  effect,  "  All  questions  of 
general  average  to  be  settled  according  to  the  cos- 
tom  of  the  London  underwriters  at  Lloyd's." 

In  the  course  of  discharging  the  cargo  at  Liver- 
pool a  fire  broke  out,  and  in  order  to  extingnish  it 
the  ship  was  scuttled,  and  a  large  proportion  of 
the  cargo  much  damaged ;  the  charterer  claimed 
to  recover  from  the  shipowner  a  proportion  of  the 
loss  adjusted  as  general  average.  The  question 
was,  did  the  clause  in  the  charter-party  protect  the 
shipowner— in  other  words  is  there  a  custom  at 
Ll^d's  excluding  such  loss  from  general  average? 

Uohen,  Q.G.  aim  J,  0,  Mathew  were  counsel  finr 
the  plaintiffs. 

Benjamin,  Q.O.  and  Baylis  for  the  defendants. 

A  great  deal  of  evidence  was  taken  with  refer- 
ence to  the  alleged  custom,  the  aeneral  purport  of 
which,  and  of  the  arguments  of  counsel,  appears 
from  the  summing-up  of  the  Lord  Chief  Justice. 

GocKBU&N,  G.  J. — G^ndemen  of  the  Jury:  I 
think  you  thoroughly  understand  what  is  the 
issue  you  are  to  dispose  of,  namely,  whether 
there  is  this  custom  among  the  underwriters  at 
Lloyd's  where  a  ship  is  scuttled  with  a  view  of 
extinguishing  the  fire  that  has  broken  out,  and 
by  reason  of  the  water  which  the  ship  necesMrily 
takes  in  when  the  ship  is  scuttled,  the  cargo  is 
damaged,  the  loss  accruing  to  the  merchant  shall 
be  considered  as  particular  average  in  respect  of 
which  he  must  have  recourse  to  the  underwriters, 
and  not  general  average,  in  which  case  he  woald 
be  entitled  to  come  upon  the  shipowner.  Yoa 
are  familiar  with  the  doctrine  that  where  a  sacri- 
fice of  the  cargo  takes  place  for  the  preservation  of 
the  common  venture  of  aU  concerned,  owners 
of  goods  and  owners  of  ship,  that  which  is 
saved  must  contribute  to  make  good  the  loss 
which  he  sustains  whose  ship  or  part  of  whose 
ship,  whose  goods  or  part  or  whose  goods  have 
been  sacrificed  for  the  common  benefit. 

Now,  there  is  no  doubt  in  this  oase  the  damage 
to  these  goods  would  be  a  loss  which  would 
come  under  the  head  of  general  average  if 
it  were  not  for  this  custom  at  Lloyd's,  that 
is  to  say,  supposing  the  oustom  to  exist.  Here, 
a  fire  having  broken  out  in  the  ship,  the 
ship  was  scuttled,  and  by  reason  of  the  ship 
being  scuttled  these  goods  were  damaged.  The 
ship  is  afterwards  got  up  and  is  saved,  but  the 

goods,  although  still  existing  in  specie,  are  so  much 
eteriorated  as  to  be  of  less  value  than  the  freight 
to  be  paid  npon  them ;  therefore  there  is  a  loss, 
and  a  very  oonsiderable  loss,  to  the  owner  of  the 
goods. 

Now,  does  this  oustom  exist  whioh  prevents 
him  having  recourse  to  the  shipowner,  as  the 
plaintiff  in  this  oase  seeks  to  do  F  It  is  q^nito  dear 
that  this  custom  is  in  opposition  to,  and  m  deroga- 
tion of,  the  law  of  the  land  relating  to  insuranoe, 
and  to  the  matter  of  average  as  between  the 
shipowner  and  the  owner  of  the  goods.  It  would 
be  general  average  according  to  the  law  of  the 
land  but  for  this  oustom,  and  therefore  Uie  custom 
militates  against,  and  derogates  from,  the  law  of 
the  land,  and  where  a  person  seto  up  a  custom  of 
,  thac  sort  in  derogation  of  the  law,  he  is  IxMmdto 


MARITIME  LAW  OASES. 


423 


Nisi  Pktcs.] 


ACHABD  A19D  0THSB8  V,  EiNG  AND  OTHEBS. 


[Nisi  Fbius. 


prove  it,  and  prove  it  fallj  to  the  satisfaotion  of 
the  jary.  Where  the  law  attached  certain  ooose- 
qoenoeB  to  any  enoh  act,  it  is  competent  to  the 
parties  by  agreement  between  themselves  to  insist 
upon  his  foregoing  the  advantage  the  law  gives 
bmi,  and  it  is  competent  to  the  man  to  whom  the 
law  g^vee  the  advantage  to  waive  it  if  he  thinks 
proper.  Therefore,  if  the  parties  chose  to  agree 
that  that  which  was  matter  of  general  average 
shoold  beoome  matter  of  partionlar  average,  there 
woold  be  nothing  illegal  in  entering  into 
such  an  arrangement,  but  where  the  law 
gives  any  advantage,  and  they  are  endea- 
vooring  to  take  away  that  advantage  by  reference 
to  a  particular  custom,  there  that  castom  must  be 
proved  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  tribunal  which 
has  to  administer  justice.  The  question  is 
whether  you  are  satisfied  that  this  custom  has 
been  made  out. 

Now,  a  good  deal  of  matter  has  been  brought 
before  you  which,  I  think,  strictly  speaking,  is 
inadmissible,  and  ought  not  to  weigh  in  ^our 
decision.  You  have  been  told  of  a  meetdng, 
and  some  resolutions  to  which  these  average 
adjusters  came  (a).  That  is  not  at  all  binding ;  thac 
is  not  legitimate  evidence  in  this  cause,  neither 
were  the  passages  read  from  certain  authors  upon 
this  subject,  who  give  you  the  result  of  their 
speculative  opinions,  in  any  way  evidence,  or  ad- 
missible to  bind  yon  in  your  decision  of  this  case. 
You  must  look  to  the  evidence,  and  to  the  evidence 
alone. 

Now,  there  is  evidence  certainly  that  where 
water  has  been  admitted  or  thrown  into  the  hold 
of  a  vessel  for  the  purpose  of  extinguishing  fire, 
and  thereby  damage  has  been  occasioned  to  the 
goods  contained  in  the  vessel's  hold,  that  has  been 
excluded  from  matter  of  general  average,  and 
made  matter  of  particular  average;  but  it  appears 
the  average  adjusters  who  come  to  tell  you  this 
was  the  practice  do  not  apply  it  to  the  case  of 
scuttling  vessels,  as  regards  past  experience. 
Now,  the  first  important  witness,  Mr.  Lindley, 
whose  experience  ranges  over  a  longer  period 
than  anybody  else's,  I  think,  cannot  tell  you  a 
case  of  a  ship  that  was  scuttled,  and  so  the 
learned  counsel  for  the  plaintifi*  says  fairly  enough, 
"If  all  that  is  proved  is  a  custom  that  has 
reference  to  the  admission  of  water  into  the 
hold,  by  its  being  thrown  in,  if  that  is  the 
only  case  in  which  this  custom  is  proved  to 
have  existed,  you  now  seek  to  apply  it  to  a  new 
case,  which  is  not  identically  the  same ;  and,  inas- 
much as  it  is  admitted  on  all  hands  that  the 
custom  is  an  irrational  one,  an  objectionable  one, 
an  unjust  one,  do  not  extend  it  one  hair's  breadth 
beyond  the  limit  to  which  it  has  already  been 
carried."  That  is  a  fair  argument,  but  I  do  not 
think  that  it  is  admissible  to  the  extent  that  the 
learned  counsel  pushes  it.  I  cannot  help  thinking 
that,  although  the  second  case  may  not  be  iden- 
tical with  the  first,  if  the  principle  which  applies 
to  the  first,  and  must  be  taken  to  be  the  founda- 
tion of  the  custom,  applies  in  every  point  of  view 
to  the  second,  he  mubt  consider  the  second  as  con- 
cluded upon  the  principles  of  the  first ;  and  I  cer- 

^  (a)  The  meeting  referred  to  was  a  meeting  of  the  prin- 
Q^iial  average  adjnaterB  who,  in  acoordanoe  with  the  deoi- 
■ioii  in  Stewart  ▼.  The  West  India  a/nd  Pacifie  Steam^ 
tMp  Company  (ante  voL  1,  p.  528),  resolved  to  treat 
■Qoh  a  kMs  as  this  aa  a  general  average  loss :  (See  omte, 
p.  32.— En.) 


tainly  cannot  see,  nor  has  he  been  able  to  point 
out,  any  substantial  difference  between  the  case  of 
water  admitted  into  the  hold  for  the  purpose  of 
extinguishing  fire,  and  thereby  doing  damage  to 
the  goods ;  and  the  case  of  a  ship  being  sunk  into 
the  water  in  order  that  the  water  may  have  pre- 
cisely the  same  efiect,  that  of  extinguishing  the 
fire.  The  water  is  admitted  to  the  hold  by  arti- 
ficial means,  such  as  lifting  it  in  buckets,  or  by  the 
use  of  a  steam  engine,  or  in  any  way  yon  think 
proper,  or  which  your  imagination  can  suggest ; 
water  is  cast  into  the  hold  and  puts  out  the  fire, 
and  so  damages  the  goods.  What  does  it  matter 
whether  you  pour  the  water  by  artificial  means 
into  the  ship's  hold,  or  cut  a  hole  in  the 
side  of  the  ship,  and  let  her  down,  and 
so  let  the  water  come  inP  Practically,  it 
comes  to  the  same,  and  I  cannot  help  thinking 
that  if  a  custom  is  shown  to  exist  in  one  case,  and 
a  particular  principle  is  resorted  to,  it  should  be 
resorted  to  in  the  other  case. 

That  leaves  open  the   question  whether   you 
are  satisfied  a  custom  does  exist  as  to  castins 
in  water  throuffh  the  hold  for  the  purpose  (u 
extinguishing   fire.      A   custom    does   seem   to 
exist    among    certain    adjusters   in   London — I 
may  say  the   majority,  and  there   appears   not 
only  to  have  been    an  opinion   in   such   cases 
as    the  one  we  are  considering  that    the   loss 
should  be  set  down  not  to  particular  average,  but 
to  general  average,  but  it  appears  to  have  been 
their  practice  to  do  so.    How  that  practice  origi- 
nated appears  to  be  matter  of  speculation,  but  I 
cannot  help  thinking  that  the  true  reason  is  the 
one  that  occurred  to  myself,  and  that  is  that  it  is 
so  much  more  convenient.    The  person  who  goes 
to  the  average  adjuster  in  the  first  instance  is  the 
man  who  has  sustained  the  loss.    The  merchant 
whose  goods  have  been  damaged  seeks  an  adjuster 
to  settle  his  claim,  that  he  may  make  his  claim 
against  whom  he  may  be  advised,  and  naturally 
enough  it  will  occur  to  the  adjuster,  who  is  his 
adviser  and  friend,  that  it  is  the  far  more  simple 
thing,  if  your  policy  will  cover  the  loss,  to  go  to 
the  underwriter  and  say, "  My  goods  have  been 
damaged  to  such  and  such  an  extent.    Be  so  good 
as  to  pay  me."    And  inasmuch  as  it  is  quite  clear 
that  where  there  is  this  particular  damage  the  under- 
writer must  pay  nineteen  times  out  of  twenty;  the 
underwriter  pay  s,and,f  or  aught  we  know,afterwardB 
makes  good  his  loss  bv  representation  to  the  a  cods 
owner,  and  getting  the  contribution  to  which  the 
goods  owner  would  have  been  entitled.    I  cannot 
help  thinking  that  must  have  been  the  origin  ef 
this  practice,  but  that  the  practice  does  appear 
to  have  been  continued  amongst  average  adjusters 
upon  this  evidence  cannot  be  oontraaicted.    The 
learned  counsel   for  the  plaintiffs   says  it  may 
have    existed  among  averaffe  adjusters,  but  by 
the  terms  of  this  contract  the  custom,  not  of  the 
average  adjusters,  but  of  the   under?rriterB   at 
Lloycr  s,  is  to  be  the  test.    The  learned  counsel  for 
the  defendants   says,  "Do  you  show  it  existed 
among  underwriters  at  Lloyd's  P  "    And  he  says 
fairly  enough,  '*You  have  not  called   a  single 
underwriter  at  Lloyd's  or  anyone  connected  with 
that  institution,  or  familiar  with  its  practice,  to 
show  the  underwriters  acquiesce  in  this  principle." 
Well,  I  think  what  I  threw  out  in  the  course  of 
the  discussion  to  a  certain  extent  affords  an  an- 
swer, because  if  you  are  satisfied  that  this  practice 
has  prevailed  unifomdy  and  universally  in  the 
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adjustment  of  averages  by  that  nsefal  class  of 
persons,  the  average  adjusters,  and  that  under- 
writers have  paid  without  difficulty  and  without 
resistance  the  claim  as  so  adjusted  and  made  out, 
it  is  very  difficalt  indeed  to  suppose  that  the 
underwriters  must  not  have  been  familiar  with 
and  acquainted  with  this  practice.  Therefore 
the  learned  counsel  for  the  defendants  was  en- 
titled to  say,  "it  is  enough  for  me  to  prove 
that  the  average  adjusters  had  nniformly  acted 
on  this  principle  and  practice  to  ask  a  jory 
to  infer  that  that  principle  must  have  been 
known  and  acquiesced  in  by  the  underwriters 
at  Lloyd's  in  my  case."  The  custom  would  be  as 
much  custom  of  the  underwriters  at  Lloyd's  as  it 
woald  be  a  custom  with  the  average  adjusters.  So 
the  matter  stood  on  the  evidence  adduced  on  the 
part  of  the  defendants. 

Then  the  learned  counsel  for  the  plaintiffs 
meets  that   by  calling  several  underwriters   or 

E arsons  familiar  with  insurance  matters  at 
loyd's,  who  all  say,  "We  never  heard  of  sach 
a  practice."  The  counsel  for  the  defendants 
says,  "Though  you  may  never  have  heard  of 
it,  never  known  of  it,  never  dreamt  of  it,  still, 
if  I  can  show  the  practice  has  existed  for  a 
long  time  so  as  to  become  an  established  practice, 
it  is  not  because  particular  individuals  have  never 
fallen  in  with  cases  of  that  description,  and  there- 
fore never  had  experience  of  the  practice,  that  the 
practice  is  not  to  be  taken  to  exist."  To  .a 
certain  extent  that  argument  is  well  founded ;  but 
it  must  be  taken  with  this  exception,  that  it  must 
shake  your  confidence  in  the  evidence  which  goes 
to  show  this  practice,  when  gentlemen  who  have 
been  lor  many  years  at  Lloyd's  never  heard  of  it, 
beoanse  they  would  have  l>een  in  this  position  if 
any  one  of  them  had  been  called  upon  to  pay — 
suppose,  for  instance,  he  had  been  called  upon  to 
pay  particular  average,  and  he  had  refused,  and  he 
had  been  told  "Aye,  but  although  you  knew 
nothing  about  it  you  are  still  liable,  because  of  the 
existence  of  this  custom,"  there  would  have  been 
the  evident  hardship  of  making  a  man  liable 
upon  a  custom,  the  existence  of  which  is  not 
universally  known  in  the  market  or  the  bodv  to 
which  he  individually  beloags.  Certainly,  therefore, 
one  would  expect  that  where  it  is  said  and  sought 
to  be  proved  that  a  particular  practice  derogating 
firom  the  ordinary  law  exists  in  a  particular  de- 
partment of  business,  it  would  be  so  general 
and  universal  that  the  knowledge  of  it  would 
have  extended  to  all  the  memb^  of  that  parti- 
cular institution. 

At  the  same  time,  if  von  are  perfectly  satisfied 
that  this  practice  did  exist,  although  it  has 
now  undergone  a  change,  then  although  the 
&ct  that  a  certain  number  of  the  members 
of  Lloyd's  knew  nothing  about  it,  might  very 
legitimately  tend  to  shake  your  confidence  in 
the  evidence  by  which  it  is  sought  to  establish 
the  practice  or  the  custom,  yet  if  the  evidence  in 
favour  of  the  custom  so  completely  satisfies  your 
minds  of  the  existence  of  the  custom,  then  the 
ignorance  of  a  particular  individual  of  its  exist- 
ence would  not  be  an  answer  to  the  affirmative 
evidence  if  that  affirmative  evidence  brought  con- 
viction to  your  mind.  You  must  really  upon  this 
evidence  apply  ^our  minds  to  the  question 
whether  this  practice  is  established  or  not.  It  is 
admitted  on  all  hands  to  be  a  bad  practice,  it  is 
one  the  abrogation  of  which  we  must  all  be  glad 


of;  but  still,  if  the  parties  contracted  on  the 
assumption  of  its  existence,  that  is  to  say,  if  the 
defendant  was  perfectly  justified  in  saying,  **! 
have  stipulated  for  the  settlement  of  any  clfSm  of 
general  average,  according  to  the  custom  of  the 
underwriters  at  Lloyd's,"  he  may  say. "  I  am  per- 
fectly entitled  to  insist  on  that  stipulation  as  the 
basis  and  condition  of  our  contract ;  though  that 
custom  may  be  one  which  persons  may  think 
wrong,  that  is  nothing  to  me,  I  can  only 
conclude  our  bargain  on  the  terms  that  that 
custom  shall  be  part  of  the  conditions  of  the  con- 
tract." If  he  has  stipulated  for  that  he  is  entitled 
to  the  benefit  of  it,  whatever  you  may  think  of 
the  practice.  The  only  question  is,  not  whether 
the  practice  is  good  or  bad,  but  whether  it  did  in 
point  of  fact  exist  at  the  time  this  contract  was 
entered  into.  The  decision  of  the  Oonrt  of  Queen's 
Bench  {Stewart  v.  The  West  India  and  Pcusific  Steam 
Naviaation  Company,  ante  vol.  1,  p.  528;  ante, 
p.  32)  upon  the  case  you  have  heard  mentioned 
nad  the  efiect,  and  a  very  salutary  effect  ic  was,  of 
leading  those  who  were  in  the  habit  of  making 
these  adjustments  upon  the  principle  in  question,  to 
desist  from  so  doing,  but  that  does  not  in  any  way 
affect  the  question  whether  that  practice  existed 
before. 

Now,  all  I  would  say  in  conclusion  is,  it  is 
not  enough  to  constitute  a  practice  that  a  certain 
number  ot  individuals  should  entertain  a  belief 
that  that  practice  or  custom  exists,  and  act 
accordingly,  because  they  may  be  mistaken ;  and 
in  a  great  establishment  like  the  commercial  insti- 
tutions of  this  country,  a  practice  in  derogation  of 
the  law,  unless  it  is  of  general  application  in  that 
particular  department  to  which  it  is  sought  to  be 
applied,  ought  not  to  be  acted  upon.  If  you 
believe  that  throughout  the  great  mass  of  the 
average  adjusters  in  London  there  was  this  par- 
ticular practice  established,  that  the  matter  we 
are  now  considering  should  be  deemed  matter  of 
particular  and  not  of  general  averase,  then  the 
defendant  is  entitled  to  your  verdict,  if  yon  think 
that  custom  has  not  been  made  out  so  as  to  applv 
to  the  underwriters  at  Lloyd's  generallv,  as  w«il 
as  to  the  average  adjusters,  then  the  plaintiff  is 
entitled  to  your  verdict. 

Yon  need  not  trouble  about  the  amount, 
because  that  will  be  settled  out  of  oourt.  The 
question  is,  did  this  practice  exist  at  Lloyd's  at 
the  time  this  policy  was  effected  P  That  no  such 
practice  exists  now  is  certain,  because  all  parties 
have  agreed  it  shall  not  be  acted  upon.  Whether 
it  existed  before  is  the  question  for  yoa  to 
determine. 

The  jury  found  for  the  plaintiff. 

GocKBUBK,  G.J.— You  are  of  opinion,  gentle- 
men, the  custom  is  not  made  out. 

The  Foreman. — ^Yes,  my  Lord. 


COV&T  OF  OOIEIEOV  PUBA8. 

Btported  by  ErHSBnreTov  Smith  and  J.  IL  Lblt,  B&scb^ 

Barri8tera.at-Lair. 


April  29,  May  1,  2,  and  6,  and  Nov.  2, 1874. 

AnDEBSOK  V,  MOBICB. 

Marine  insurance — Seaworthiness — Perils  of  ihs 
sea — Loss  from  una^soertained  cause— InswraHU 
interest — Oargo  partly  shipped^Appropriation  of 
goods  to  contract — Passing  ofpropirig, 

A  ship  which  had  previously  been  to  aU  appearances 
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staunch  and  $ound,  and  had  recently  been  tho- 
roughly repaired,  and  had  ifew  da/ya  before  been 
emamined  wUhotU  any  dffecte  being  diacoverable, 
sank  suddenly  at  her  moorings,  when  she  had 
taken  in  fivS'Swths  of  her  cargo.  No  direct  eoi- 
dence  could  be  given  why  she  foundered,  nor 
could  any  certain  cause  be  assigned  for  her  doing 

SO: 

Held,  that  these  fa^s  raised  a  presumption  of  un- 
seaworthiness which  mere  conjectures  and  sug- 
gestions  of  a  cause  could  not  displace  ;  h^it  that  the 
evidence  of  the  shifts  excellent  conduct  up  to  the 
time  immediately  preceding  the  loss,  of  extensive 
repairs  recently  done,  of  careful  surveys  recenH/y 
made,  and  of  ike  localisation  of  the  injury,  was 
properlu  left  to  the  jwry  on  the  questions  as  to 
seaworthiness  and  loss  by  a  peril  insured  against, 
and  was  evidence  on  which  they  were  justijied  in 
finding  a  lossfromyerilsinswred  agai/Mt,  a/ndwere 
not  bound  to  say  that  the  vessel  was  unseaworthy. 

The  plaintiff  had  made  a  contract  in  these  terms  : 
"  Bought  the  cargo  of  new  crop  rice  per  Sunbeam, 
at  9s,  li<2.  per  cwt,,  cost  and  freight  .  .  .  Pay" 
ment  by  seller^s  draft  on  purchaser  at  six  months* 
sight,  with  documents  atf  ached"  He  then  effected 
an  insurance  "  ai  and  from  Rangoon  by  the  Suth- 
beam  on  rice,  as  interest  m^y  appear,  amount  of 
invoice  to  he  deemed  the  valued*  When  the  Suw 
beam  sank  aJt  her  moorings  in  the  Rangoon  river 
she  had  nearly  finished  loading  ;  the  rest  of  the 
rice  necessary  to  complete  the  ca/rgo  was  aZongbide 
in  lighters.  After  she  sank  biUs  of  lading  for  the 
rice  which  had  been  a>ctually  shipped  were  sigr^ 
by  the  cavtain,  and  the  sellers  drew  bills  of  ex- 
change which  were  accepted  and  paid  by  the  pur- 
eiuuter,  the  plaintiff,  to  whom  the  biUs  of  lading 
had  been  indorsed. 

Held,  in  an  action  on  the  policy,  tllat  there  was  no 
binding  appropriation  of  the  rice  in  the  lighters 
to  the  contract,  that  the  property  had  not  passed, 
cmd  the  purchaser  1m d  no  insurable  int&rest  in 
such  rice. 

Hdd,  as  to  the  rice  which  was  on  board  the  ship  when 
she  Bank,  that  there  was  such  an  appropriation 
of  the  rice  already  loaded,  the  ship  bting  named 
in  the  contract,  as  to  prevent  the  seller  from  with- 
drawing  it  withcnit  the  buyer's  consent ;  that  the 
buyer  would  have  had  an  option  of  accenting  or 
rejecting  the  incomplete  cargo,  had  it  arrived  and 
betn*  tendered  to  him,  and  thcU  such  option  re- 
mained to  him  after  the  loss,  in  fact ;  that  the 
property  in  a  full  cargo  would  ha^e  passed  to  him 
at  oThce  on  the  hading,  and  that  his  option  of 
rejection  could  only  arise  from  the  cargo  being 
dt'ficient,  and  if  he  did  not  exercise  su^h  option, 
the  terms  of  the  contract  were  applicable  to  the 
lesser  eargo^  and  it  would,  thertfore,  be  at  his 
riskf  and  the  property  would  haioe  passed  to  him 
frorth  thehading  ;  that  the  existence  of  this  option, 
if  he  declined  after  the  loss  to  exercise  it,  did  not 
deprive  the  purchaser  of  his  insurcible  interest  in 
the  rice  to  its  full  value;  that  here,  therefore,  the 
property  was  in  the  plaintiff  at  the  time  of  the 
loss,  and  he  had  an  insurable  interest. 

Held,  further,  that  even  if  the  property  in  the  rice 
on  board  did  not  j^ass  legally  to  the  plaintiff,  he 
had  an  insurable  xnUsrest  in  it,  because  he  had  an 
ixi  sting  contra^  with  regard  to  it  from  the  time 
of  its  being  loaded,  bit  virtue  of  which  he  had  an 
eamectcMcy  of  benefit  depending  on  the  safe  arrival 
of  the  rice. 

Hddj  that  this  wets  a  valued  policy. 


Tbis  was  an  aotion  on  a  policy  of  insaraDoe  oo  a 
cargo  of  goods  and  merchandise  in  a  ship  called 
the  Sunbeam,  at  and  from  Baogooo  to  any  port  in 
the  United  Kingdom  or  Gontineot,  and  was  to  re- 
cover 60002.  tor  the  loss  of  the  carfl^o  so  insnred. 

The  aotion  was  tried  before  Brett,  J.,  at  the 
Gnildhall,  during  the  sittings  after  Hilary  Term 
1873. 

It  appeared  that  on  the  2ad  Feb.  1871,  the 
plaintiff,  a  London  merchant,  entered  into  a  con- 
tract for  the  purchase  of  a  cargo  of  Rangoon  rice, 
in  these  terms : 

2nd  Feb.  1871.— BoTtffht  for  aooount  of  Anderson  and 
Co. ,  of  Borradaile,  SobiUer,  and  Co.,  the  cargo  of  new  crop 
Bangoon  rice,  per  Sunbeam,  707  tons  leffister,  No.  1254r. 
in  Veritas,  at  ds.  l|ii.  per  owt.,  cost  and  freight  expected 
to  be  March  shipment,  bnt  contract  to  be  void  ehonld 
▼esBsl  not  arrire  at  Bangoon  before  April  1871.  Payment 
by  seller's  draft  on  pnrchaser  at  six  months'  sight,  with 
documents  attached. 

He  then,  on  the  3rd  Feb.  1871,  effected  an  in- 
surance with  the  defendant  in  these  words : 

At  and  from  Bangoon  to  any  port  or  place  of  discharge 
in  the  United  Kingdom  or  Continent,  oy  the  Sunbeam, 
warranted  to  sail  from  Bangoon  on  or  before  the  Ist  April, 
on  rice,  as  interest  may  appear.  Amount  of  invoice  to  be 
deemed  the  yalne ;  arerage  payable  on  eyery  500  bags. 
The  said  merchandises,  &o.,  are  and  shall  be  yalned  at 
55001.,  part  of  60001. 

The  ship  sailed  from  Point  de  Qalle  in  ballast 
and  arrived  in  the  Bangoon  river  on  the  2nd  March 
1871,  and  anchored  in  the  usual  place  at  the  month 
of  the  river  Pegu  where  it  runs  into  the  Bangoon, 
about  five  miles  below  Bangoon  itself.  She  was 
anchored  by  two  anchors,  sixty  fathoms  apart,  one 
up  and  one  down  the  river.  Having  discharged 
her  ballast,  she  began  to  load  rice  on  the  9th 
March,  and  continued  loading  till  the  30th  March, 
at  which  date  there  were  8875  bags  of  rice  on 
board,  and  1600  bags,  which  would  have  completed 
the  cargo,  in  lighters  lying  alongside.  The  ship 
then  suddenly  began  to  leak  very  fast,  and  there 
was  evidence  that  the  water  was  heard  rushing  in 
near  the  stern ;  it  was  found  impossible  to  get  the 
water  under,  and  it  increased  so  rapidly  that  on 
the  31st  March,  the  following  day,  she  sank. 

Evidence  was  given  that  the  Sunbeams  had  been 
thoroughly  overhauled  and  reolassed  in  1869,  that 
in  sevektil  long  voyages  she  had  behaved  very  well, 
that  she  was  qnite  tight  and  dry  on  the  voyage 
from  Point  de  U-alle,  and  thac  while  lying  in  the 
Bangoon  river  she  had  been  examined  by  the 
captain  and  some  of  the  seams  recaulked.  There 
was  also  evidence  that  heaps  were  sometimes 
formed  in  the  river  by  vessels  throwing  ballast 
overboard,  that  the  tide  is  strong,  that  the  draught 
of  the  ship  when  loaded  was  19fb.  6in.,  and  the 
depth  of  water  at  her  anchorage  was  22ft.  at  low 
water. 

After  the  ship  sank,  the  captain  signed  bills  of 
lading  for  the  cargo  which  had  been  actually 
shipped,  which  were  indorsed  to  the  plaintiff.  The 
sellers  drew  bills  of  exchange  for  the  price,  which 
the  plaintiff  duly  accepted  and  met.  A  claim  was 
then  made  upon  the  underwriters,  all  the  facts 
being  disclosed  to  them. 

At  the  trial,  the  defendant  contended  that  there 
was  no  evidence  of  loss  by  perils  of  the  sea,  that 
the  ship  was  not  proved  conclusively  to  be  sea- 
worthy, and  that  the  plaintiff  had  no  insurable 
interest  in  the  cargo. 

Upon  the  above  facts  and  evidence  the  jury 
found  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  and  leave  was 
reserved  to  the  defendant  to  move  to  enter  a  veri 
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diet  for  him,  if  the  court  ehoold  be  of  opinion  that 
there  was  no  evidence  of  a  loss  by  perils  insured 
against,  or  if  the  evidence  showed  that  the  ship 
was  not  seaworthy,  or  if  it  showed  that  there  was 
no  insurable  interest  in  the  plaintiff. 

Accordingly,  a  rule  was  obtained  by  Sir  John 
Karslake,  Q.O.,  in  Easter  Term  1873,.  upon  these 
ffrounds,  and  also  for  a  new  trial,  on  the  ground 
tnat  the  verdict  was  against  the  weight  of  evidence, 
or  to  reduce  the  damages,  against  which,  in  Easter 
Term  1874, 

Sir  H.  James,  Q.O.,  Waikin  WiUiame,  Q.O.,  and 
J.  0.  McUhew,  showed  cause. — First,  was  this  ship 
lost  by  perils  insured  against,  that  is,  by  perils  of 
the  sea  P    It  is  not  necessary  for  the  plaintiff  to 

§rove  the  cause  of  the  loss;  but  in  fact  evi- 
ence  was  given  suggesting  several  causes,  any  of 
which  were  consistent  with  the  fact  of  the  penect 
seaworthiness  of  the  ship  at  the  inception  of  the 
risk,  and  which  were,  in  the  opinion  of  competent 
witnesses,  probable  causes  of  the  ship  sinkmg  so 
suddenly  as  she  did,  and  which  were  perils  of  the 
sea.  To  establish  against  this  evidence  that  the 
loss  was  not  within  the  perils  insured  against,  the 
defendant  must  prove  that  the  ship  was  unsea- 
worthy,  and  so  the  two  first  points  must  be  in 
effect  argued  together.  It  was  suggested  that  the 
ship  might  at  low  water  have  ta^en  the  sround 
upon  heaps  of  ballast,  which  it  was  proved  were 
customarily  thrown  into  the  river ;  that  she  might 
have  sat  upon  her  anchors,  or  caught  upon  one  as 
she  swung  with  the  tide,  and  so  have  damaged  her 
bottom.  Then  there  was  direct  evidence  of  sea- 
worthiness given;  it  was  proved  that  she  had 
made  several  long  voyages,  and  had  always  be- 
haved very  well;  that  she  was  always  tight  and 
dry ;  that  in  the  immediately  preceding  voyage  she 
was  perfectly  seaworthy,  ana  did  not  leak  at  all 
then,  nor  wmle  she  was  lying  in  the  river  wailing 
for  this  cargo,  up  to  the  30th  March,  the  day  before 
she  sank.  She  was  overhauled  while  at  Mugoon, 
and  the  caulking  found  to  be  in  good  order..  The 
suggestion  made  by  the  defendant  that  her  seams 
had  opened,  and  that  as  she  was  loaded  they  came 
below  the  water  line  and  caused  the  leak,  is  contra- 
dicted by  the  distinct  evidence  of  the  examination 
of  the  seams ;  and  to  make  this  available  to  the 
defence  it  would  be  necessary  to  show  that  on  the 
9th  March,  at  the  time  when  the  loading  began 
and  the  policy  attached,  she  was  unseaworthy. 
But  the  seams  were  examined,  and  where  neces- 
sary recaulked  before  the  9th,  and  during  the 
loading  she  did  not  leak  at  all,  though  when  the 
sudden  and  violent  leak  began — too  violent  to  be 
accounted  for  by  gaping  seams  only — she  had  as 
much  as  five-sixths  of  her  full  cargo  on  board,  and 
must  have  been  well  down  in  the  water.  [Bbett,  J. 
— Sir  J.  Karslake  suggested  that  it  was  not  the 
duty  of  the  captain  to  go  round  and  examine  the 
ship,  but  of  the  carpenter,  and  you  only  produced 
the  captain.]  But  if  he  did  in  fact  examine,  that  is 
enough.  [Denman,  J. — May  not  the  ship  have 
been  unseaworthy  at  the  time  she  was  lost,  thouffh 
not  at  the  time  she  was  insured  P]  If  there  were 
defects  which  would  have  been  made  good  before 
her  voyage  she  was  seaworthy.  The  condition  of 
her  seams  would  not  be  an  unseaworthiness  to 
affect  the  policy.  One  contention  of  the  defendant 
is,  that  the  captain  improperly  loaded  the  ship  too 
rapidly,  that  having  a  motive  to  complete  by  the 
1st  of  April,  he  hurried  the  loading  so  that  the 
seams  had  not  time  to  take  up  as  the  vessel  got 


down  lower  in  the  water ;  but  if  this  were  so,  it 
would  be  a  loss  for  which  the  assured  are  entitled 
to  recover,  upon  the  authority  of  Sadler  v.  Dixon 
(8  M.  &  W.  895),  where  it  was  held  that  the  und^ 
writers  are  liable  for  the  consequences  of  the  wilful 
but  not  barratrous  act  of  the  master  and  crew  in 
rendering  the  vessel  unseaworthy  before  the  end 
of  the  voyage,  by  throwing  overboard  a  part  of  the 
ballast.  Then,  again,  it  is  said,  this,  not  being 
absolutely  proved  to  be  a  loss  caused  by  a  specific 
cause  capable  of  being  assigned,  is  not  a  loss  by 
perils  of  the  sea«  But  Lord  Ellenborough's  judg- 
ment in  OuUen  v.  Bidler  (5  M.  &  S.  4^1),  shows 
that  although  the  loss  of  a  ship  by  being  fired 
into  by  mistake  was  perhaps  not  a  peril  of  the  sea, 
yet  it  would  come  under  the  words  in  the  policy, 
"all  other  perils  and  losses."  There  the  cause 
assigned  was  expressly  not  a  peril  of  the  sea  in 
the  sense  of  its  being  ex  marvMB  tempestatU  dit- 
crimine ;  here  no  foreign  cause  can  be  assigned, 
and  the  presumption,  therefore,  is,  that  it  was  a 
peril  of  the  sea.  But,  again,  from  the  case  cited, 
it  would  seem  to  be  a  material  question  to  ask, 
was  not  this  a  peril  within  the  policy,  even  if  it  be 
admitted  not  to  be  a  peril  of  the  sea,  strictly  bo 
called. 

Then,  on  the  next  point,  the  plaintiff  might 
contend  that  the  property  in  the  rice  passed  by 
the  appropriation  of  the  goods  put  and  to  be 
put  on  board,  but  it  is  enough  to  say  that  he  had 
an  insurable  interest  in  that  which  was  on  board 
at  the  time  of  the  loss.  In  Joyce  v.  8wan  (17  0.  B., 
N.  S.  84; ,  where  the  price  had  not  been  definitively 
agreed  upon,  it  was  held  that  the  property  in  the 
goods  passed  by  the  contract,  the  TOods  having 
been  shipped  to  order ;  and  Willes,  J.,  goes  even 
beyond  this,  and  says:  *'I  am  inclined  to  go 
further ;  for  it  appears  to  me  that,  if  what  was  done 
by  S.  and  Co.  was,  to  put  the  goods  on  board  with 
the  intention  of  fulfilling  M.'s  order,  even  if,  by 
reason  of  some  special  circumstances,  the  property 
did  not  pass  on  shipment,  yet,  by  reason  of  the 
risk,  the  buyer  might  insure  the  cargo  in  respect 
of  the  interest  he  had  in  it.  It  is  l&e  the  case  I 
put  of  a  tenant  of  a  house  bound  by  a  covenant  to 
insure ;  though  he  has  no  longer  an  interest  in  the 
hoose,  yet  by  reason  of  his  covenant,  he  has  an 
interest  in  the  insurance."    See  also 

Ireland  v.  Livvngsbon,  anie,  vol.  1,  p.  889;  27  L.  T. 

Bep.  N.  S.  79;  L.  Bep.  5  E.  &  I.  App.  395; 
Seagrave  v.  The  Union  Marine  Insurance  Compan/tf, 

14  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.  479;  L.  Bep.  1  C.  P.  305;  2^ 

Mar.  Law  Gas.  O.  S.  331. 

In  thb  case  the  plaintiff  did  incur  a  risk  in  rela- 
tion to  the  non-arrival  of  the  cargo.  [Bsbtt,  J.— 
It  is  sufficient  to  say  that  he  would  have  made 
profit  upon  arrival]  The  cargo  was  sufficiently 
earmarked,  because  it  was  in  the  contract, "  cargo 
per  Sunbeam,*^  and  it  is  no  valid  argument  that 
the  whole  cargo  was  not  on  board,  beoause,  sup- 
pose the  cap  tain  had  been  oompelied  by  bad  weather 
to  slip  his  cable  and  run  to  sea  with  only  part  on 
board,  and  the  ship  was  lost  at  sea,  would  not  that 
clearly  be  a  loss  of  cargo  P  [Beett,  J. — ^At  what 
moment  do  you  say  the  policy  attaches  P]  At  the 
time  of  shipment.  Eoaworth  v.  The  AUianee 
Marine  Ineuranee  Company  {ante,  p.  125;  29 
L.  T.  Eep.  N.  S.  479;  L.  Bep.  8  0.  P.  596) 
gives  the  general  test  as  to  insurable  interest; 
it  is  when  there  was  an  existing  oontracD  with 
regard  to  the  goods  by  virtue  of  whiob  the 
plaintiff  had  an  expectancy  of  benefit  and  advantage 
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■rising  oat  of  or  depending  on  their  safe  arrival. 
The  date  of  the  insurable  interest  aocrning  depends 
on  the  tme  oonstmction  of  the  oontraot,  and  in  no 
way  on  the  polioy;  it  is  a  question  of  porohase 
and  sale.  The  oontraot  is  an  exeontory  contract, 
made  on  the  2nd  Feb.  1871,  and  it  says,  "  Bought, 
Ao.,  the  cargo  per  Sunheamf^"  The  cost  and 
freight,  but  not  the  insurance,  are  included ;  it  is, 
thereforot  important  to  have  a  definition  of  oargo. 
As  to  its  not  necessarily  meaning  a  whole  cargo, 
and  that  the  oourt  will  not  take  a  mere  dictionary 
definition,  see  Houghton  y.  OUbart  (7  0.  &  P.  701) ; 
it  is  a  question  for  the  jury  to  decide  whether 
cargo  in  the  contract  is  satisfied  by  such  a  ship- 
ment as  was  effected  here.  Sargent  y.  Beed  (2 
Steange,  1227)  was  cited  as  the  authority  in  that 
case,  but  it  only  goes  so  far  as  to  say  that  cargo  is 
an  intelligible  term  as  referred  to  a  ship,  and  did 
not  make  a  prescription  to  take  three  bushels  out 
of  a  cargo  bad  as  being  unreasonable  or  uncertain. 
Beett,  J. — ^Tour  argument  goes  to  the  length 
that  the  "  oargo  of  Sunbeam "  can  exist  before  a 
single  bag  is  put  on  board.]  Yes,  it  exists  as  soon 
as  It  is  appropriated  to  or  put  into  the  custody  of 
the  ship.  Here  all  but  a  few  hundred  bags  was 
loaded,  and  the  remainder  was  in  lighters  alongside 
the  ship,  and  in  the  charge  of  the  people  of  the 
ship.  There  was  here  an  authority  to  appropriate 
the  rice  to  the  oontraot,  and  so  the  case  comes 
within  the  rule  in  Aldridge  y.  Johnson  (7  E.  &  B. 
885),  commented  on  in  Jenner  y.  Smith  (L.  Bep. 
4  G.  P.  270).  The  vendor  had  sent  down  to  the 
landing-place  a  cargo  for  the  Sunbeam,  and  there* 
upon  there  was  an  insurable  interest  in  the  plsin- 
tiS  in  that  cargo.  So  that  we  say  that  here  there 
are  all  the  elements  necessary  to  create  an  insurable 
interest  within  the  definition  of  Lawrence,  J.,  in 
Lucena  y.  Orawfurd  (2  B.  &  P.  N.  B.  269),  and  in 
Barclay  y.  Cousins  (2  East,  544).  In  favour  of  the 
plaintiff  also  is  Sparkes  v.  Marshall  (2  Bing  N.  0. 
761).  Is  not  the  meaning  of  the  contract  here 
that  the  risk  of  the  shipment  is  to  be  the  pur- 
chaser's P  The  oargo  was  at  the  purchaser's  risk, 
although  payment  was  to  be  made  afber  arrival. 
The  amount  having  to  be  ascertained  by  subsequent 
weighing  on  delivery  does  not  make  it  less  at 
buyer's  risk :  (see  Oastle  v.  Play  ford,  ante,  vol.  1, 
p.  225 ;  26  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.  315 ;  L.  Rep. 
7  Ex.  98.)  The  purchaser  here  also  would  have 
been  liable  to  pay  for  this  cargo  even  if  it 
had  been  lost  [Brett,  J. — ^Would  the  shipowner 
be  liable  for  a  loss  if  a  barge  had  sunk  P]  The 
charterer  is  bound  to  load  the  ship,  and  here 
the  whole  cargo  had  been  taken  from  the  shore 
and  bronght  to  the  ship,  and  the  mate  was 
directing  the  loading  of  the  last  of  the  bags 
from  the  lighters.  Jones  v.  The  Neptune  InsuT' 
anee  Company  (ante,  vol.  1,  p.  416 ;  27  L.  T.  Bep. 
N.  8.  308 ;  L.  Bep.  7  Q.  B.  702)  will  be  cited 
on  the  other  side,  where  '*  from  the  loading  "  was 
held  to  mean  from  the  oomplete  loading,  but  that 
was  a  policy  on  freight,  and  was  distinctly  limited 
as  being  *'  from  the  port  of  loading,"  not "  at  and 
from,"  and  so  had  reference  only  to  the  voyage, 
and  attached  as  soon  as  it  commenced.  So  also 
Kreuger  v.  Blane  (3  Mar.  Law  Gas.  O.  S.  470 ;  23 
L.T.  Bep.  N.  S.  128;  L.  Bep.  5  Ex.  179)  which 
is  quite  distinguishable  in  principle  from  the 
present  case.  It  was  a  contract  of  sale  of  a  cargo, 
which  was  held  (Martin,  B.,  dissentients)  not  co  be 
satisfied  by  the  tender  of  a  part  of  a  cargo,  even 
tl^gh  the  quantity  oorresponded  with  the  order 
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in  the  contract.  That  case  was  also  discussed  in 
Irelarbd  v.  Livingstone  (ubi  sup,)  in  the  House  of 
Lords,  and  doubt  thrown  upon  it  in  the  judgment 
of  Blackburn,  J.,  so  that  the  court  will  not  be  dis- 
posed to  press  it  beyond  its  immediate  application, 
and  it  is  submitted  it  has  no  application  to  the 
very  different  circumstances  of  the  present  case. 
They  referred  also  to 

The  Ba/nk  oflreUmd  v.  Perry,  25  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S. 
845  ;  L.  Bep.  7  Ex.  14. 

Sir  J.  B,  Karslake,  Q.O..  BuH,  Q.O.,  and  Cohen, 
Q.O.,  for  the  defendant. — ^There  are  really  only  the 
two  questions :  First,  whether  the  loss  was  by 
perils  of  the  sea ;  and,  secondly,  whether  the  plaintiff 
had  an  insurable  interest  in  the  cargo  at  the  time  of 
the  loss. 

It  must  be  admitted  that  the  plaintiff  had 
primd  facie  a  case  of  seaworthiness,  that  is  to 
say,  if  there  had  been  no  evidence,  the  defendant 
would  have  had  to  prove  unseaworthiness.  But 
there  was  evidence  which  rebutted  the  primd  facie 
presumption,  and  the  mere  conjectural  suggestions 
are  valueless.  The  probability  of  a  hole  being 
knocked  in  the  ship's  bottom  by  a  ballast  heap  is 
rendered  nil  by  the  evidence  that  there  was  an 
active  police  force  at  Bangoon,  which  prevented 
the  discharge  of  ballast  inso  the  river,  and  it  was 
admitted  that  such  discharge  was,  as  much  as 
possible,  prevented ;  then,  the  stream  runs  six  to 
seven  knots  an  hour,  and  no  heap  could  accumu- 
late. Besides  this  negative  evidence,  it  was  proved 
that  ballast  was  a  valuable  article  of  sale.  As  to 
the  anchors,  the  ship  was  anchored  up  and  down 
stream  and  was  thirty  fathoms  from  each  anchor, 
and  never  nearer.  But  she  was  a  wooden  ship,  and 
had  not  been  in  dry  dock  since  March  1869,  and  a 
1400-too  ship  came  into  oollision  witJi  her  a  few 
days  before — the  mate  said,  without  damaging  her. 
So,  as  far  as  the  evidence  goes,  it  is  that  she  was 
lost  without  any  cause.  But  peril  of  the  sea  means 
some  cause  from  without.  [Bbbtt,  J.— If  the  evi- 
dence of  seaworthiness  was  oonclusive,  and  she 
sank  without  any  cause,  how  would  it  be  PJ  The 
onus  of  proof  would  be  shifted.  It  is  true  that  a 
ship  may  be  seaworthy  at  the  commencement  of 
the  risk  and  become  unseaworthy  an  hour  after- 
wards ;  but  in  such  case  the  presumption  is  that 
she  really  was  unseaworthy  before,  and  the  onus 
probandi  is  on  the  assured  to  show  that  the  in- 
ability arose  from  causes  subsequent.  This  is 
Lord  Eldon's  language  in  Watson  v.  Clarke  (1  Dow, 
336).  To  the  same  effect  is  ParA^  v.  Potts  (3 
Dow,  336),  and  even  more  strong  is  Douglas  v. 
SeougdU  (4  Dow,  269),  where  in  an  insurance  case 
Lord  Eldon  says  that  the  honest  belief  of  the 
owners  and  carpenters  is  no  certain  answer,  for 
they  may  be  mistaken  in  fact,  and  if  a  vessel  sails 
and  encounters  a  storm  and  is  damaged,  unless 
the  damage  done  be  such  as  can  fedrly  be  oon- 
sidered  the  effects  of  the  storm,  the  implied  war- 
ranty is  not  complied  with.  [Bbstt,  J.,  refers  to 
Prescott  V.  The  tfnion  Marine  Insurcmoe  Company 
(1  Wharton's  Bep.  Pennsylvania,  399.)]  That  is 
an  authority  that,  upon  facts  similar  to  these,  it 
ought  not  to  be  left  to  the  jury  to  presume 
seaworthiness  or  otherwise.  But  even  assum- 
ing seaworthiness,  there  is  still  the  onus  on 
the  plaintiff  to  show  a  loss  by  the  perils  of 
the  sea.  The  case  of  Paterson  v.  Harris  (5  L.  T. 
Bep.  N.  S.  53;  1  B.  &  S.  336;  1  Mar.  Law 
Gas.,  O.  S.,  124)  shows  that  the  result  of  ordinary 
wear  and  tear  is  not  a  peril  of  the  sea.    Oook- 
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bam,  C.J.,  says :  "  The  wear  and  tear  of  a  ship, 
the  decay  of  her  sheathing,  the  action  of  worms 
on  her  bottom,  have  been  properly  held  not  to 
be  included  in  the  insurance  against  perils  of 
the  seas,  as  being  the  unavoidable  consequences 
of  the  service  to  which  the  vessel  is  exposed." 
Then  it  becomes  a  question  for  the  jury  whether 
the  loss  in  the  particular  case  was  caused  by 
perils  of  the  sea,  or  by  the  unseaworthiness  of 
the  ship :  (see  Thompson  v.  Hopper,  6  E.  &  B.  172 ; 
and  1  E.  B.  <&  E.  1038,  and  Fawcus  v.  BarafieU,  6 
E.  <&  B.  192.)  In  the  latter  case  Lord  Campbell 
says,  "  Although  she  was  not  seaworthy  when  she 
sailed,  it  must  be  taken, 'according  to  my  view  of 
the  case,  that  the  policy  attached;  but,  unless 
this  loss  arose  from  perils  insured  against,  it  can- 
not be  cast  upon  the  underwriters."  It  would 
seem  that  a  peril  insured  against  must  be  the 
efficient  cause  or  occasion  of  the  loss :  (see  Phillips 
on  Insurance,  s.  1131.)    They  cited  also 

Busk  V.  The  Royal  Exchwnge  Assurance  Company,  2 

B.  &  Aid.  73 ; 
lonides  y.  The  VniveTsal  Marine  Insurance  Company, 

1  Mar.  Law  Cas.,  O.  S.,  353;  8  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S. 
705;  UC.B.,N.S.,259: 

OibUn  y.  McMullen,  21 L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.  214;  L.  Bep. 

2  P  G  317  • 

Davidson  v.  Bwmand,  19  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.  782 ;  L.  Bep. 
4  C.  P.  117 ;  13  Mar.  Law  Gas.,  O.  S.,  207. 

Next  on  the  question  of  insurable  interest.  Did 
the  property  in  the  rice  pass  to  the  plaintiff  P  If 
not,  he  had  no  insurable  interest.  A  contract  of 
insurance  is  a  contract  of  indemnity,  and  a  man 
can  only  insure  that  which  he  has  to  lose.  The 
plaintiff  here  bought  "  the  cargo  per  Sunbeam  " 
— this  means  the  cargo  which  the  ship  carries,  not 
an  amoont  varying  as  each  bag  is  put  on  board, 
but  when  the  whole  is  shipped  :  the  particular  ship 
was  named  so  as  to  give  control  to  the  person 
making  the  contract ;  she  was  a  ship  of  a  specified 
tonnage.  The  contract  here  could  not  be  carried 
out  in  its  entirety,  and  the  loading  of  a  portion 
was  not  a  performance  of  the  contract  so  as  to 
bind  the  parties  :  {Kreuger  v.  Blanc,  ubi  sup,)  The 
contract  was  for  unspecified  rice,  to  be  put  on 
board  a  specified  ship,  so  that  the  appropriation 
vas  not  a  mere  matter  of  volition,  some  act  must 
be  done,  and  it  was  not  enough  to  mean  to  appro- 
priate. [Lord  CoLEBiDGE,  C.J. — If  the  purchaser 
were  present  at  the  warehouse,  would  not  that  be 
enoagD,  on  the  authority  of  Aldridge  v.  Johnson 
{ubi  sup.)  P]  That  is  not  this  case,  for  the  whole 
cargo  was  the  thing  bought,  and  the  plaintiff 
never  intended  taking  anything  else.  The  drawing 
and  accepting  of  the  bills  had  no  effect  in  passing 
the  property.  That  was  done  after  the  loss,  as 
was  also  the  signing  of  the  bills  of  lading.  It  is 
submitted  that  the  property  had  not  passed, 
because  there  was  no  cargo,  therefore  there  was  no 
liability.  Then,  if  the  property  had  not  passed,  did 
the  assured  stand  in  such  relation  to  the  goods  as  to 
have  an  insurable  interest  in  them  notwithstanding. 
In  Sea  grave  v.  The  Union  McMrifie  Insu/rance  Com- 
pony  (ubi  evp.),  Willes,  J.,  Ba;ps,  **The  general 
rule  is  clear  that,  to  constitute  interest  insurable 
against  a  peril,  it  must  be  an  interest  such  that  the 
peril  would  by  its  proximate  effect  cause  damage  to 
the  assured.*'  And  Phillips,  sect.  174,  says  :  *'  The 
peril  or  event  insured  against  must  be  such  that 
its  happening  might  bring  upon  the  insured  a 
pecuniary  loss."  The  case  of  Wa/rder  v.  Horton 
(4  Bing.  529)  is  cited  there  as  follows :  "  Where 
goods  being  ordered  were  consigned  to  the  agent 


of  the  consignor  to  be  delivered  to  the  party  or- 
dering them  on  payment  of  the  prioe,  and  w«!e 
lost  in  the  transit,  it  was  held  that  the  party  or- 
dering them  could  not  recover  against  his  under- 
writers for  their  value,  on  the  ground  that  he  was 
not  liable  for  the  price,  and  so  had  sustained  no 
loss :  "  and  sect.  178,  **  A  purchaser  who  is  liable 
for  the  price  has  an  insurable  interest."  This, 
therefore,  is  the  test,  and  the  plaintiff  here  was  not 
liable  for  the  price.  Again,  "  It  is  an  every  day's 
practice  to  insure  goods  before  they  are  bought, 
yet  if  one  insures  them  on  his  own  account,  the 
property  must  pass  to  him  before  a  loss  happens, 
otherwise  he  oan  recover  nothing  under  the 
policy."  See  also  Parsons  on  Marine  Insurance, 
p.  191,  and  the  cases  illustrating  that  the  passing 
of  the  property  b  always  a  subject  of  intention: 

Crowley  v.  Cohen,  3  B.  &  Ad.  478 ; 

Sparhes  v.  Marshall  (ubi sup.) ; 

Broivn  v.  Hare^  4  H.  &  N.  8^ ; 

The  Calcutta  and  Bu/rmah  Steam  Navigation  Com- 
pany V.  De  Mattos,  10  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.  246 ;  33  L.  J. 
24,  Q.  B. ;  2  Mar.  Law  Gae.,  O.  S.,  11. 

It  is  submitted  that  Ireland  v.  Livingstone  (ubi 
sup.)  is  not  at  all  in  point  in  reference  to  this  case, 
being  a  question  between  principal  and  agent 
and  not  vendor  and  vendee.  Wait  v.  Baker  (2  Ex.  1) 
is  expressly  in  favour  of  our  contention  that  the 
property  had  not  passed  ;  Parke,  B.  says,  in  words 
which  apply  exactly  to  the  circumstances  of  this 
case :  '*  It  is  clear  that  the  original  contract  be- 
tween the  parties  was  not  for  a  specific  chattel 
That  contract  would  be  satisfied  by  the  delivery  of 
any  500  quartern  of  com,  provided  the  com 
answered  the  character  of  that  which  was  agreed 
to  be  delivered."  To  the  same  effect  are  Tamwico 
V.  Lucas  (1  E.  &  E.  581) ;  Kreuger  v.  Blano  (ubi 
sup.);  VetTiede  Y.  Weber  (IB..  &N.  11).  Aldridge 
V.  Johnson  (ubi  sup.),  which  has  been  relied  upon 
on  the  other  side,  is  not  really  an  authority  to  the 
extent  for  which  it  has  been  cited.  The  ground  of 
Lord  Campbell's  judgment  was,  that  there  was  an 
d,  priori  asset  to  the  act  of  Knight  o&  the  part  of 
the  plaintff ;  but  that  is  very  different  from  this 
case,  where  the  vendor  had  absolute  discretion  as 
to  providing  the  rice  until  he  provided  the  cargo, 
which  was  the  subject-matter  of  the  contract  of 
sale.  Nor  does  this  decision  appear  quite  consistAot 
with  that  in  Bryans  v.  Nim  (4M.  &  W.  775).  (See 
Benjamin  on  Sale,  2nd  edit.  269 ;  Blackburn  on  the 
(Ik>ntract  of  Sale,  pp.  127,  151,  152.)  It  cannot 
here  be  contended  that  as  soon  as  each  bag  was 
filled  with  rice,  eo  instanti  the  property  in  the  rice 
in  the  bags  vested  in  the  plaintiff ;  which  are  Lord 
CampbeH's  words  in  Aldridge  v.  Johnson  (ubi  sup.) 
There  the  sacks  were  the  plaintiff's  property,  and 
were  sent  by  him  to  be  filled  out  of  the  bulk  of  the 
barley  in  Knight's  warehoose,  and  it  was  held  that 
when  measured  into  the  sacks  the  appropriation 
was  complete,  no  subsequent  assent  boing  neces- 
sary. [B&ETT,  J. — Suppose  the  insurance  to  be  on 
profits,  how  could  the  plaintiff  insure  on  profits 
unless  he  had  an  interest  in  the  goods  P]  He  could 
not,  and  Chops  v.  Reynolds  (5  C.  B.,  K.  S.,  64*2)  is 
an  authority  that  under  a  policy  indorsed  profit 
on  goods  by  a  particular  named  ship,  the  aasared 
could  not  recover,  the  ship  having  been  lost,  but 
the  goods  having  been  saved  and  brought  by  other 
vessels,  and  not  delivered  to  him.  This  case  fol- 
lows the  principle  in  M'Swiney  v.  The  Oorporaiion 
of  the  Boydl  Ezchcmge  (14  Q.  B.  634).  Another  test 
is,  whether  a  court  of  equity  would  decree  the 
specific  performance  of  the  contract,  or  would  in- 
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terien  oy  injaootion  to  restrain  the  breach  of  it. 
The  oases  are  all  collected  in  Ouddee  ▼.  Butter 
(White  &  Tador's  Lead.  Gas.  709),  and  the  Master 
d  the  Bolls  in  FothergiU  y.  Rowland  (L.  Bep.  17 
Eq.  192),  oomments  on  them.  This  is  not  a  oon- 
trsot  fbr  the  sale  of  a  specific  chattel,  and  conld 
not  be  enforced  by  decree.  The  remedy  for  any 
breach  wonld  be  by  action  at  law.  The  plaintilE 
here  woold  not  have  been  entitled  to  have  the  rice 
appropriated  to  him  before  the  cargo  was  complete 
and  the  yessel  had  sailed.  Bat  the  rale  is,  that 
the  assured  mast  have  an  interest  amoanting  to 
properly  absolato  or  qualified;  in  other  words 
aacn  interest  as  woald  in  law  or  equity  entitle  him 
to  have  the  property  appropriated  to  his  own  use. 
A  court  of  equity  would  not  have  interfered  here 
to  prerenli  the  sellers  from  parting  with  this  rice 
to  any  other  persons  than  the  plaintiff,  and  within 
the  case  dted  he  had  therefore  no  equitable  right 
to  the  specific  rice  to  give  him  the  necessary  in- 
terest in  it.  The  case  of  JEhsworlh  v.  The  Alliance 
Marine  Insurance  Oompany  (uhi  8wp,\  is  in  the 
defendant's  favour  in  this  view.  They  cited  also 
Btoekdale  v  Dimlop,  1  M.  A^  W.  224. 

Our,  adv,  vuU, 
Nov.  2. — The  judgment  of  the  court  (Lord  Cole- 
ridge, 0. J.,  Brett  and  Denman,  JJ.)  was  delivered 

Bkbtt,  J  — ^In  this  case  the  antion  was  brought 
to  recover  upon  a  policy  of  insurance  signed  by  the 
defendant,  an  indemnity  in  respect  of  a  cargo  of 
rioe  alleged  to  have  been  lost  by  perils  of  the  sea. 
The  main  defences  were,  that  there  had  been  no 
loss  by  perils  of  the  sea,  that  the  ship  wa8  unsea- 
worthy  when  the  policy  attached,  and  that  the 
plaintiff  had  no  insurable  interest  in  the  cargo  at 
the  time  of  the  loss. 

The  plaintiff,  a  merchant  in  London,  entered 
on  the  2nd  Feb.  1871,  into  a  contract  with 
Borradaile,  Schiller,  and  Co.,  of  Calcutta  and 
London,  for  the  purchase  of  a  cargo  of  Bangoon 
rice  per  Sunbeam,  at  48,  1^.  per  cwt  The 
boDght  note  was  in  the  following  terms: — "2nd 
Feb.  1871.  Bought  for  account  of  Anderson  and 
Co,  of  Borradaile,  Schiller,  and  Co.,  the  cargo  of 
new  crop  Bangoon  price,  per  Sunbeam,  707  tons 
register,  No.  1254,  in  Veritas,  at  9^.  1^,  per  cwt., 
cost  and  freight,  expected  te  be  March  shipment, 
but  contract  to  be  void  shocld  vessel  not  arrive  at 
Bangoon  before  April  1871.  Payment  by  sellers' 
draft  on  purchasers  at  six  months'  sight,  with 
dooumento  attached."  The  Sunbeam  did  not 
helong  either  to  the  seller  or  the  purchaser. 
She  was  chartered  by  the  seller's  agents,  *'  to 
proceed  to  Bangoon  to  ship  and  carry  a  cargo 
of  rice  to  any  port  in  the  United  Kingdom 
or  Continent."  On  the  3rd  Feb.  1871,  the 
plaintiff  effected  insurance  with  the  defendant 
"at and  from  Bangoon  to  any  port  or  place  of 
discharge  in  the  United  Kingdom  or  Continent,  by 
the  Sunbeam  warranted  to  sail  from  Bangoon  on 
or  before  the  1st  April,  on  rice,  as  interest  may 
appear,  amount  of  invoice  to  be  deemed  the  value ; 
average  payable  on  every  500  bags.  The  said  mer- 
diandi8es,&c.,are  and  shall  be  valued  at  55007.,  pert 
of  6000{."  The  /Sunfreotn  arrived  in  the  Bangoon  river 
on  the  3rd  March  1871,  and  anchored  in  the  usual 
anchorage  at  the  i unction  of  the  rivers  Bangoon 
and  Pegu,  about  five  miles  below  the  town  of  Ban- 
goon. She  was  anchored  by  two  anchors  in  a 
somewhat  peculiar  way,  much  discussed  in  argu- 
ment before  the  jury  and  afterwards   before  the 


court.    When  the  ship  was  first  brought  up,  it  was 
by  one  anchor  with  sixty  fikthoms  of  chain ;  the 
ship  was  therefore,  then,  and  when  she  swung  with 
the  next  tide,  sixty  fathoms  from  her  anchors. 
After  she  had  thus  swung,  her  second  anchor  was 
let  go;  it  would  at  that  moment  have  no  effect ;  it 
would  be  nnder  the  bows  of  the  shi[^  which  would 
be  held  by  her  anchor  with  the  sixty  fathoms 
chain.    But  when  the  ship  swung  at  the  next  tide 
she  was  checked  by  this  second  anchor,  to  which 
thirty  fathoms  of  chain  were  then  given,  which 
stopped  the  ship  at  thirty  fathoms   from  that 
anchor,  and  when  she  had  gone  thirty  fathoms 
towards  the  first  anchor,  the  chain  of  that  first 
anchor  was  then  taken  in  to  thirty  fathoms,  so 
that  the  anchors  were  sixty  fi&thoms  apart,  one 
being  up  and  the  other  down  the  river,  and  the 
ship  was  held  by  her  bows  midway  between  them, 
that  is  to  say,  at  thirty  fathoms  from  each,  held 
by  one  or  the  other,  as  the  tide  was  on  the  ebb  or 
fiood.    The  draught  of  the  ship  when  most  loaded 
was  19ft.  6in. ;  the  depth  of  water  where  she  lay 
was  22fb.  at  low  water ;  the  bottom  of  the  river 
generally  was  soft  mud,  of  some  feet  in  depth ;  the 
tide  is  strong  in  the  Bangoon  river.    The  ship  dis- 
charged ballast  and  began  to  load  rioe  early  in 
March ;  the  oaptoin  was  anxious  to  complete  load- 
ing by  the  1st  April,  on  account  of  the  orders  to 
do  so,  and  to  secure  a  gratuity  due  to  him  if  he 
should  do  so ;  the  rice  was  brought  to  the  ship  in 
lighters,  from  stores  near  the  town  of  Bangoon, 
and  was  carried  on  board  the  Stmbeam  and  there 
stowed  by  coolies.    On  the  30th  March,  the  ship 
was  nearly  loaded — there  were  8878  bags  then  on 
board;  1400  more  bags  would  have  completed  the 
cargo,  and  they  were  in  lighters  alongside.    The 
loading  had  been  much  accelerated  during  the 
latter  days  of  loading.    On  the  evening  of  the 
30th  March  the  ship  suddenly  made  a  great  deal 
of  water ;  this,  in  spite  of  every  exertion,  increased 
with  great  rapidity,  so  that  in  the  course  of  the 
night  the  ship  sank   at  her  anchors    and    was 
totally  lost,  as  was  also  all  the  cargo  then  on 
board. 

After  the  ship  had  sunk,  and  after  ship  and 
cargo  were  lost,  and  in  order  to  enable  the  plain- 
tiff to  claim  on  the  policy,  the  oaptoin  signed 
bills  of  lading  for  the  cargo  which  had  been 
shipped,  and  the  sellers  drew  bills  of  exchange  for 
the  price  of  such  cargo,  which  were  accepted  and 
met  by  the  plaintiff.  The  bills  of  lading  were 
indorsed  to  him.  All  this  was  fully  disclosed  to 
the  underwriters  when  the  claim  was  made. 

On  the  trial  at  Guildhall  before  Brett,  J.,  in  Feb. 
1873,  the  plaintiff  gave  evidence  that  the  ship  was  an 
American  built  ship  of  707  tons  register ;  that  she 
was  reclassed  in  New  York  in  1869 ;  that  she  made 
several  long  voyages,  behaving  extremely  well; 
that  she  carried  a  cargo  of  coals  in  the  summer  of 
1870  from  Liverpool  to  Point  de  Galle,  being  on 
that  voyage  perfectly  dir  and  tight.  She  sailed 
from  Point  de  Galle  to  Bangoon  in  ballast,  li^ht, 
and  with  her  topsides  out  of  the  water.  She  sailed 
on  a  smooth  voyage,  with  fine  weather,  but  in  the 
hottest  and  driest  months  of  the  year.  She  did  not 
leak  at  all  on  that  voyage,  neither  did  she  leak  at  all 
as  she  lay  in  the  Bangoon  river  up  to  the  30th 
March.  The  oaptoin  and  mate,  examined  and 
cross-examined  on  a  oommission,  gave  evidence 
that  the  caulking  of  the  topsides  of  the  ship  was 
examined  in  the  Bangoon  river  shortly  before  the 
30th  March,  and  was  found  to  be  in  good  order. 
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The  captain  also  gare  evidence  as  to  hearing,  when 
the  ship  began  to  make  water,  a  rash  of  water  into 
the  ship  towards  the  stem  of  the  ship,  nnder  the 
lazaretto,  in  one  place,  and  that  he  heard  no  sound 
of  the  coming  of  the  water  in  the  forward  parts 
of  the  ship.    The  only  evidence  given  by  any  wit- 
nesses on  board  the  ship,  or  who  were  at  Rangoon 
at  the  time,  either  on  oehalf  of  the  plaintiff  or  de- 
fendant, was  that  given  by  the  captain  and  mate. 
But  on  the  trial  witnesses  were  called,  both  on 
behalf  of  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant,  who  gave 
evidence  as  to  the  Bangoon  piver  and  the  oostoms 
and  habits  therein,  and  who  ffave  opinions  as  to 
how  the  loss  of  the  ship  and  cargo  might  and 
might  not  have  happened.    It  was  snggested  by 
the  witnesses  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff,  that  the 
ship  was  perfectly  soond,  bnt  that  she  might  have 
sat  npon  one  of  her  anchors,  or  have  pricked  her- 
self in  passing  over  one  of  her  anchors,  or  might 
have  stmck  on  a  ballast  heap  formed  in  the  river 
by  an  illegid  practice  of  ships  to  throw  stone  ballast 
overboard  in  the  river,  and  by  so  striking  have 
strained  herself,  or  have  displaced  her   rudder 
post.    The  jury  snggested  that  she  might  have 
taken  the  shelving  side  of  the  river  in  swiug- 
ing,  and  have  so  been  strained.  Evidence  was  given 
on  behalf  of  the  defendant  that,  in  the  opinion  of 
the  witnesses  who  save  the  evidence,  none  of  these 
things  could  have  happened  at  all,  and  certainly 
not  without  the  knowledge  of  those  on  board  the 
ship  who  had  never  suggested  any  of  them.    On 
behalf  of  the  defendant  it  was  suggested  by  wit- 
nesses, that  although  the  ship  was  perfectly  tight 
and  dry  when  she  left  Point  de  Galle,  yet  that  the 
voyage  in  ballest  thence  to  Bangoon,  in  the  hot 
and  dry  weather,  with  her  topsides  out  of  the 
water,  mieht  have  caused  the  caulking  of  her  top- 
sides  to  become  dr^  and  leave  the  seams  open, 
that  the  caulking  might  not  have  been  repaired  at 
Bangoon,  that  the  quick  immersion  of  the  topsides 
by  the  quick  loading  of  the  later  days  might  have 
caused  the  water  to  come  through  the  dried-up 
seams  before  they  could  by  the  immersion  ti^e 
up,  and  that  the  insufficiency  of  the  caulking  of 
the  seams  might  have  been  the  real  cause  of  the 
loss ;  they  suggested  that  the  opening  of  the  seams 
existed  at  the  time  when  the  loadins;  of  ship  com- 
menced and  the  policy  attached. 

Upon  these  facts  and  this  evidence  the  jury 
found  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  leave  being 
reserved  to  enter  the  verdict  for  the  defendants, 
if  there  was  no  evidence  of  a  loss  by  perils 
insured  against,  or  if  the  evidence  showed  that 
the  ship,  was  not  seaworthy,  or  if  it  showed 
that  there  was  no  insurable  interest.  On  a 
motion  made  accordingly,  and  for  a  new  trial,  on 
the  ground  that  the  verdict  was  against  the  weight 
of  evidence,  or  to  reduce  the  damages,  a  rule  was 
granted  and  cause  was  shown. 

It  was  argued  on  behalf  of  the  defendant  that 
the  fact  of  the  ship  sinking  in  smooth  water 
so  soon  after  the  commencement  of  the  risk, 
raised  a  presumption  that  the  ship  was  un- 
seaworthy  when  the  policy  attached,  and  that 
such  presumption  was  not  removed  by  specu- 
lative suggestions;  and  that,  consequently,  the 
jury  ought  to  have  been  directed  to  find  ac- 
cording to  the  legal  presumption  that  the  ship  was 
nnseaworthy.  It  was  further  contended  that  if 
the  ship  was  seaworthy  at  the  commencement 
of  the  risk,  yet  that  there  was  no  evidence  that  she 
was  lost  by  any  peril  insured  against,  and  that  the 


jury,  therefore,  ought  to  have  been  directed  to  find 
for  the  defendants  that  there  was  no  loss  by  perils 
of  the  sea.  It  was  further  contended  that  there 
was  no  insurable  interest ;  first,  because  no  pro- 
perty passed  in  the  rice  which  was  lost,  namely, 
the  noe  which  was  on  board.  The  reasons  given 
for  this  contention  were,  that  the  plaintiff  bad 
bought  "the  cargo"  of  the  Swnheam^  and  that 
until  the  ship  had  finished  loading,  "  the  cargo  " 
did  not  exist ;  and  if  it  did,  vet  that  t^e  cargo  had 
not  been  weighed,  and  weighing  was  neoeesaiy  in 
order  to  ascertain  the  price  to  be  paid,  and  that 
the  time  of  payment  had  not  arrived,  and  that 
there  was  no  appropriation  of  a  cargo  assented  to 
by  the  purchaser  before  the  loss.  Another  reason 
alleged  against  there  being  an  insnraUe  interest 
was,  that  at  the  time  of  the  loss  no  liability  to  pay 
for  the  rice  attached  to  the  plaintiilt  aoomdng  to 
his  contract  with  the  sellers,  and,  therefore,  he  had 
nothing  at  risk,  and  he  suffered  no  pecuniary  loss 
by  the  destruction  of  the  rice.  It  was  contended  that 
the  damages  ought  to  be  reduced,  on  the  ground 
that  the  policy  was  not  a  valued  policy,  and  that 
the  verdict  included  not  only  the  invoice  price  of 
the  rice,  but  15  per  cent,  added  to  it. 

It  was  contended  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff 
that  there  was  more  evidence  as  to  unseaworthi- 
ness than  mere  suggestions,  that  there  was 
evidence  of  ^ts  fit  to  be  left  to  the  jury  on 
which  the  jury  might  properly  find  that  the 
ship  was  seaworthy.  It  was  further  contended, 
that  if  the  jury  should  find  that  the  ship  was 
seaworthy,  they  were  entitled  to  find  that  she 
was  lost  by  a  peril  insured  against,  even  though 
they  could  not  determine  what  the  accident  was 
which  caused  the  ship  to  sink.  It  was  urged  that 
there  was  evidence  of  facts  which  supported  reason- 
able suggestions  as  to  the  cause  of  the  ship  sink- 
ing. Ab  to  the  question  of  insurable  interest,  it 
was  argued  that  the  property  in  the  rice  on  board 
bad  passed,  that  if  not,  it  was  not  necessary  that  it 
should,  that  it  was  so  appropriated  to  the  contract 
that  the  pltuntiff  might  properly  be  said  to  have 
an  interest  in  a  contract  applicable  to  that  rice, 
and  that  such  interest  was  a  sufficient  insurable 
interest  in  the  rice  to  enable  him  to  insure  it  as 
rice.  As  to  the  amount  of  the  verdict,  it  was  con- 
tended that  the  policy  was  in  legal  effect  a  valued 
policy,  properly  valued  at  the  amount  of  the  in- 
voice ag^reed  upon  between  the  buyer  and  seller. 

Dealing  first  with  the  questions  raised  as  to  sear 
worthiness  and  loss  by  a  peril  insured  against,  we 
think  that  where  the  only  evidence  of  fact  as  to 
either  of  those  questions  is,  that  the  ship  sank  in 
smooth  water  very  soon  after  the  attaching  of  the 
policy,  the  significance  of  such  a  fact  cannot  he 
displaced  by  mere  opinion  founded  on  mere  con- 
jecture. We  think  that  the  true  significance  of 
such  evidence  is  to  be  termed  a  presumption  and 
a  shiftiing  of  the  burden  of  proof,  and  that  where 
such  a  fact  is  the  only  fact  in  evidence,  there  heiog 
no  other  evidence  as  to  the  condition  of  the  ship 
or  as  to  a  cause  of  loss,  it  is  evidence  on  which  a 
jury  ought  to  find,  and  should  therefore  be  directed 
to  find,  if  they  believe  the  evidence  that  the  ship 
was  nnseaworthy  at  the  inception  of  the  risk  Bat 
where  there  is  other  evidence  of  the  condition  of 
the  ship,  or  of  a  cause  of  the  loss,  then  the  fact  of 
the  ship  sinking  in  smooth  water  beoomes  one  of 
several  facts  which  must  all  lie  left  to  the  jury.  If 
from  other  facts,  such  as  a  large  amount  of  repairs 
recently  done,  careful  surveys  recently  made,  ez- 
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oeUent  oondnot  of  the  ship  up  to  a  time  imme- 
diately preceding  the  loss  or  otherwise,  a  jory 
coDoladed  that  the  ship  was  seaworthy  at  the  io- 
oeption  of  the  risk,  then  the  jary  may  farther  find 
that  the  loss  was  oooasioned  by  a  peril  insared 
against,  though  they  are  onable  to  ascertain  or 
adTely  conjectare  what  it  was  which  oansed  the 
ship  to  sinK.  The  immediate  visible  cause  of  the 
loss  in  such  a  case,  is  the  fonndering  of  the  ship. 
If  that  was  not  the  result  of  nnseaworthiness  ex- 
isting at  the  inception  of  the  risk,  it  is  difficult  to 
see  npon  the  assnmptioo,  which  is,  that  there  is 
no  other  evidence  as  to  the  loss  than  the  fact  of 
the  fbondering  of  the  ship,  how  that  could  have 
been  caused  1^  anything  but  some  extraordinary 
though  invisible  and  unascertained  accident  of  the 
seas.  We  do  not  consider  that  the  direction  of 
Lush,  J^  upheld  by  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas, 
in  the  oaae  of  The  iferohawU'  Trading  Oomipany  (a) 


Ths 


Uni- 


(o)  COUBT  OP  COMMON  PLEAS. 
Nov.  25, 1870. 

MXBOHAMTS'  TBADINa   OOXPANT   V,    THB 
VERBAL  MaSINB  IkBITRANCB  COMPANY. 

This  was  an  aotion  on  a  polioy  of  insurance  for  20001. 
«£Feoted  by  the  plaintiffs  npon  the  steam  ship  Oolden 
Fleece  at  and  from  the  river  Mersey  and  thenoe  to 
Cudiff,  whilst  there,  and  thenoe  to  Alexandria,  whilst 
there,  and  thenoe  home  to  a  port  in  the  United  King- 
dom, Ao.,  and  the  plaintiifs  sought  to  recover  for  the 
total  loss  of  the  ship.  The  defendants  pleaded,  amongst 
other  pleas,  that  the  ship  was  not  nnseawortiiy  at  the 
oommenoement  of  the  risk,  and  that  the  loss  did  not  arise 
from  the  perils  insured  against. 

The  action  was  tried  at  the  Liverpool  Summer  Assizes 
1870  before  Lush,  J.  It  then  appeued  that  the  ship  in 
pnrsuanoe  of  her  obarter-party  loaded  some  cargo  (coals) 
m  the  Mersey,  and  left  that  place  and  arrived  at  Cardiff 
without  anyuiing  remarkable  occurring.  Evidence  was 
given  that  the  snip  before  leaving  the  Mersey  had  been 
thoroughly  repaired.  On  her  arrival  at  Onrdifl  she 
diipped  over  2000  tons  of  coal  for  Alexandria.  She  left 
CaraUr  docks  on  the  morning  of  10th  Sept.,  1868  with  a 
foil  eargo  on  board,  in  charge  of  her  master  and  a 
hoensed  pilot.  The  ship  came  out  of  dock  apparently 
unhurt  and  without  touching  the  quay.  As  she  rounded 
Penarth  Point  her  master  thought  that  the  weather  was 
threatening  and  he  consequently  directed  the  pilot  to 
bring  the  ahh)  to  an  anchor  near  Barry  island,  where  there 
is  a  very  safe  anchorage.  She  steamed  to  a  point  be- 
tween Harry  and  Sully  islands,  and  anchored  there.  The 
weather  cleared  up  in  the  afternoon ;  there  was  not  any 
had  weather  during  the  day.  The  ship  had  her  steam 
up  ready  for  going  on.  The  pilot  left  her  at  4.80  p.m. 
and  all  was  then  well.  At  9.80  p.m.  the  master,  who  had 
made  up  his  mind  .to  stay  in  his  anchorage  till  the  next 
morning,  had  a  report  brought  to  him  that  the  water  was 
oominff  in  somewhere  about  the  starboard  bunker.  He 
looked  into  the  bunker,  and  saw  that  the  water  was 
eoming  in  rapi<^,  but  could  not  ascertain  where  it  was 
cooung  from,  lliere  was  a  sound  inride  the  bunker  as  if 
of  rending  iron.  The  master  tried  to  g^et  steam  on  the 
ihip  so  as  to  work  her  pumps.  This  was  done  for  a  short 
time,  but  the  water  rose  so  rapidly  that  it  put  the  fires 
out,  and  listed  the  ship  over  to  starboard,  and  in  85 
minutes  from  the  time  the  alarm  was  given  the  master 
and  crew  had  to  take  to  their  boats,  and  in  about  hadf  an 
hour  afterwards  the  ship  went  down.  No  collision  had 
ooenrred  or  other  riolenoe  been  done  to  the  ship,  so  far 
as  was  known  to  her  master  and  crew,  which  would 
account  for  the  water  rushing  in  as  it  did. 

Upon  these  facts  Lush,  J.  directed  the  jury  as  appears 
by  the  judgment  of  the  court  and  they  found  a  verdict 
for  the  defendants. 

In  Michaelmas  Term  1870,  execution  haring  been  in 
the  meanwhile  stayed, 

Jftitoard,  Q.C.  for  the  plaintiffs,  moved  for  a  rule 
calling  upon  the  defendants  to  show  cause  why  there 
should  not  be  anew  trial  upon  the  grounds^  first  of  mis- 
direotion,  secondly  that  the  verdict  was  against  evidence, 
thirdly  surprise.  The  misdirection  aUeged  was  that 
Luah,  J.  had  too  much  restricted  the  definition  of  the  I 


V.  The  Univenal  Marine  InatMroMoe  Oompawy,  is  in 
oonfliot  with  these  propositions.  It  was  suggested 
that  tihe  learned  judge  had  directed  the  jnry  that» 
even  thoagh  the  ship  were  seaworthy  at  the  in- 

perils  insured  against,  and  that  he  had  wrongly  confined 
the  time  of  the  attaching  of  the  warranty  of  seaworthiness 
to  the  departure  of  the  vessel  from  Cardiff  Docks,  whereas 
the  warranty  would  have  been  satisfied  if  she  was 
seawortiiy  when  in  the  Mera^,  and  he  ought  to  have 
told  the  jury  so.  Ow,  adv,  vuU. 

Nov.  25,  1870.— The  judgment  of  the  Court  (BoriU, 
C.J.,  Byles,  J.,  and  Brett,  J.)  was  delivered  by 
BOVILL,  C.J.— 

In  the  case  of  the  Merchants  Trading  Company  against 
the  Universal  Marine  Insurance  Company.  The  motion 
was  made  in  this  case  by  Mr.  Milward  for  a  new  trial  on 
three  grounds,  first  misdirection,  secondly  verdict 
against  evidence,  and  thirdly  on  the  ground  of  aurpnse. 
The  last  ground  was  disposed  of  in  the  course  of  the 
argument.  On  the  second  ground  it  did  not  appear  to^  us 
there  was  any  sufAoient  reason  for  disturbing  the  verdict, 
but  before  finallv  refusing  the  rule  on  that  ground  we 
were  desirous  of  consulting  Mr.  Justice  Lush.  We  have 
done  so,  and  find  that  he  is  not  dissatisfied  with  the  Yer- 
dict,  and  as  our  opinion  entirely  concurs  with  his  there 
will  be  no  rule  on  the  second  ground.  The  first  ground 
remains  to  be  considered,  namely  the  aUeged  misdirection 
of  my  brother  Lush,  which  was  stated  to  be  that  he  had 
too  much  restricted  the  definition  of  the  perils  against 
which  the  policy  insured,  and  that  he  had  confined  the 
time  of  tiie  attaching  of  the  warranty  of  seaworthiness 
to  tiie  departure  oftiie  vessel  from  the  Cardiff  Docks. 
Upon  these  questions  it  is  material  to  look  at  the  facts, 
and  the  points  that  were  raised  at  the  trial.  By  the 
polioy  the  vessel  was  insured  on  a  voyage  from  the 
Mersey  to  Cardiff,  whilst  there,  and  thence  to  Alexandria, 
whilst  there,  and  then  home  to  a  port,  &c.  As  to  the 
actual  voyages  the  vessel  having  according  to  her 
charter,  taken  on  board  a  few  hundred  tons  of  coal  at 
Liverpool,  proceeded  to  Cardiff,  where  she  shipped  a 
cargo  of  over  2000  tons  of  coal  for  Alexandria.  She  left 
the  Cardiff  Docks  on  the  morning  of  the  10th  Sept.  1809 
with  tiiis  full  cargo  on  board,  amd  on  the  niffht  of  the 
same  day  whilst  riding  at  her  anchor  in  Cardiff  Beads 
foundered,  and  went  to  the  bottom  ;  there  was  no  stress 
of  weather  or  heavy  sea,  there  were  no  rocks,  and^  nothing 
to  account  for  her  going  down  ;  very  strong,  and  indeed  it 
was  contended  by  the  plaintiffs'  counsel  at  the  trial)  con- 
clusive evidence  was  given  that  her  coal  ports  (which  at 
one  time  it  was  suggested  had  been  left  open)  were  dosed, 
and  remained  dosed,  and  there  was  nothing  it  was  arrned 
bv  the  plaintiffs*  counsel  to  explain  the  cause  of  her  loss. 
The  account  given  by  those  on  board  was  that  the  water 
came  in  rapidly  in  one  place  and  in  considerable 
quantities ;  that  there  was  a  noise  as  of  the  crashing  or 
rending  of  iron  at  or  near  that  place,  and  that  the  veesd 

Suickly  filled  with  water  and  sui^.  The  substantial 
ef ence  set  up  bv  the  underwriters,  was  that  the  veesd 
was  not  seaworthy,  and  that  the  loss  was  occasioned  by 
the  inherent  weakness  of  the  vessd  caused  by  an  origin- 
ally weakly  construction,  or  by  the  deterioration  the 
result  of  neglect,  and  her  consequent  inability  to  carry 
the  full  cargo  with  which  she  was  finally  laden,  and  that 
she  broke  up  from  that  cause  alone,  and  not  from  any 
extraordinary  or  unusual  peril,  l^e  question  was  dis- 
cussed at  tiie  trial  and  endeavoured  to  be  solved  by 
evidence  given  on  both  sides  as  to  the  cause  of  this 
sudden  eruption  of  the  water  in  Cardiff  Boads.  It  was 
contended  for  the  plaintiffs  that  the  vessel  was  proved  to 
have  been  thoroughly  repaired,  and  to  have  been  sea- 
worthv  on  leaving  Birkennead,  and  that  the  foundering 
or  sinking  of  the  vessd  at  Cardiff,  could  therefore  only 
have  resulted  from  some  inexplicable  and  extraordinary 
accident  which  must  therefore  be  the  cause  of  the 
foundering  which  was  a  peril  insured  against.  It  was 
contended  for  tiie  defendants  that  no  extraordinary  perils 
were  proved,  and  that  the  fact  of  this  vessel  having  sunk 
without  any  apparent  or  adequate  cause  almost  imme- 
diately after  her  fdl  cargo  was  on  board,  was  the 
strongest  evidence  of  her  not  having  been  fit  to  encounter 
the  ordinary  perils  of  the  voyage ;  that  under  the  drcum- 
stances  which  were  proved  notUng  whatever  having^  been 
shewn  to  account  for  the  vessel  sinking  whilst  riding  at 
anchor  in  smooth  water,  and  so  soon  alter  she  left  Cardiff, 


432 


MARITIME  LAW  CASES. 


C.P.J 


Anderson  v.  Mobicb. 


[O.P. 


oeption  of  the  risk,  yet  she  might  have  foandered 
through  wear  and  tear  caused  by  no  extraordinary 
action  of  the  sea,  and  if  so,  it  was  not  a  loss  b^  a 
peril  insnred  against.   It  is  trae  that  a  foundering 

the  natural  preBumption  would  aiifle  that  the  vessel  was 
not  s^awortny,  and  that  the  loss  had  arisen  from  that 
oanse.  The  warranty  or  condition  of  seaworthtneBS  was 
explained  by  the  learned  jndge  to  the  jory  as  follows, 
namely  '*  that  the  a^sared  undertaken  in  a  yaymge  policy 
that  tneyeesel  shall  start  upon  the  yo^a^  in  all  respects 
fit  to  encounter  the  ordinary  perils  incident  to  such  a 
yoyage,"  and  he  told  them  that  if  the  yessel  did  not  start 
upon  the  yoya^  in  that  condition,  then  the  policy  did 
not  attach  at  all,  and  the  underwriters  were  free  from 
responsibilibr,  and  that  on  the  other  hand  if  the  ship 
was  seaworthy,  then  the  only  question  was  whether  the 
loss  happened  in  consequence  of  the  perils  insured 
against.  He  further  explained  to  the  jury  that  the  terms 
"perils  of  the  sea''  denoted  all  marine  casualties 
resulting  from  the  yiolent  action  of  the  dements  of 
the  wind  and  waters,  lightning,  tempest,  stranding, 
striking  on  a  rock,  and  so  on — all  casualties  of  that 
description  as  distinguished  from  the  silent  natural 
gradual  action  of  the  elements  upon  the  vessel  itself, 
though  the  latter  properly  belonged  to  wear  and  tear, 
and  U)at  what  the  underwriters  insured  were  casualties 
that  might  happen,  not  consequences  which  must 
hi^pen^  casualties  which  might  occur  and  were  incident 
to  navigation  arising  from  the  violent  action  of  the 
elements  upon  the  ship.  The  learned  judge  prooeeded 
to  say  **that  in  the  peculiar  circumstances  of  this  case 
the  voyage  having  scarcely  commenced,  Uie  vessel  being 
in  still  water  at  the  time  when  this  casualty  happened,  this 
case  was  distinguishable  from  the  dass  of  cases  in  its 
circumstances,  and  those  two  questions  apparently  diifer- 
rent  in  form  appeared  to  him  to  become  merged  in  the 
one  practical  question  which  was  this.  Was  the  leak,  the 
extraordinary  leak  which  occurred  wliile  the  vessel  was 
lying  at  aochor  attributable  to  injury  and  violence  from 
without  or  weakness  within."  The  learned  judge  further 
told  the  jury  that  the  evidence  shut  them  up  to  that 
alternative  one,  or  the  other,  and  that  if  they  found  it 
could  not  be  attributed  to  perils  of  the  sea,  that  is  the 
violent  action  of  the  elements  from  without,  or  any  other 
casualty  involved  in  perils  of  the  sea,  then  that  he  did 
not  see  but  that  it  was  for  the  jury  to  judge  what  other 
conclusion  they^  could  come  to  than  that  it  must  be  due 
to  an  inherent  infirmity  in  the  ship  itself.  After  calUng 
the  attention  of  the  jury  to  the  detuls  of  the  evidence,  the 
learned  judge  proceeded  to  address  the  lury  as  follows : 
**  That  is  the  whole  account  of  what  happened.  Do  you 
see  in  that  any  evidence  at  all  of  what  I  have  described 
to  you  as  penis  of  the  sea^  any  violent  action  of  the 
elements  in  stranding,  collision,  or  anythina  of  that  kind, 
which  would  account  for  the  vessel  g^oing  down.  If  yon 
do,  then  the  loss  is  not  by  tiie  i>erils  of  the  sea ;  if  there 
was  no  peril  as  I  have  said  the  silent  natural  action  of  the 
water  on  a  fioating  body  is  not  a  peril  of  the  sea,  but  it  is 
wear  and  tear.  According  to  the  description  given  here 
the  ship  was  unable  to  maintain  herself  afioat  in  still 
water  lying  quietly  at  anchor.  If  so  there  is  an  end  of 
the  case.  It  was  no  peril  of  the  sea  at  all  as  I  have  said. 
That  being  so,  and  there  being  nothing  at  all  to  account 
for  that  mystery,  what  is  the  conclusion  ?  That  she  must 
have  been  in  such  a  condition  when  she  left  the  dock  as 
she  could  not  encounter  the  ordinary  perils  of  the  voyage, 
she  could  not  stand  in  still  water  at  anchor."  After  some 
further  observations  the  learned  judp^  concluded  as 
follows :  "  As  I  have  said  the  two  questions  are  so  mixed 
up  toffether  that  if  it  wae  not  apieril  of  the  sea  there  is  an 
end  of  it  in  that  way.  If  not,  this  occurring  so  soon  after 
she  left  the  dock  the  inference  seems  irresistible  that  she 
must  have  been  in  a  very  infirm  state,  although  not  known 
to  the  parties  when  she  left  the  dock,  to  have  been  the 
subject  of  such  a  catastrophe  within  twelve  hours  after 
she  sailed."  As  to  the  first  idleged  misdirection  the 
question  at  the  trial  was  whether  the  vessel  sank 
through  unseaworthiness  or  from  some  extraordinary  and 
unaccountable  accident,  and  the  learned  jndge  compen- 
diously expressed  this  contention  in  the  question  which  he 
left  to  the  jurv  of  whether  the  leak  was  attributable  to 
injury  and  violence  from  without  or  to  weiUniess  within. 
It  is  quite  true  that  the  perils  mentioned  by  the  learned 
Judge  do  not  include  all  the  risks  and  perils  covered  by 


from  aaoh  wear  and  tear  would  not  be  a  loss  by 
a  peril  insured  against,  but  it  seems  equally  true 
that  if  a  ship  cannot  pass  through  an  insnred  voy- 
age  without  foundering  from  the  effects  of  wesr 
and  tear  occurring  without  extraordinary  action 
of  sea  or  wind,  such  ship  was  unseaworthy  at  the 
inception  of  the  risk ;  she  was  then  incapable  of 
sustaining  the  ordinary  casualties  of  an  ordinary 
voyage.  We  do  not  understand  that  either  the 
learned  judge  or  the  court  in  banco  treated  the 
question  of  wear  and  tear  as  different  from  or  inde- 
pendent  of  the  question  of  whether  the  ship  was 
seaworthy  or  not,  but  that  the  judge  was  reiterat- 
ing in  another  form  the  altematiTe  question  wbidi 
he  bad  before  stated  was  presoit  in  that  case, 
namely,  whether  the  ship  founded  by  reason  of 
unseaworthiness  or  of  a  peril  of  the  sea.  The 
statement  of  l^e  proposition  as  to  loss  from  wear 
and  tear,  or  by  reason  of  a  peril  insured  against, 
contained  in  Thompson  y.  Hopper  (6  E.  &  B.  172 ; 
1 E.  B.  &  E.  1038),  IS  in  our  Tiew  entirely  consistent 
with  what  we  have  enunciated,  and  tne  proposi- 
tion  is  not  inconsistent  with  the  proposition  quoted 
in  argument  from  Fawcua  v.  Bars  field  (6  B.  k  B. 
192).  It  becomes  necessary,  therefore,  to  consider 
what  was  the  evidence  in  the  present  case. 

It  is  truly  stated  on  behalf  of  the  defendants  that 
the  greater  part  of  it  on  both  sides  consisted  of 
opinions  founded  on  conjectured  facts.  And  in  oar 
judgment  some  of  those  alleged  facts  could  not  have 
existed,  and  of  others  there  was  no  such  evidence 
as  would  entitle  a  jury  to  found  a  verdict  on  their 


the  policy,  but  from  the  nature  of  the  question  that  wis 
raised  in  this  case  which  was  as  to  the  cause  of  the 
sudden  rushing  of  the  water  into  the  vessel  whether  it 
was  the  inherent  weakness  of  the  vessel  in  conseauenoe 
of  original  delects  and  construction,  or  neglected  rut, 
or  some  unaccountable  accident  resulting  in  founderiog, 
and  with  reference  to  the  evidence  the  attenti<m  of  the 
jury  was  in  our  opinion  properly  called  to  such  of  the 
peinls  as  were  material  to  the  point  raised  for  their 
consideration.  As  to  the  second  alleged  nusdireotioo. 
In  some  parts  of  the  summing  up  the  learned  jndge  no 
doubt  referred  to  the  condition  of  the  vessel  when  she  left 
the  Cardiff  Docks,  but  at  the  commencement,  when  he 
was  stating  the  proposition  of  law,  he  told  the  jury 
that  the  undertaking  of  the  assured  that  the  vesiel 
should  start  on  her  voyage  in  all  respects  fit  to  enoounter 
the  ordinary  perils  incident  to  the  voyage  went  to  the 
whole  voyage,  and  further  no  point  or  distinotion  had 
been  made,  nor  any  evidence  given  to  show  that  if  the 
was  seaworthy^  on  leaving  the  Mersey,  she  could  hare 
become  otherwise  so  far  as  her  structure  was  ooncemed 
between  the  time  of  her  so  leaving  the  Mers^,  and  her 
starting  from  Cardiff,  or  conversely  if  she  was  unsea- 
worthy when  she  left  Cardiff,  that  she  was  not  eqoally 
unseaworthy  when  she  left  Birkenhead.  It  seems  to  bafe 
been  considered  at  the  trial  that  so  far  as  her  struotme 
was  concerned  there  was  no  material  difference  in  her 
state  at  Cardiff,  from  what  it  had  been  at  Birkenhead. 
In  this  case  the  fact  of  her  sinking  in  smooth  water  and 
calm  weather  so  immediately  after  leaving  Cardiff  Dookt, 
was  properlv  treated  as  strong  eridence  of  inability  to 
carry  her  full  cargo  from  Card^,  which  was  evidence  of 
unseaworthiness  at  Cardiff,  and  under  the  cironmstaDoes 
and  according  to  the  sole  discussion  raised  on  both  sides  of 
the  trial  it  was  equally  strong  evidence  of  unseaworth- 
iness at  Birkenhead.  It  therefore  appears  to  us  that^ 
real  and  substantial  questions  raised  between  the  partiee 
were  left,  and  properly  left,  to  the  jury,  and  that  the 
direction  of  Ihe  learned  judge  having  regard  to  those 
questions  are  correct,  and  we  think  tiiere  are  no 
sufKoient  reasons  for  granting  a  new  trial  on  dther  of 
the  grounds  suggestecT  on  the  motion  for  the  rule,  and 
therefore  no  rule  will  be  granted.  I  should  mention  that 
my  brother  Byles  did  not  near  the  whole  of  the  argument, 
but  as  fsf  as  he  heard  it  he  concurs  in  the  conclnsioB  st 
which  we  have  arrived.  Buie  r^/iissd.— {Ed. 
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Bnppoeed  existence  in  hct.  From  the  position  of 
ibe  anchors,  the  depth  of  water,  the  nature  of  the 
rivers's  bottom,  and  the  draught  of  the  ship,  we  are 
Btrongly  of  opinion  that  the  ship  coold  not  have 
passed  OTer  either  of  her  anchors,  and,  therefore, 
coold  not  either  have  sat  upon  her  anchor  or 
pricked  herself  with  her  anchor.  Neither  do  we 
think  it  possible  that  the  ship  conld  have  twisted 
her  anchor  chains  so  as  to  bring  her  anchors 
together,  or  have  lain  fixed  across  a  strong  tide,  bo 
te  to  have  strained  herself  as  sn^gested,  without 
her  position  in  either  respect  hems  remarked  bv 
any  officer  or  man  on  board.  We  think  that  such 
suggestions  were  unworthy  of  the  name  of  evi- 
dence. We  do  not  think  that  the  existence  of 
ballast  heaps  could  be  properly  relied  on  by  the 
jmry,  if  it  were  necessary  in  order  to  support  their 
vordict  to  rely  upon  the  existence  of  such  heaps 
being  affirmatively  proved.  If  there  were  no 
other  evidence  in  the  case  but  the  opinions  and 
con  jectares  of  the  skilled  or  experienced  witnesses, 
tod  the  fact  of  the  sinking  of  the  ship  at  anchor  in 
smooth  water  so  soon  alter  the  inception  of  the 
risk,  we  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  jury  were 
bound  to  find  that  the  ship  was  unseaworthy.  But 
ibere  was  in  this  case  evidence  of  large  repairs 
done  to  the  ship  at  no  distant  period  from  the  losp, 
there  was  strong  evidence  of  good  behaviour  of  the 
ship  on  Toyages  immediately  preceding  the  insured 
voyage,  and  indeed  on  the  one  of  which  the  insured 
voyage  might  be  said  to  be  a  continuance,  there 
was  evidence  of  inspection  by  the  captain  of  the 
eanHdne  of  the  ship  whilst  at  Rangoon,  and  there 
was  evidence  as  to  the  suddenness  and  localisation 
of  a  leak. 

We  are  of  opinion  that  sach  evidence  brought 
the  oase  within  the  rule  before  enunciated,  and 
which  obliged  the  jadge  who  tried  the  cause  to 
leave  the  questions  as  to  seaworthiness  and  loss  by 
a  peril  insured  against  to  che  jury.  If  the  judge 
who  tried  the  cause  had  had  to  find  the  verdict, 
and  had  been  at  liberty  to  conjecture,  it  is  right  to 
say  that  he  would  have  acted  upon  the  theory,  as 
tfce  most  probable,  of  the  seams  of  the  top  sides 
having  been  generally  opened  on  the  voyage  from 
Point  de  Galle,  and  would  have  found  that  the  ship 
was  nnsea worthy  at  the  inception  of  the  risk,  but 
he  is  of  opinion,  and  in  that  we  agree  with  him, 
that  there  was  evidence  which  made  it  not  un- 
reasonable in  the  jary  to  find  for  the  plaintiff,  and 
that  he  is,  therefore,  not  authorised  to  act  upon  his 
own  opinion  as  against  their  finding,  and  that  we 
shoala  not  be  justified  in  deciding  that  the  verdict 
shoold  be  set  aside  as  being  against  the  weight  of 
evidence.  We  are  tM  of  opinion  that  the  verdict 
of  the  jary  npon  those  issues  must  stand. 

As  to  the  question  of  insurable  interest,  it  is  this : 
whether,  under  the  circumstances,  the  plaintiff  at 
the  time  of  the  loss  of  the  ship  had  a  sufficient 
interest,  including  a  sufficient  risk  of  loss,  in  the 
rice  which  was  on  board  the  Sunbeam^  to  enable 
him  to  recover  for  the  loss  of  it  under  an  insurance 
of  it  as  rice.  The  question  is  obviously  confined 
to  the  rice  which  was  on  board  the  ship,  that  being 
the  only  rice  which  was  lost  or  damaged. 

Kow,  we  agree  that  the  granting  of  the  bill  of 
lading  had  no  effect  in  passing  the  property,  because 
it  was  granted  after  the  loss  of  the  snip  and  cargo. 
We  agree  that  the  acceptance  and  payment  of  the 
drafts  for  the  price  were  of  no  effect  to  pass  the 
property  for  the  same  reason,  because  done  and 
made  after  the  loss  of  the  cargo.    We  agree  that 
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there  was  no  binding  appropriation  to  the  oontract 
of  the  rice  on  board  the  barges,  because  we  think 
that  any  barge  load  might  at  any  time  before  it 
was  delivered  into  the  control  of  the  ship,  have 
been  withdrawn  and  replaced.  It  seems  to  us  that 
the  purchaser  would  not  have  been  boand  to  accept 
the  rice  which  was  on  board  if  the  ship  had  arrived 
at  her  proposed  destination  with  only  so  mach  of 
a  full  cargo  as  was  on  board,  because  we  agree  with 
the  view  of  the  defendants'  coansel,  that  by  the 
terms  of  the  contract  of  purchase  and  sale,  the 
plaintiff  purchased,  and  therefore  undertook  to 
accept,  "  the  cargo  per  Sunbeam,**  and  was  entitled 
to  reject  a  part  cargo  if  offered  to  him.  We  think 
that,  inasmuch  as  the  plaintiff  woald  not,  if  the 
ship  had  sailed  and  arrived  with  what  was  on  board 
of  her  when  she  sank,  have  been  obliged  to  accept 
what  was  on  board,  the  plaintiff  was  not  bound  to 
pay  for  the  rice  which  was  on  board  and  lost  when 
the  ship  sank.  But  from  the  fact  of  the  ship  being 
designated  in  the  contract,  and  thereby  agreed  by 
both  bayer  and  seller  to  be  the  recipient  of  the  rice 
to  be  appropriated  to  the  contract,  we  are  of 
opinion  that  there  was  such  an  appropriation  of 
the  rice  on  board  to  the  contract  as  to  prevent  the 
seller  from  withdrawing  the  rice  without  the  con- 
sent of  the  buyer.  We  think  that  the  executory 
contract  as  to  any  rice  had  become,  as  to  the  rice 
which  was  on  board,  a  contract  attaching  to  that 
specific  rice.  We  agree  that  that  does  not  deter- 
mine the  question  whether  the  property  in  that 
rice  had  passed  to  the  purchaser.    Although  the 

Sbuntiff  could  not  have  been  forced,  if  the  ship 
ad  sailed  and  arrived  with  only  so  much  of  a  fall 
cargo  on  board  as  was  shipped  and  lost,  to  have  ac- 
cepted so  much  as  was  on  board,  yet  wo  are  of 
opinion  that  he  would  have  had  the  legal  option 
of  requring  actual  delivery  of  it.  The  sellers 
could  not  liave  withdrawn  what  was  on  board 
without  breaking  their  contract  with  the  plain- 
tiff. They  could  not,  if  the  ship  had  arrived,  have 
defended  an  action  for  non-delivery  on  demand,  by 
saying  that  they  were  not  bound  to  deliver  what 
had  arrived  an  board  the  Sunbeantt  because  their 
agents  had  not  shipped,  or  had  been  prevented 
from  shipping,  an  encirely  full  cargo.  The  pur- 
chasers might  have  elected  to  treat  what  was  on 
board  as  a  cargo,  and  have  insisted  upon  its  actual 
delivery. 

It  seems  to  us,  therefore,  that  the  final  ques- 
tion is,  whether  npon  such  a  state  of  facts, 
rights,  and  liabilities,  the  defendants  (the  under- 
writers) can  allege,  by  way  of  defence,  that  the 
plaintiff  (the  assured)  had  not,  after  the  loss,  the 
same  option  as  he  had  before  it;  and  whether  that 
was  not  the  option  of  saying  that  the  delivery  on 
board  the  designated  and  agreed  ship  was  a  deli- 
very to  him ;  that  he  elected  to  treat  the  quantity 
on  board  as  a  cargo ;  that  conseqaently  he  elected 
to  say  that  the  cargo  was  at  his  risk ;  and  that 
the  property  in  it  had  passed  to  him  directly  it 
was  on  board.  The  solution  of  this  qaestion  seems 
to  us  to  depend  upon  a  careful  consideration  of 
what  it  was  which  gave  the  option  of  rejection  to 
the  plaintiff.  Was  there  anything  to  give  him 
such  an  option,  other  than  the  fact  of  the  cargo 
not  being  a  fall  cargo  P  In  other  words,  if  there 
had  been  a  fall  cargo  on  board  would  there  have 
been  any  such  option?  We  think  not.  By  the 
contract  the  cargo  purchased  by  the  plaintiff  was 
to  be  shipped  by  the  vendors  on  board  a  particular 
designated  ship.    It  is  true  that  the  ship  was  to 
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be  taken  up,  and  the  freight  in  the  fint  place  paid, 
by  the  vendors.  Bat  the  freight  was  specifically 
incladed  in  the  price  to  be  paid  by  the  purchaser. 
He  was,  in  the  end,  to  pay  the  estimated  cost  of 
the  hire  of  the  ship.  He  agreed  that  the  oarj^o 
should  be  shipped  on  board  that  particular  ship, 
and  the  payment,  so  far  as  an  acceptance  is  pay- 
ment, was  to  be  made,  perhaps,  before  the  arriTtJ 
of  the  ship  at  its  destination.  At  all  events  the 
time  of  such  payment  was  independent  of  the  time 
of  the  arrival  of  the  ship  and  the  delivery  of 
the  cargo.  Although  the  price  to  be  paid  for  the 
cargo  specifically  includes  the  freight,  it  does  not 
include  the  ^  insurance.  The  safer  proposition, 
under  such  circumstances,  is  to  say  that  tne  ques- 
tion as  to  which  of  the  two  parties  was  to  insure, 
depends  upon  the  question  of  oouRtructiont  whether 
the  contract  in  its  other  stipulations  discloses  an 
intention  that  the  cargo  should,  on  the  voyage  be 
the  cargo  of  or  at  the  risk  of  the  vendor  or  the 
pu^haser.  It  may,  however,  not  be  wrong  to 
observe  that  the  pliuntiff,  the  purchaser,  before  any 
dispute  as  to  the  interpretation  of  the  contract 
arose,  insured  the  rice  per  Sunbeam  on  the 
day  after  the  making  of  the  contract  of  pur- 
chase and  sale,  and  that  the  seller  never  in- 
sured it.  OonsideriDg  that  the  cargo  was  to  be 
put  on  board  a  ship  so  designated  by  the  purchaser 
m  the  contract,  that  the  cargo  could  not,  m  accord- 
ance with  the  contract,  be  put  on  board  any  other 
ship,  and  that  the  conditional  payment  by  accept- 
ance was  to  be  made  independently  of  the  time  of 
the  ship's  arrival,  althongh  the  ultimate  price  was 
to  be  ascertained  by  weighing  the  cargo,  we  are 
of  opinion  that,  in  the  case  of  a  full  cargo  having 
been  shipped,  the  property  in  such  a  cargo  would, 
by  the  manifest  intention  of  the  parties,  have  at 
once,  upon  the  loading,  passed  to  the  purchaser, 
subject  to  the  vendor's  right  to  stop  in  transitu  in 
case  of  the  purchaser's  insolvency,  and  to  his  right 
to  resume  dominion  in  the  case  of  non-acceptance  of 
the  draft  on  presentation,  or  to  his  right  to  with- 
hold actual  delivery  of  the  cargo  until  such  accept- 
ance. 

The  stipulations  of  the  contract  which  enabled 
the  vendors  to  taice  the  bill  of  lading  in  their 
own  name,  and  send  it  forward  with  the  draft, 
and  the  fact  that  the  price  was  to  be  finally 
determiced  by  ascertainiDg  the  weight  of  the 
cargo,  are  prima  facie  evidence  of  an  interest  re- 
maining in  them,  bat  they  are  not  conclusive 
(Seagrave  v.  The  Union  Marine  Insurance  Company, 
L.  Bep.  1  0.  P.  305,  at  p.  319),  and  the  other  stipu- 
lations to  which  we  have  referred  seem  to  us  to 
show  that  the  property  in  the  cargo  was,  never- 
theless, intended  to  pass  on  the  loadiog  of  it  on 
board  the  designated  ship,  and  that  the  stipula- 
tions as  to  time  and  mode  of  payment  were  only 
for  the  purpose  of  measuring  the  price,  and  securing 
its  payment :  (see  per  Cockburo,  C. J.,  in  Castle  v. 
Play  ford,  in  error,  L.  Rep.  7  Ex.  99.)  The  option, 
therefore,  which  the  plaintiff  would  have  had  of 
rejecting,  if  it  had  arrived,  the  present  cargo,  arose 
solely  from  the  shipment  not  being  a  fall  cargo. 
He  might,  on  that  ground,  have  treated  himself 
as  not  boand  by  the  contract  to  accept  or  pay  for 
the  rice  which  was  on  board ;  but  if  he  did  not  ex- 
ercise such  option,  then  all  the  terms  of  the  con- 
tract were  as  applicable  to  the  lesser  as  they  could 
have  been  to  the  greater  cargo ;  then  the  property 
in  the  lesser  cargo  would  have  passed  to  him  from 
the  loading,  as  much  as  would  have  the  property 


in  the  larger  cargo.  This  view  may  be  thas 
tested.  Suppose  a  lesser  cargo  shipped  and 
despatched,  and  drafts  representing  it  sent  for- 
ward with  notice  that  the  cargo  was  not  a^  foil 
cargo,  and  suppose  that,  thereupon,  the  plaintiff 
had  accepted  tne  drafts,  or  otherwise  notified  his 
intention  to  consider  the  contract  binding  on  the 
lesser  cargo,  and  that  after  such  notification  the 
ship  had  been  lost,  is  it  not  dear  that  the  effect  of 
the  contract  would  have  been  the  same  as  if  a  full 
cargo  had  been  shipped  and  sent  forward,and  thatif 
a  full  cargo  would  have  been  at  the  plaintiffs  risk 
on  the  vovage,  the  lesser  cargo  at  the  time  of  the 
suggested  loss  would  have  equally  been  at  his 
riskP  Unless,  therefore,  the  plaintiff  chose  to 
disclaim  the  contract  on  the  ground  of  there  being 
a  short  shipment,  the  contract  would  have  had  the 
same  application  to  a  short  as  to  a  complete  ship- 
ment, or,  in  other  words,  the  property  and  risk  in 
the  short  shipment  would  have  passed  to  the 
plaintiff  in  just  the  same  manner  and  to  the  same 
extent  as  in  a  full  shipment. 

The  question,  then,  is  whether  the  existence 
of  such  an  option  as  we  hold  the  plaintiff  to 
have  had,  and  of  such  only,  prevents  the 
plaintiff,  if  he  declines  after  the  loss  to  exer- 
cise the  option,  from  insisting  successfully  as 
against  the  defendants,  his  insurers,  that  he  had 
an  insurable  interest  in  the  rice  to  its  full  value. 
We  are  of  opinion  that  it  does  not. 

In  Svarkes  v.  Marshall  (2  Bing.  N.  0.  761),  the 
plaintiff,  the  assured,  had  agreed  to  purchase  oats 
to  be  shipped  for  Portsmouth.  Oats  were  shipped 
for  Sontkiampton  by  the  seller,  and  offered  to  the 

Elaintiff.  He  might  have  refused,  that  is  to  say, 
e  had  the  option  of  refusing  the  oats  so  shifqpeii 
and  so  offered ;  but  ih.e  vendor  could  not,  it  was 
held,  after  having  appropriated  the  oats  shipped 
for  Portsmouth  to  the  plaintff*s  contract,  withdraw 
such  appropriation  without  the  plaintiff's  consent, 
on  the  ground  that  the  oats  were  shipped  for 
Southampton.  The  plaintiff  insisted,  until  after 
the  loss  of  the  ship  was  suspected,  and  as  it  would 
seem  had  in  fact  occurred,  on  his  right  to  a  deli- 
very at  Southampton,  but  eventually  waived  that 
objection,  and  insisted  as  against  the  defendants, 
his  underwriters,  that  the  property  in  the  cargo 
shipped  for  Portsmouth,  and  appropriated  to  him 
by  the  vendors,  was  at  his  option  in  him.  This 
contention  was  held  to  be  a  valid  one:  "It was 
held,"  says  Phillips,  '*  that  the  underwriters  coukL 
not  object  his  want  of  interest  because  the  oats  had 
not  been  shipped  to  the  place  designated,  for  he 
had  a  right  to  accept  them,  and  waive  any  objection 
on  that  account :"  (Phillips  on  Insurance,  voL  1, 
§  180.) 

We,  therefore,  hold  that  the  plaintiff  had, 
in  the  present  case,  an  insurable  interest,  to  VjS 
full  value,  in  the  rice  on  board  the  Sunbeam  when 
she  wasilost,  on  the  ground  that  the  property  in 
such  rice  had  vested  in  him  before  the  loss.  We 
think  that  the  plaintiff  had  an  option,  which  ex- 
isted at  the  time  of  the  loss,  of  rejecting  the  rice, 
on  the  ground  that  a  fall  cargo  had  not  been 
shipped;  bat  we  arc  of  opinion  that  the  plaintiff 
was  entitled,  as  against  the  defendants,  to  decline 
to  exercise  that  option,  and  to  insist  that  the  con- 
tract of  purchase  and  sale  was  fulfilled  by  the 
loading,  on  behalf  of  the  vendors,  on  board  the 
Sunbeam,  of  the  rice.whioh  was  on  board  when  the 
ship  foundered,  and  that,  consequently,  the  pro- 
perty in  such  rice  was  in  him,  the  plaintiff,  at  the 
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time  oi  the  loss.  We  are  farther  of  opinion  that, 
er^i  if  the  property  in  the  rioe  did  not  legally 
pass  to  Hhe  plaintiff,  yet  he  had  an  insurable  interest 
in  it,  because  he  had  an  existing  contract  with  re* 
gard  to  it  from  the  time  of  its  being  loaded  on 
board*  by  virtne  of  which  he  had  an  expectancy  of 
benefit  and  advantage  arising  oat  of  or  depending 
on  the  safe  arriTal  of  the  rice. 

As  to  the  suggested  redaction  of  damage,  we 
are  of  opinion  that  the  policy  was  a  valned  policy, 
the  Taloation  being  the  amount  of  the  proper 
invoice,  according  to  the  contract  between  the 
plain tUf  and  his  vendors.  That  amonnt,  according 
to  the  course  of  dealing  between  the  plaintiff  and 
his  vendors,  included  the  disputed  15  per  cent. 

On  the  whole,  therefore  we  are  of  opinion  that 
ihe  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  succeed,  that  the 
verdict  vras  rightly  entered,  and  that  the  rule 
dboold  be  discharged. 

EuU  diicharged. 

Attorneys  for  the  plaintiff,  Parker,  Watney,  and 
Co. ;  for  thedefendMits,  HoUama,  Son,  and  Ooward, 


XBBOR  PBOM  THB  COUBT  OP   COMMON  PLBAS. 
Baported  I7  SrsnnroTOv  Skith,  Eiq.,  BaRistar^t-Law. 

June  18  and  19,  and  Nov.  30, 1874. 
Jackson  v,  Thb  Union  Mabinb  Insitbance 

OOMPANT  (LlMITEI)). 

Shipping  —  Marine  insurance  —  Ineuranee  on 
cMrtered  freight — Bight  of  cha/rterer  to  abandon 
charier  where  vessel  deUtyed  on  voyage  to  port  of 
loading — Total  loss  of  freight  by  perils  insured 
againsi. 

An  insurance  was  effected  on  9th  Dec.  1871,  by  the 
plaintiff  *'on  chartered  freight  <U  and  from 
Liverpool  to  Newport  in  tow,  while  there  and 
ihenee  to  San  Franeiseo."  He  had  previously  on 
22nd  Nov.  1871,  entered  into  a  charter-party  by 
which  the  ship  was  to  proceed  wUh  all  convenient 
speed  from  Liverpool  to  Newport  and  there  load 
a  cargo  of  iron  rails  for  San  Fnmdsco,  the  usual 
perUs  excepted.  The  shipleft  Liverpool  on  2nd  Jan. 
out  got  on  the  rocks  brfore  reaching  Newport. 
She  was  not  got  off  till  l2th  April,  when  she  was 
taken  bach  to  Liverpool  and  sold.  On  l^h  Feb. 
ihe  charterer  threw  up  the  charter  and  hired 
anoiher  ship  to  carry  the  rails,  and  notice  of 
ahandonment  of  ihe  policy  wcu  duly  given  to  the 
defendants.  The  plaintiff  sued  for  the  total  loss 
of  the  chartered  freight.  The  jury  found  that  the 
delay  in  getting  the  ship  off  and  in  repairing  her 
was  necessarily  so  great  as  to  mahe  it  unreason^ 
aJblefor  the  charterers  to  supply  the  agreed  cargo 
at  the  end  of  that  time,  and  was  so  great  as  to 
put  an  end,  in  a  commercial  sense,  to  the  com- 
mercial speculation  enteredupon  by  the  shipowner 
and  the  charterers. 

Held  by  BramweU,  B,.  Blackburn,  Mellor,  and 
Lush,  JJ,  and  Amphlett,  B.,  diss.  Oleasby,  B., 
{affirming  the  majority  of  the  Court  of  Common 
pleas),  that  there  was  an  implied  condition  pre- 
cedent  in  the  charter-party  that  the  vetsel  should 
arrive  at  the  port  ofloadtna  within  a  reasonable 
time,  and  thai  on  failure  of  this  the  contract  was 
at  an  end,  and  the  charterers  were  discharged. 

Beldf  further,  that  (he  adventure  having  been 
frustrated  by  the  perils  of  the  seas,  there  was  a 


total  loss  of  chartered  freight  within  the  meaning 
of  ihe  policy,  for  whidi,  the  plaint^  was  entitled 
to  recover. 
In  this  case  there  were  originally  two  actions  upon 
two  policies  of  insurances,  one  on  the  ship  Spirit  of 
ihe  Dawn,  the  other  on  chartered  freight,  valued  at 
29002.,  to  be  earned  by  that  vessel  on  a  voyage 
from  Newport  to  San  Francisco.  Both  actions 
were  tried  together  before  Brett,  J.,  at  the  Liver* 
pool  Summer  Assizes  1872,  when  it  appeared  from 
the  evidence  that  the  plaintiff  had,  on  9th  Dec. 

1871,  effected  an  insurance  "  on  chartered  freight 
valued  at  2900L,  at  and  from  Liverpool  to  Newport 
in  tow,  whilst  there  and  thence  to  San  Francisco," 
and  by  the  charter-party  it  was  stated  that  the 
ship  ehtdl  with  all  convenient  speed  proceed  direct 
to  Newport,  and  there  load  a  cargo  of  iron  rails 
for  San  Francisco,  "  all  and  every  the  dangers  and 
aocidents  of  the  seas  excepted.    On  the  2nd  Jan . 

1872,  the  ship  left  Liverpool,  but  before  reaching 
Newport  got  upon  the  rocks  in  Oamarvon  Bay, 
and  was  so  much  damaged  that  the  charterers  on 
15th  Feb.  gave  notice  of  abandonment  of  the 
charter,  and  nired  another  ship  in  which  to  forward 
their  goods.  The  Spirit  of  ihe  Dawn  was  with 
difficulty  got  back  to  Liverpool  on  the  12th  April, 
when,  upon  survey,  the  cost  of  necessary  repairs 
was  estimated  at  3650Z. 

Notice  of  abandonment  was  duly  given  under 
both  policies  but  not  accepted. 

The  questions  left  to  the  jury  were  first,  whether 
there  was  a  constructive  total  loss  of  the  ship ; 
secondly,  whether  the  time  ilecessary  for  getting 
the  ship  off  and  repairing  her  so  as  to  be  a  cargo- 
carrying  ship  was  so  long  as  to  make  it  unreason- 
able for  the  charterers  to  supply  the  agreed  cargo 
at  the  end  of  such  time;  tnirdly,  whether  such 
time  was  so  long  as  to  put  an  end  in  a  com- 
mercial sense  to  the  speculation  entered  upon 
by  the  shipowners  and  the  charterers.  The  jury 
answered  all  these  questions  in  the  affirmative,  and 
the  learned  judge  directed  a  verdict  to  be  entered 
for  the  defendants,  reserving  leave  to  the  plaintiff 
to  move  to  enter  the  verdict  for  him  on  either  or 
both  of  the  policies;  Upon  the  argument  of  the 
rule  which  was  accOTdingly  obtained,  an  agreement 
was  come  to  in  respect  of  the  policy  on  the  ship, 
but  with  regard  to  the  policy  on  the  chartered 
freight  the  court  below  was  divided,  Keating  and 
Brett,  JJ.,  holding  that  the  charterers  were  ab- 
solved firom  loading  the  vessel,  and  ihAt  the  ship- 
owner therefore  might  recover  for  the  loss  of 
freight,  Bovill,  O.J.,  holding  on  the  other  hand, 
that  the  charterers,  were  not  entitled  to  throw  up 
the  cluurter,  and  that  consequently  the  plaintiff 
could  not  recover  against  the  underwriters,  (a) 

(a)  The  judgmentt  of  Brett,  J.  (in  which  Keating,  J., 
oononrred),  and  of  Bovil,  C.  J.,  were  as  follows : 

Bbbtt,  J.— Two  aotiona  were  bron^hf  on  two  policies 
of  inanraaoe  effected  by  the  plaintiff  with  the  defendants, 
the  fint  being  on  the  ship  Spirit  of  the  Dawn,  of  which 
the  plaintiff  was  owner,  and  the  second  on  chartered 
freight  to  be  earned  by  the  same  ship. 

At  the  trial  before  me  at  the  snmmer  assizes  held  at 
Liverpool  in  1872,  on  which  occasion  both  actions  were 
tried  together,  it  was  proved  the  plaintiff,  on  the 
22nd  Nov.  1871,  entered  into  acharter-iNurty  with  Messrs. 
Bathbone  and  Oo.,  by  which  the  ship  Bpirit  of  the  Dawn 
was  to  proceed  with  all  coBvenient  speed  from  Liverpool 
to  Newport,  and  there  ship  a  cargo  of  iron  rails  (railways 
iron))  for  San  Francisco,  ordinary  perils  excepted,  and 
the  freight  payable  on  rifht  delivenr  of  the  cargo,  Ao, 

On  the  9tih  Deo.  1891,  the  plaintiff,  through  ms  agents, 
effected  with  the  defendants  thefrcoght  policy  sned  on, 


436 


MARITIME  LAW  CASES. 


Ex.  Oh.J 


Jackson  v.  The  Unioit  Mardte  Insitbanob  Gompant  (Limitbd). 


[Ex.  Ch. 


Upon  the  jadgment  of  the  majority  of  the  court 
below  the  defendants  brought  error,  which  was  now 
argned  before  Bramwell,  B.,  Blackbam,  Mellor, 
and  Lush,  JJ.,  Oleasbj  and  Amphlett,  BB. 

being  "  on  chartered  fireight  Talned  at  ^62900,  at  and 
from  Liyerpool  to  Newport  in  tow,  while  there,  and 
thenoe  to  San  FrandBOo,  &o."  On  the  12th  Deo.  1871, 
the  policy  on  ship  wae  effected  for  the  eame  voyage  on 
thirty.f onr  64thB  of  ship,  Talned  at  jeSOOO.  After  some 
eomplaints  from  the  cmarterere  as  to  delay,  the  ship 
Bailed  in  tow  from  IiYer|>ool  on  2nd  Jan.  1872,  On 
the  4th  Jan.  1872,  the  ahip,  which  was  an  iron  ship, 
before  arriving  at  Newport  took  the  rooks  in  Carnarvon 
Bay.  By  authority  of  the  plaintiffjand  the  defendants, 
CSaptain  Chisholm,  of  the  Salvage  Association,  proceeded 
to  endeavour  to  extricate  and  save  the  ship.  She  got 
into  a  place  of  comparative  safety  on  Ithe  r<M}ks  on  the 
18th  Feb.  1872,  and  was  got  off  the  rocks  and  into  Holy, 
head  between  the  2l8t  and  24ith  March,  and  was  by 
consent  of  the  plaintiff  and  defendants  taken  bade  to 
Liverpool,  still  m  ohuge  of  the  Salvage  Association,  on 
the  12th  April  1872.  Tlhc  salvage  charges  for  rescuing 
the  ship  and  bringing  her  to  Liverpool  were  JS4208. 
Upon  survey,  the  estimated  cost  of  repairs  was  ^63650. 
Due  notice  of  abandonment  was  given  on  both  polides, 
but  not  accepted.  The  ship  was  thereupon  sold  to  a  Mr. 
Wilson,  who  proceeded  to  repair  her.  The  ship  was  still 
under  repair  at  the  time  of  the  trial,  which  waa  on  the 
16th  Aug.  1872. 

On  the  16th  Feb.  1872,  Messrs.  Bathbone  and  Co., 
chartered,  without  the  consent  of  the  plainldff^  another 
ship,  by  which  they  forwarded  the  rails  to  San  f^andsco. 
Theraus  were  wanted  there  for  the  oonstruction  of  a 
railway. 

Upon  this  evidence,  and  some  other  as  to  the  value  of 
the  ship  when  repaired,  I  left  it  to  the  jury  to  say — 
first,  whether  there  waa  a  constructive  total  loss  of  the 
ship ;  secondly,  whether  the  time  necessary  for  getting 
the  ship  off  and  repairinff  her  so  as  to  be  a  cargo-carry- 
ing ship  waa  so  long  as  to  make  it  unreasonable  for  the 
charterers  to  suoply  the  agreed  cargo  at  the  end  of  such 
time ;  thirdly,  wneUier  such  time  was  so  long  as  to  put 
an  end,  in  a  commercial  sense,  to  the  commercial  specu- 
lation entered  upon  bv  the  shipowner  and  the  charterers. 
The  jury  answered  all  these  questions  in  the  affirmative. 
I,  upon  the  view  that  there  was  no  evidence,  according 
to  the  figures,  of  a  constructive  total  loss  of  ship,  and 
no  evidence  of  a  loas  of  freight  by  the  perils  insured 
against,  because  the  shipowner  had  a  right  to  repair  his 
ahip,  however  long  it  might  take,  and  insist  after  its 
repair  on  the  ddivery  of  tiie  agreed  imperishable  cargo 
BO  as  to  enable  him  to  earn  the  chartered  freight, 
directed  the  verdict  to  be  entered  for  the  defendants, 
reserving  leave  for  the  plaintiff  to  move  to  enter  a  verdict 
on  either  or  both  of  the  polides. 

Mr.  Butt  moved  accordingly,  and  obtained  a  rule  nisi 
in  Michaelmas  Term  1872 ;  it  being  agreed  that,  upon 
showing  cause  against  such  rule,  the  defendants  should 
be  at  liberty  to  argue,  as  against  the  application  to  enter 
the  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  that  the  findings  of  the  jory 
on  all  or  any  of  the  questions  left  to  them  were  against 
the  weight  of  evidence.  This  rule  was  argued  before  us 
in  Hilary  Term  of  the  present  year. 

It  was  determined  in  the  course  of  the  argument  that 
the  verdict  as  to  the  total  loss  of  the  ship  was  unsatis- 
factory ;  and,  by  the  aprreement  of  the  oounsd,  that  part 
of  the  ease  is  to  be  referred  as  an  average  loss. 

In  the  action  on  the  policy  on  freight,  it  was  argued 
for  the  defendants  that,  unless  there  was  a  total  loss  of 
ship,  either  actual  or  constructive,  there  could  be  no  loss 
of  freight  by  perils  of  the  sea ;  that  the  plaintiff,  the 
shiiK)wner,  in  the  case  of  damage  to  the  snip,  however 
great,  where  auch  damage  was  not  caused  by  any  default 
of  his  own,  had  a  legal  right  under  such  a  charter-party 
as  the  present,  to  repair  nis  ship  with  reasonable  dili- 
gence, and  to  tender  her  when  repaired,  however  long  a 
period  of  time  such  repairs  might  take,  to  the  charterer, 
and  to  insist  on  the  loading  of  the  agreed  cargo,  if  the 
cargo  was  of  such  a  nature  as  to  be  able  to  be  carried  at 
the  end  of  such  period  of  the  agreed  voyage  so  as  to 
earn  frdght.  If  the  shipowner,  it  was  argued,  is  in  such 
circumstances  prevented  from  earning  freight  by  the 
refusal  of  the  charterer  to  supply  cargo,  his  loss  must  be 
recovered  by  action  against  tne  charterer ;  it  is  a  loss  i 


Benjamin^  Q.O.,  C7.  BuaseU,  Q.C.,  and  AspUmd 
for  the  defendants  below. — Can  there  be  a  total  loss 
when  both  cargo  and  ship  remain  in  specie,  and 
the  perils  of  the  sea  only  interpose  so  as  to  cause 

caused  by  the  illegal  refusal  of  the  charterer  to  supply 
cargo,  and  not  by  perils  insured  against.  It  was  farther 
ar^ed  that  none  of  the  findings  of  the  jury  displaoed 
this  position,  and  that  the  findings  of  the  jury  were 
against  the  weight  of  the  evidence. 

For  the  plaintiff  it  was  urged  that  the  findings  of  the 
jury  were  justifiable,  and  tnat  on  dther  or  both  of  them 
the  shipowner  ceased  to  have  the  power  to  enforce  his 
rights  under  the  charter-itarty  to  earn  freight ;  that, 
assuming  either  or  both  of  the  findings  to  be  true, 
although  the  ship  was  not  a  total  loss,  the  chartver, 
who  had  not  as  yet  received  any  benefit  from  the  ohartsr- 
party,  could  not  be  obh'ged  to  supply  any  cargo ;  that  the 
power  of  earning  the  diartered  freight,  wmch  was  the 
freight  insured,  was  consequently  Tost  to  tiie  plaintiff 
immediately  on  the  happening  of  the  damage  to  the 
ship,  such  damage  being  to  the  ertent  found  by  tiie 
jury;  that  such  damage  was  caused  by,  and  theraoie 
the  loss  waa  the  imm^iate  result  of »  a  peril  insured 
against. 

The  first  "pobxt  raiaed  by  these  arguments  is,  whether 
the  findings  are  so  far  against  the  weight  of  the  erideno^ 
as  to  call  upon  the  Court  to  set  them  aside.  If  it  had 
been  within  my  province  I  would  at  the  trial  have  given 
answers  to  boui  questions  different  from  the  answers  re- 
turned by  the  jury.  But  the  amount  of  freight  on  which 
shipowners  wiU  undertake  chartera  depends  very  mnoh 
upon  the  time  at  which  such  chartms  are  negotiated  and 
at  the  time  then  calculated  for  their  fulfilment.  Freif hte 
rise  and  hXi  according  to  the  variations  of  tiie  freight 
market ;  and  so,  on  uie  other  hand,  the  ezpedienoy  or 
otherwise  of  the  export  of  iron  or  iron  rails  depends  upon 
the  iron  market  and  its  fiuctuations  at  different  times. 
Taking  these  views  into  consideration,  and  paying  eon* 
siderable  deference  to  the  finding  of  a  mercantile  special 
jury  with  regard  to  them,  I  am  not  prepared  to  say  that 
the  findings  are  wrong.  They  must  therefore  be  treated 
as  correct  and  binding. 

The  question,  then,  is  whether,  assuming  the  findings 
to  be  correct,  there  waa  a  loss  of  freight  by  pwils  of  ^ 
sea.  That  question  divides  itself  into  two—first,  did  the 
injury  to  the  ship,  caused,  as  it  undoubtedly  was,  by  sea 
peril,  make  it  impossible  for  the  shipowner  to  earn  the 
chartered  freight  P  Secondly,  if  it  did,  did  auoh  impossi- 
bility, BO  caused,  amount  to  a  loss  by  perils  of  the  set 
within  the  meaning  of  a  freight  policy  on  chartered 
freight?  The  first  question  depends  upon  what  were 
the  rights,  under  the  drcumstanoes,  of  the  plaintiff  and 
the  charterers  under  the  charter-parlnr,  the  second  upon 
the  rights  of  the  plaintifliB  and  the  defendants  under  the 
policy. 

As  to  the  first,  the  question  is  whether,  upon  an  injury 
happening  to  a  chartered  ship  in  the  voyage  preluninaiy 
to  that  on  which  the  chartered  freight  is  to  be  earned, 
happening  before  the  charterer  has  recdved  any  ad> 
vantage  from  the  contract,  where  an  injury  is  caused  by 
a  peril  excepted  in  the  charter-party,  where  it  is  eaused 
without  default  of  the  shipowner,  wnere  he  has  not  hem 
wanting  in  due  diligence  to  arrive  at  the  appointed  place 
of  loading,  but  where  the  injury  is  so  great  as  to  pre- 
vent the  arrival  of  the  ship  or  of  her  presentment  to  the 
charterer  in  a  state  fit  to  carry  cargo  within  a  reaacmable 
time,  having  regard  to  the  budness  of  the  charterer,  or 
within  any  time  which  could  have  been  at  the  time  of 
making  the  contract  in  the  contemplation  of  dti^er  the 
charterer  or  shipowner  as  a  time  in  any  way  applicable 
to  the  oommercial  speculation  of  either  of  t^em— the 
question  is,  whether  the  contract  is  not  at  end,  in 
the  sense  that  neither  party  to  it  can  enforce  any  obliga- 
tion under  it  against  the  other.  In  other  terma  they  may 
be  stated  to  be,  whether  in  such  a  conbraot  there  is  not 
an  implied  stipulation  that  the  shipowner  cannot,  upon 
the  happening  of  such  extendve  injury  to  the  ship, 
though  without  default  of  his,  compel  iaie  charterer  to 
supply  at  so  semote  a  date,  a  cargo,  and  that  the  charterer, 
oonversdy,  cannot  compel  the  shipowner  at  so  remote  a 
date  to  tender  his  ship — the  reason  bdng  that  the  ooo- 
tract  is  not  applicable,  and  could  not  in  the  mind  of  dther 
party  have  becm  considered  as  applicable,  at  the  time  of 
making  it,  to  the  earning  of  profit  dther  by  the  ship- 
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delay  in  oaiTjriogoafc  the  oontraotP  The  freight 
WB8  not  lost  here,  becaase  the  plaintiff  might  have 
enforced  the  earning  of  it.  It  is  admitted  that 
there  was  no  condition  precedent  in  this  diarter- 

owner  or  the  obartorer  byzeMon  of  the  tranBport  of  goods 
at  so  remote  a  period  under  meroantile  contiDgencies  and 
on  megnantfle  oonriderationa  which  mnat  be  absolutely 
diffevent  from  and  tinoonneoted  with  any  oonsideration 
then  between  them.  There  being  no  stipnlation  that  the 
■hip  shoold  be  at  Newport  at  any  fixed  date,  the  itipnla- 
tioo  hmg  only  that  she  should  prooeed  there  with  all 
eoaTenient  speed,  there  is  no  condition  precedent  that 
■he  should  be  there  at  any  given  time :  {Hadley  y.  Clarke, 
8  T.  B,  25e.)  The  cases  of  CUpsham  v.  Vertue  (5Q.  B. 
265),  Hurst  v.  Utborne  aS  C.  B.  144),  and  Jones  ▼. 
Holwis  (L.  Bep.  2  Ex.  335),  seem  to  me  authorities  for  say- 
iagthat  there  is  no  oonoition  precedent,  though  there  is  a 
contract  that  the  ship  shall  arrive  or  be  fit  to  be  tendered 
within  a  reasonable  time  in  regard  to  the  charterer's 
business.  If  the  finding  of  the  jury,  therefore,  on  the 
second  question  proposed  to  them,  is  immaterial,  the 
question  itself  was  immaterial.  Even  a  delay  caused 
by  the  default  of  the  shipowner  will  not  of  itself  release 
the  eharterer  from  his  obligation  to  provide  a  cargo; 
{Haoelock  v.  Geddes,  10  East,  555 ;  CUpsham  v.  VeHue, 

But  in  Havelock  v.  Oeddes  (suf,),  Lord  EUenborough 
deals  with  the  rights  of  the  parties  where  the  ship  is  so 
unfit  as  to  take  from  the  charterer  all  the  advantages  he 
can  be  supposed  to  have  originally  contemplated  from 
the  contrmot,  and  where  he  has  in  fact  had  no  advantMC 
whatever  from  it.  **Had  the  phuntiff's  neglect,"  he 
says,  "  here  precluded  the  defendants  from  making  any 
use  of  the  vessel,  it  would  have  gone  to  the  whole  con- 
sideration, and  might  have  been  insisted  upon  as  an  entire 
bar.  In  Freeman  v.  Taylor  (8  Bing.  124),  Tmdal,  C.J., 
directed  the  jury,  in  an  action  for  not  loading,  *'  that 
the  freighter  could  not,  for  an  ordinary  deviation,  put  an 
end  to  the  contract ;  but  if  the  deviation  was  so  long 
and  unreasonable  that  in  the  ordinary  oourae  of  mercan- 
tue  oooosms  it  might  be  said  to  have  put  an  end  to  the 
wbole^  object  the  ^eighter  had  in  view  in  chartering  the 
ship,  in  that  case  the  contract  might  be  considered  at  an 
end."  He  left  it  to  the  jury  to  decide.  The  jury  found 
for  the  defendant,  the  freighter ;  and  the  court  held  that 
there  was  no  misdirection.  In  T<trrahochia  v.  Hichie 
(I  H.  A  N.  183 ;  5  W.  E.,  C.  L.  Dig.  233).  Cress  well,  J., 
in  an  action  against  the  freighter  for  not  loading,  asked 
uejnxy  whether  the  vessel  sailed  and  proceeded  to 
Cardiff  with  convenient  speed,  or  in  a  reasonable  time ; 
and  if  not,  whether  the  object  of  the  voyage  was  thereby 
fnistrated.  The  jury  found  that  the  vessel  did  not  with 
aUooovenient  speed,  or  in  a  reasonable  time,  sail  and 
pKooeed  to  Cardiff,  but  that  the  object  of  the  voyage  was 
not  thereby  frustrated.  A  verdict  was  entered  for  the 
defendant,  leave  being  reserved  to  the  plaintiff  to  move 
to  enter  a  verdict  for  him.  The  rule  was  refused.  That 
case  is  a  direct  authority  against  the  second  question 
and  answer  in  this  case,  but  it  seems  to  assume  the  pro- 
prie^  and  materiality  €a  the  third  question  and  answer. 

In  BUiscoe  v.  Fletcher{14C.  B.  N.S.,  147 ;  1  Mar.Law  Cas. 
O.S.  380),  it  was  elaborately  argued  that  the  shipowner,  in 
ease^  damage  to  the  ship  by  an  excepted  peril  in  the 
eharter^partgr,  is  entitled  to  any  i>eriod  of  time,  however, 
long,  to  repair  his  shi|^  and  is  entitled  to  insist  on  carry- 
ing the  agreed  caMo  and  on  earning  freight  at  the  end  of 
such  tisM.  The  decision  is  put  on  other  grounds,  but  it 
is  evident  that  the  court  did  not  accept  the  validity  of 
the  argoment  urged  on  behalf  of  the  shipowner.  In 
W Andrew  v.  Chappie  (L.  Bep.  1  C.  P.  643 ;  2  Mar.  Law 
Cas.  O.  8.  339),  Willes,  J.,  states  the  present  position 
to  be  thus :  **  It  seems  to  be  now  settled  that  delay 
by  deviation  is  the  same  as  a  delay  in  starting ;  and  it 
is  also  settled,  at  any  rate  in  this  court,  that  a  delay  or 
deviation  which,  as  has  been  said,  goes  to  the  whole 
root  of  the  matter,  and  deprived  the  charterer  of  the 
whole  benefit  of  the  contract,  or  entirely  frustrates  the 
object  of  the  charterer  in  chartering  the  ship,  is  an 
answer  to  an  aotion  for  not  loading  a  cargo ;  but  tiiat  loss, 
delay,  or  deviation  short  of  that  gives  an  action  for 
ds sieges,  but  does  not  defeat  the  charter."  In  Qeipel  v. 
SttiiiJI  (L.Bep.  7  Q.B.  404 ;  anU,  Vol.  I.,  p.  268),  BlacJCbum, 
J.,  speaking  of  the  contract  of  charter-party,  and  of  the 
parties  to  i^  says :  **  The  object  of  each  of  them  was  the 


party,  for  no  time  was  specified  within  which  the 
ship  was  to  arrive.  [Blackbubn,  J. — 1b  it  your  pro- 
position that  so  long  as  the  delay  is  caused  by  the 
excepted  perils  the  charterer  must  keep  his  goods, 

carrying  out  of  a  commercial  speculation  within  a  reason- 
able time ;  and  if  restraint  of  'prinoes  intervened  and 
lasted  BO  long  as  to  make  this  impossible,  each  had  a 
right  to  say  *  our  contract  cannot  be  earned  out,'  and 
therefore  the  shipowner  had  a  right  to  sail  away,  and  the 
charterer  to  sell  his  carg^o,  or  refrain  from  procuring 
one,  and  treat  the  contract  as  at  an  end." 

In  the  opinions  given  by  the  judges  in  the  House  of 
Lords  in  BamMn  v.  Fotter  (L.  Bep.  6  H.  of  L.  83 
CMte,  vol.  IL,  P'  65),  Blackburn,  J.,  says ;  *'  I  should  have 
added  a  further  term,  that  the  repairs  oould  be  done  so 
promptly  that  she  might  arrive  at  Calcutta  within  a 
reasonable  time  as  between  the  shipowner  and  De  Mattos, 
were  it  not  for  the  case  of  Hurst  v.  Vshome  {sxip.), 
which  seems  to  me  as  authority  against  this  position. 
And,  though  I  should  not  hesitate  to  aaviseyour  Lordships 
to  re-consider  thatcase,  if  necessary,  I  think  it  is  not  neces- 
sary to  do  so  in  the  present  case.''  And  Bramwell,  B., 
says,  "  I  may  observe  in  passing  that  I  oould  not,  acting 
as  a  juryman,  findasa  fact  that  they  could  have  repaired 
the  ship  in  time  for  it  to  be  ready  for  the  adventure  for 
which  1)0  Mattos  agreed  to  find  the  cwgo ;  and  indeed, 
as  the  case  stands,  I  should  think  he  might  have  refused, 
on  the  sTound  that  the  ship  was  a  year  overdue."  And 
again,  '*  No  doubt,  had  the  owner  repaired  the  ship,  the 
loss  of  freight  would  not  have  been  total^  supposing  the 
repairs  in  time  for  the  voyage  for  which  De  Mattos 
undertook  to  find  a  cargo ;  which,  if  it  were  in  con- 
troversy, I  could  not  find  in  the  plaintiff's  favour." 
And  Brett,  J.,  says,  *'  Without,  therefore,  relyini^  upon 
tibe  other  impediment  and  prevention  obviously  in  the 
way  of  the  plaintiff's  earning  the  charter-party  freight, 
viz.,  the  certainty  from  the  extent  of  daxnage  that  the 
ship  could  not  be  repaired  so  as  to  be  seaworthy  within 
any  time  during  which  the  charterer  would  be  bound  to 
wait,  it  seems  to  me  that  the  other  facts  which  I  have 
mentioned  show  conclusively  that  there  was  a  loss  of 
freight  by  reason  of  damage  to  the  ship  caused  by  sea 
peru  happening  during  the  voyage  insured." 

These  authorities  seem  to  support  the  pioposition, 
which  appears  on  principle  to  be  very  reasonaDle,  that, 
where  a  contract  is  made  with  reference  to  certain 
anticipated  circumstances,  and  where,  without  any  de- 
fault of  either  party,  it  becomes  wholly  inapplicable  to 
or  impossible  of  application  to  any  such  drcumstances, 
it  ceases  to  have  any  application ;  it  cannot  be  applied  to 
other  circumstances  which  could  not  have  been  in  the 
contemplation  of  the  parties  when  the  contract  was 
made.  Such  a  state  of  things  arises  where  the  third 
question  l^t  to  the  jury  in  this  case  can  be  properly 
answered,  as  the  jury  have  answered  it  in  this  case. 

In  such  a  state  of  tilings  arising  under  a  charter-party, 
such  as  the  charter-party  under  discussion,  where  no 
benefit  of  any  kind  1ms  occurred  to  the  charterers,  the 
shipowner  has  lost  his  power  of  earning  any  part  of  the 
chartered  freight.  The  immediate  cause  of  such  a  loss 
is  the  coctent  of  injury  caused  to  the  ship  by  the  peril 
insured  against  under  the  policy  during  the  voyage 
thereby  insured.  Such  a  loss  is,  therefore,  a  loss 
caused  by  a  peril  insured  againsti  within  the  policy  on 
freight. 

For  these  reasons,  I  think  that,  in  the  aotion  on  the 
policy  on  freight,  the  rule  must  be  made  absolute  to 
enter  the  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  for  a  total  loss. 

BoviLL,  C.J.— The  first  question  hi  these  oases  was, 
whether  tiiere  was  a  total  loss  of  the  ship  within  the 
meaning  of  tiie  policy.  The  jury  found  that  there  was 
such  a  constructive  total  loss ;  but  my  brother  Brett  was 
dissatisfied  with  tiie  verdict  upon  that  point,  and  during 
the  argument  it  was  agreed  tiiat  the  court  should  dispose  of 
it,  and  that,  if  in  our  opinion  the  total  loss  could  not  be 
maintained,  the  amount  of  tiie  average  loss  upon  the  ship 
should  be  referred  to  an  avera|fe  stater. 

The  evidence  upon  this  pomt  was,  no  doubt,  contra- 
dictorv:  but  it  strongly  preponderated  in  favour  of  the 
defenduits  (quite  independently  of  any  liability  of  the 
freight  to  contribute  to  the  expenses  of  salvage) ;  and, 
although  the  ship  was  upon  the  rocks,  yet,  from  her 
position  there,  and  the  probability  of  her  being  got 
off,  and  looking  to  the  evidence  of  we  damage  which  she 
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mad  be  ready  to  load  when  the  ship  shall  arrive, 
eyen  if  it  be  twenty  years.]  The  oases  in  referenoe 
to  thefmstration  o£  the  object  of  the  Toyage  seem 
to   bear  oat   that   proposition,   beginning  with 

had  saBiaiiied,  and  of  the  probable  expense  of  repairing 
her*  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  cironnutanoea  weze  not 
tnffioient  to  eetaDliah  a  total  loss  of  the  ship,  or  to  jiuitify 
her  abandonment. 

An  intimation  to  this  effect  waa  given  by  the  ooort  in 
the  oonrae  of  the  arrnment;  and  I  concnr  with  mj 
learned  brothers  in  their  judgment  thatlUie  plaintiff 
cannot  maintain  his  okim  for  a  total  loss  of  the  ship. 
The  amount  of  the  partial  loss  will  be  ascertained  by  an 
ayeiage  stater  as  aixanged. 

With  respect  to  the  insurance  on  the  freight,  I  have 
themisfortime  to  differ  from  my  learned  brothers,  and 
think  that  the  plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  recover.  As 
there  was  no  total  loss,  either  actoal  or  oonstmctiye,  of 
the  ship,  the  only  loss  of  freight  was  that  which  arose 
from  the  refusal  of  the  charterers  to  load  the  vessel,  and 
from  the  plaintiff  not  having  insisted  upon  their  per- 
formance of  the  contract.  The  plaintiff  contends  that, 
under  the  circumstances,  and  by  reason  of  the  perils  in- 
sured against,  the  charterers  were  absolved  from  their 
engagement  to  load  the  vessel,  and  that  he  was  tiierefore 
justined  in  adopting  the  charterers*  refusal  to  load,  and 
may  maintain  this  action  for  a  loss  of  the  freight  against 
the  underwriters  on  ^ight. 

The  question  then  is,  whether  the  charterers  were 
justified  in  throwing  up  the  charter.  Bv  the  charter- 
party  the  vessel  was  to  proceed  with  all  convenient 
speed  (dangers  and  accidents  of  navigation  excepted) 
from  Liverpool  to  Newport,  and  there  load  a  cargo  of 
iron  rails  for  San  Evancisco.  On  the  2nd  Jan.  1872,  the 
vessel  haTing  been  properly  e(mipped,  proceeded  on 
her  voyage  nom  Liverpool  to  Ifewport,  and  on  the 
following  day  took  the  rocks  in  Carnarvon  Bay. 
Whilst  she  remained  there  —  viz.,  on  the  15th  Feb., 
the  chirterers  threw  up  the  charter,  and  tiie  next 
day  hired  another  ship,  by  whidi  they  forwarded 
the  iron  to  San  Francisco.  The  plaintiff  on  the  same 
15th  Feb.  gave  notice  of  abandonment  of  ship  and 
freight  to  the  underwriters,  which  was  not  accepted.  If 
there  had  been  a  total  loss  of  the  ship,  both  tiie  char- 
terers and  the  plahitiff  would  have  been  justified  in  the 
course  which  tney  took,  and  the  underwriters  would 
have  been  responsible  for  the  loss  of  the  freight ;  but, 
upon  the  facts  as  they  appeared  at  the  trial,  we  have 
akeady  decided  that  there  was  no  such  total  loss  of  the 
slup. 

It  was  probably  a  very  convenient  course,  as  well  for 
the  charterers  as  for  the  shipowner,  in  the  then  position 
of  the  vessel,  and  looking  to  the  delay  which  would 
necessarily  be  occasioned  by  repairing  her,  to  abandon 
the  charter ;  and  the  plaintilf  may  have  been  more  willing 
to  acquiesce  in  its  abandonment,  from  the  hope  of  being 
able  to  claim  the  freight  from  the  underwriters ;  but  u 
the  charterers  were  not  entitled  to  abandon  their  con- 
tract, the  plaintiff  clearly  cannot  recover  for  a  loss  of 
freight  agamst  the  underwriters. 

In  coxisidering  whether  the  charterers  were  absolved 
from  their  contract,  the  position  of  the  shipowner  must 
also  be  borve  in  mind,  when  the  accident  occurred,  we 
must  assume  that  in  the  ordinary  course  of  business  the 
shipowner  would  have  incurred  expense  in  equipping  his 
vessel  and  providing  her  with  some  portion  atleast  of  her 
storeeand  supplies,  and  had  made  engagements  with  the 
crew,  and  for  having  his  vessel  towed  to  Newi>ort,  as 
well  as  other  engagements  for  the  voyage ;  he  would  also 
in  the  ordinary  course  have  probably  insured  her ;  and 
the  voyage  had  actually  been  commenced.  A  shipowner 
also  constantlv  makes  engagements  for  the  furtner  em- 
ployment of  his  vessel,  dependent  upon  the  completion 
of  a  previous  voyage.  It  is  important  to  all  parties  to 
know  what  their  rights  and  obligations  are  with  reference 
to  the  prosecution  ot  the  voyage  on  the  one  hand,  and  the 
loading  of  the  vessel  on  the  other,  and  it  would,  as  it 
seems  to  me,  lead  to  the  greatest  inconvenience  to  ship- 
owners with  reference  to  the  engagements  connected 
with  their  vessels  if,  under  such  circumstances,  after 
th^  had  incurred  expense  and  partially  performed  their 
part  of  the  contract,  and  made  no  default,  a  charterer 
was  at  liberty  to  throw  up  the  contract. 

The  .vesielhaving  met  with  miiM^ne  in  the  course  of 


Haveloch  y.  Qeddes  (70'  East,  555)  Freemam  v. 
Taylor  (8  Bingh.  124),  OlipBham  v.  Virtw 
(5_Q.  B.  265)  and  later  Tarrahoehia  ▼.  Hickie 
(1 H.  &  N.  183)  Behn  ▼.  Bume89  (1  Mar.  Law  Oas. 

navigation,  and  baing  upon  the  rocks,  it  was  the  duty  of 
the  plaintiff,  both  as  regards  the  charterers  and  the  unda- 
writers,  to  use  all  reasonable  and  practicable  means  to 
get  her  off  and  repair  her  within  a  reasonable  time,  sad 
then  to  prosecute  the  vqyage  and  fulfil  her  engagements 
without  any  unreasonable  delay.  The  reasonable  time, 
however,  would  be  that  which  was  required  for  the  pur- 
pose of  putting  the  vessel  in  a  fit  stikte  to  continue  her 
voyage ;  and  if  the  shipowner  had  made  defiudt  in  thst 
duty,  his  rights  and  liabilities  might  be  venr  different  from 
those  which  arise  where  there  is  no  default  on  his  part 

niere  was  no  engagement  in  this  charter.party  that 
the  vessel  should  anve  at  Newport  hv  any  partienlsr 
day,  or  within  any  specified  tiniie ;  and,  if  it  was  of  im- 
portance to  the  charterers  that  the  ship  should  be  then 
to  receive  the  rails  l^  any  particular  time,  th^  niffht 
have  introduced  a  stipulation  Into  the  charter  to  uat 
effect.  As  they  did  not  do  so,  the  risk  and  oonsequenoes 
of  any  justifiable  delay  must,  I  think,  rest  with  and  fsQ 
upon  them.  If  a  charter-party  were  altogether  silent  u 
to  the  time  of  proceeding  to  the  port  of  loading,  the  hw 
would  implv  that  it  was  to  be  done  within  a  reaaonsMo 
time ;  but  In  this  case,  as  in  most  charter-parties,  the 
obligation  of  the  shipowner  was  not  left  to  be  ioqplied, 
but  was  made  the  subject  of  express  stipulation ;  and  aU 
that  the  shipowner  a^^reed  to  do  was  to  proceed  to  New- 
pNort  with  aU  convenient  speed,  with  an  express  stipnls- 
tion,  in  the  usual  form,  wnereby  the  dangers  and  sod- 
dents  of  the  seas  were  excepted.  The  stipulation  woold, 
in  my  opinion,  equally  apply  to  any  imphed  engagement 
to  proceed  within  a  reasonable  time,  and  to  the  expreea 
agreement  to  proceed  with  all  convenient  speed,  and 
must  govern  the  rights  of  both  parties.  Where  such  an 
exception  is  contamed  in  a  charter  party,  it  seems  to  me 
that,  upon  a  misfortune  oocurring  to  a  vessel,  not 
amountmg  to  an  actual  or  constructive  total  loss,  and 
for  which  neither  party  is  responsible,  it  is  not  competent 
either  for  the  charterer  or  the  shipowner,  of  his  own  will, 
and  without  the  concurrence  of  the  other  party,  to  put  an 
end  to  the  contract,  and  on  tins  simple  ground,  that  by 
the  terms  of  the  oontraot  the  parties  have  expresBlj 
agreed  that  such  an  occurrence  snail  not  affect  its  con- 
tinuance. If  this  were  not  so,  whenever  a  vessel  wai 
stranded  or  got  upon  rooks,  or  even  when  she  met  with 
serious  damage  requiring  heav^  repairs  and  a  long  time 
to  complete  mm,  it  woud  be  in  the  power  of  a  chuteifr 
who  found  the  delay  inconvenient  or  injurious,  and  Hkdj 
to  frustrate  his  object  in  making  the  charter,  to 
abandon  the  charter-party,  which  would  be  contrary  to 
every  principle  of  law  as  applicable  to  contracts  goie* 
rally  or  to  charter-parties  which  contain  the^  uenal 
exceptions  of  the  dangers  and  accidents  of  navigation. 

In  cases  where  the  delay,  inconvraienoe.  or  expense  of 
repairing  the  vessel  womd  materially  affect  and  be  in- 
jurious to  both  parties,  they  would  generally  agree  to 
cancel  the  contract.  But,  where  it  is  the  interest  of  ob» 
party  only  to  put  an  end  to  it,  he  must  make  out  his 
right  to  do  so  before  he  can  be  justified  in  refusing  to 
p^orm  it.  In  order  to  excuse  himself  he  must  bring 
his  case  within  some  exception  to  the  oontraot,  or  there 
must  be  a  breach  by  the  other  party  of  some  condition 
or  warranty,  or  of  some  stipulation  in  it  which  goes  to 
defeat  the  whole  consideration ;  otherwise,  and  howevir 
great  the  inconvenience  may  be  to  both  or  either  of  the 
parties  from  some  unforeseen  occurence  which  is  not 
provided  for,  the  engagements  of  the  contract  must  still 
bejperfocmed . 

Upon  a  charter-party  where  the  charterer  does  not 
stipulate  for  the  arrival  of  the  vessel  by  any  paraonter 
date,  the  risk  of  her  non-arrival,  b^  reason  of  tte 
weather  and  the  accidents  of  navigation,  always  resti 
with  the  charterer ;  and,  where  the  stipulation  is  msW 
that  the  ship  will  proceed  to  the  loading  port  with  aU 
convenient  speed,  the  dangers  of  the  sea  excepted,  toe 
shiiK)wner  performs  his  part  of  the  oontraot,  Mid  there 
is  no  breach  of  it  by  him,  if  without  hU  default,  the 
arrival  of  the  vessel  is  delayed  only  by  the  accidents 
and  dangers  of  the  secw,  even  altiiough  that  delay  may 
prevent  tiie  loading  of  the  vessel  at  the  usual  time,  or  ao 
as  t<^  be  profitable  to  the  charterer. 
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O.  S.  178.  329;  8  B.  &  S.  761),  M*Andrew  v. 
Chavple  (2  Mar.  Law  Gas.  O.S.  339 ;  8  L.  T.  Bep. 
N.  8.  207;  L.  Eep.  1  0.  P.  643),  Stanton  v. 
BiduMrdaon  {ante  vol.   1,  p.   449;   ante  p.   288; 

The  law  hai  so  power  to  make  a  oontraot  diiferent  from 
ttat  wMoh  a  penon  has  entered  into ;  and  where  a  ehip- 
owiier  does  not  agree  that  hia  yeBBol  shall  arriTe  at  the 
loading  port  by  any  particular  da^,  bat  only  that  she 
shall  prooeed  there  with  all  conTenient  speed,  or,  what 
the  law  would  imply,  that  she  shall  prooeed  and  arriye 
within  m  reasonable  time^  and  ^expressly  stipulates  that 
tide  shall  be  subject  to  the  dangers  and  accidents  of  the 
aeaa  and  navigation ;  I  do  not  see  how  that  exception  is 
to  be  got  rid  ot,  or  how  a  oontraot  with  snch  an  exception 
can  properly  be  oonstmed  as,  or  converted  into,  an 
abaolnte  engagement  on  his  part  that  his  vessel  shaJl 
prooeed  or  arrive  within  a  reasonable  time,  as  if  there 
ware  no  exception.  If  the  contract  oonld  be  so  treated, 
it  mnat  be  equally  open  to  the  shipowner  to  put  an  end 
to  it,  which  in  some  oases  might  be  productive  of  the 
greatest  inconvenience  to  the  charterer. 

I  quite  admit  the  great  inconvenience  and  possible  loss 
to  both  shipowner  and  charterer  when  any  serious  delay 
is  oanaed  by  the  necessity  for  heavy  repairs  arising 
from  aea  perils ;  but  the  answer  to  such  an  argument,  as 
it  seema  to  me,  is,  that  if  either  party  desires  to  protect 
himself  from  such  risk  or  inconvenience,  he  should  intro- 
duce stipulations  into  the  oontraot  with  that  object; 
and,  if  instead  of  doing  so,  both  parties  agree  that  the 
vessel  18  to  proceed  and  load  subject  to  the  accidents  of 
navigation,  which  they  expressly  except,  I  think  it  is  not 
oompetent  for  either  of  them  afterwards  to  claim  to  be 
abaoiyed  from  his  oontraot  by  reason  of  an  accident  of 
navigation  which  he  has  expressly  agreed  shidi  be  ex- 
oepted. 

^  If  »  man  choosea  to  enter  into  a  oontraot  to  do  a  par- 
tioular  act,  he  is  bound  to  answer  for  it,  although  the 
performance  of  the  act  may  be  prevented  by  the  occur- 
rence of  unforseen  circumstances  which  it  was  beyond 
his  power  to  control,  and  which  have  arisen  from  no  act 
or  default  of  his  own,  because  he  might  and  ought  to  have 
have  provided  for  the  oontingenoy  by  his  contract :  (See 
Paradine  v.  Jane,  Aleyn  26.) 

Where  such  a  contingency  is  provided  for,  effect  must 
be  given  to  such  provision  as  affecting  the  rijg^hts  and 
obligations  of  both  parties  ^  and  there  is  no  principle  of 
law  that  I  am  aware  of  which  would  excuse  either  party 
from  performance  of  a  contract,  because  such  perform- 
aaoe  would  be  highly  inconvenient  or  injurious  to  him- 
self, or  lead  to  extraordinary  expense.  Where  a  lessee 
had  engaged  to  pay  a  proportion  of  the  value  of  coal  to 
be  raised,  unless  prevented  by  unavoidable  accident  from 
working  the  pit,  and  the  pit  became  flooded  with  water 
from  an  unavoidable  accident,  which  prevented  the  coal 
bttng  raiaed  except  at  a  cost  exceeding  its  value  when 
raised,  it  was  held  that  as  all  coalpits  are  liable  to  such 
aooidents,  and  inasmuch  as  the  water  might  have  been 
removed,  though  at  a  ruinous  cost,  and  after  some 
months  interruption  of  the  working,  the  lessee  was  not 
exeused  from  working  the  pit  or  paying  the  stipulated 
proportion  of  the  coal  which  could  have  been  so  raised ; 
{Morris  v.  Smithy  3  Doug.  279.)  In  i^  maritime  con- 
traets,  the  performance  of  them  must  necessarily  be 
affected  by  tne  winds  and  waves,  and  also  by  the  regula- 
tions ci  foreign  ports,  which  may  be  wholly  or  partially 
inaooessible  in  con8e<iuence  of  sanitary  or  police  regula- 
tiooa  or  restrictions  in  time  of  war,  and  they  must  eqoally 
be  dependent  in  some  parts  of  the  world  upon  frost  and 
ice  and  all  the  accidents  of  the  weather,  as  well  as  upon 
fire,  and  all  contingencies  which  are  considered  as  the  act 
of  God  ;  but,  in  the  absence  of  express  stipulation,  the 
risks  arising  from  such  causes  would  not  generally  excuse 
the  performance  of  the  engagements  of  the  oontraot  on 
either  side :  (See,  generslly.  Barker  v.  Hodgson,  3  M.  &  S. 
279;  Kearon  v.  Pearson,  7  H.  &N.  36 ;  10  W.  R.  12 ;  and 
Jones  V.  Holme,  L.  Bep.  2  Ex.  335  ^  2  Mar.  Law  Gas.  O.  S. 
551.)  It  is  on  tiiis  account  that,  in  charter-parties,  bills 
of  lading,  and  other  contracts  of  a  similar  description, 
the  dangers  of  the  seas  and  many  other  oontingences  are 
usually  provided  against  and  excepted;  and,  in  such 
ossea,  unlsas  some  precise  time  be  stipulated  for  the 
arrival  of  a  vessel,  I  apprehend  there  is  no  engagement  by 
a  shipowner  that  tiie  ship  shall  arrive  within  a  reasonable 
time,  but  only  that  she  shall  arrive  within  a  reasonable 


27  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.'613 ;  L.  Rep.  7  0.  P.  421).  In 
every  one  of  these  cases  one  party  had  been  gnilty 
of  a  breaoh  of  oontraot,  and  the  qnestion  was 
always  asked  at  Nisi  Prias  whether  the  breaoh 

time  unless  prevented  by  the  excepted  perils.  Where 
such  matters  have  not  been  provided  for  by  the  contract, 
th^^  have  constantly  led  to  the  greatest  possible  incon- 
venience and  serious  loss  to  one  or  both  of  the  parties, 
and  the  occurrence  of  them  has  practically  frustrated  the 
purposes  and  objects  of  one  or  other,  and  sometimes  of 
both  the  contracting  parties  ;  and  yet  it  has,  I  believe, 
always  been  held  that  their  occurrence,  unless  provided 
for,  will  not  absolve  either  party,  whilst,  if  they  are  pro- 
vided for  and  excepted  in  the  contract,  the  engagements 
of  the  parties  must  be  construed  accordingly,  and  the 
obligations  of  each  party  will  be  qualified  by  the  excep- 
tion. 

(The  learned  judge  then  reviewed  the  cases  of  Hadley  ▼. 
Clarke,  3T.  Bep.  259;  Toutima  v.  Hubbard,  3  B.  A  P. 
291 ;  Blight  v.  Page,  3  B.  &  P.  295  N. ;  Hurst  v.  Usbome, 
18  C.  B.  144 ;  Allen  v.  The  Mercantile  Marine  Insurance 
Compemy,  41  New  York  Beps.  437 ;  Blasco  v.  Fletcher 
{ubi  sup^,  and  Qeipel  v.  Smith  {ubi  «tip.),  and  then  con- 
tinued. 

There  are,  no  doubt,  oases  where  delay  which  frus- 
trated the  object  of  a  contract  has  been  held  to  absolve 
a  party  from  the  further  performance  of  it ;  but  that  is 
only  where  there  has  been  some  default  or  breach  of  con- 
tract by  the  other  iMkrty  as  to  a  stipulation  which  was 
not  in  the  nature  of  a  condition  precedent,  and  would 
not,  but  for  such  frustration  of  the  adventure,  have  gone 
to  the  whole  consideration  or  have  afforded  an  excuse  in 
law  for  the  breach  of  contract  complained  of.  The  oases 
of  Havelock  v.  Qeddes  (aifp.).  Freeman  v.  Taiftor  {sup.), 
Tarrabochia  v.  Hickie  {sup,)  were  all  cases  where  there 
had  been  a  breaoh  or  default  by  one  of  the  parties ;  and 
the  question  arose  as  to  the  effect  of  such  breach  if  it  frus- 
trated the  whole  object  of  the  contract ;  but  I  am  not  aware 
of  any  case  in  which  the  mere  frustration  of  the  voyage 
by  an  unforseen  circumstance,  where  there  had  been  no 
breach  or  default,  has  been  held  to  absolve  either  party 
from  his  engagement. 

The  observations  of  several  of  the  learned  judges  in 
Rankin  v.  Potter  {jsvyp.),  in  the  House  of  Lords,  are  cer- 
tainly deserving  of  great  consideration  with  reference  to 
the  obligation  of  a  charterer  to  load  a  cargo  where,  upon 
a  ship  becoming  disabled,  the  necessary  repairs  are 
likely  to  cause  considerable  delay  and  inconvenience  to 
him.  But,  on  the  other  hand,  the  consequences  to  the 
shipowner,  if  a  charterer  were  at  liber^  to  throw  up  the 
contract  under  such  circumstances  might,  and  in  many 
instances  would,  be  very  serious  with  reference  not  only 
totiie  engagements  into  which  the  shipowner  had  entered 
with  the  crew,  and  other  persons  connected  with  the 
voyage,  but  also  with  reference  to  further  charters  and 
engagements  of  the  vessel  which  might  be  dependent  on 
the  first  charter. 

It  seems  to  me  also  impossible  to  determine  the  rights 
or  obligations  of  the  parties  upon  any  principle  or 
doctrine  of  convenience,  which  must  vary  in  almost 
every  case,  and  might  affect  the  respeotive  parties  to  the 
contract  so  very  differentlv ;  and  tne  only  safe  rule,  as 
it  seems  to  me,  is  to  abide  by  the  g^eneral  principles  of 
law  and  the  cases  that  have  been  decided.  These  deci- 
sions have,  as  far  as  I  know,  been  uniform — that  a 
charterer  is  pot  discharged  where  the  delay  arises  from 
an  accepted  cause,  and  where  there  had  been  no  breach  of 
contract  or  default  by  the  shipowner.  I  am  not  aware  of 
any  decision  to  the  contrary,  although  expressions  may  be 
found  in  some  of  the  cases  to  that  effect,  nor  have  I  been 
able  to  discover  any  authority  for  savin^^  that  a  ship- 
owner who  makes  a  contract  to  proceed  with  convenient 
speed  (sea  perils  excepted)  comes  under  any  obligation 
that  his  ship  shall  arrive  within  a  reasonable  time  with 
reference  to  the  business  of  the  charterer ;  and  I  cannot 
find  any  clear  ground  of  mutual  convenience  in  such  cases 
which  would  induce  the  courts  to  lay  down  such  a  rule. 
It  also  appears  to  me  that,  if  any  such  doctrine  were 
allowed  to  prevail,  it  would  give  rise  to  ^reat  confusion, 
and  no  one  would  know,  when  once  a  ship  was  disabled, 
what  the  effect  would  be  on  her  engagements,  or  what 
course  ought  to  be  taken  either  by  the  owner  or  the 
oharterer.  Where  parties  desfare  to  protect  them- 
selves against  contingencies,  they  can  always  do  so  by 
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went  to  the  root  of  the  whole  oontract,  or  whether 
it  would  merely  give  a  groand  for  a  cross  action 
for  damages.  So  here  the  question  is,  is  the 
breach  so  grave  as  to  entitle  the  charterer  to  sae 
the  shipowners  P  Bat  there  is  also  a  series  of 
oases  which  show  that  where  is  no  default,  then  no 
delay  jostifies  the  abandonment  of  the  adveoture. 
These  are  Hadley  ▼.  Clarke  (8  T.  R.  269),  Blight  v. 
Page  (3  B.  &  P.  295),  Touteng  v.  Hubbard 
(3  B.  A  P.  291),  Barker  v.  Hodgson  (3  M.  &  S. 

* 1-      M^^^^^MIM       III    ■    ■■  I  ^M    ■  ^    ■    I     ^^m     II      Mil  .W^^.  -M 

express  proyisions  ;  and  if  they  omit  to  adopt  this  pre- 
oaution,  and  eepeoially  when  sooh  oontiDgenoies  are  pro- 
Tided  for  by  beiDsrexoepted  from  the  oontract,  they  have 
no  good  ground  for  complaint  if  they  enffer  inoonyenience 
or  loBB  by  being  held  to  the  terms  of  their  contract. 

Where,^  from  the  nature  of  the  oontract,  oircnmatances 
occur  which  make  its  proyisions  altogether  inapplicable, 
it  may  be  admitted  that  the  contract  has  no  longer  any 
effect;  but  that  doctrine,  as  it  seems  to  me,  does  not 
apply  to  a  case  like  the  present,  where  the  yessel  might 
and  onght  to  haye  been  repaired,  and  where  the  cargo  of 
iron  conld  haye  been  loaded  and  carried  to  its  destination, 
and  where  the  oontract  might  thns  haye  been  folly  per- 
formed on  both  sides,  and  where  the  continffency  which 
has  oocnrred,  of  damaffe  to  the  yessel  by  the  sea  perils 
was  specially  contemplated  and  pro?idea  for  in  the  con^ 
tract  itself. 

In  answer  to  questions  put  by  the  learned  jadge,  the 
jni^  found  that  the  time  necessary  for  getting  the  ship  off 
and  repairing  her  was  so  long  as  to  mi^e  it  unreasonable 
for  the  charterers  to  supply  tne  agreed  ctatfio  at  the  end  of 
such  time,  and  so  long  as  to  put  an  end,  in  a  commercial 
sense,  to  the  commercial  speculation  entered  upon  by  the 
shipowner  and  the  charterers. 

If  the  general  yiews  which  I  haye  stated  with  respect 
to  the  law  applicable  to  this  case  be  correct,  then  I 
apprehend  these  findings  by  the  jury  are  wholly  imma- 
terial, and  that  the  defendants,  notwithstanding  what 
the  jury  haye  so  found,  would  be  entitied  to  our  judg- 
ment ;  but,  as  such  findings  of  tiie  jury  seem  to  naye 
proceeded  mainly  upon  the  intention  and  object  of  the 
charterers  in  agreeing  to  load  the  yessel,  it  appears  to 
me  that  they  cannot,  consistently  with  the  yiew  of  the 
law  which  I  haye  ventured  to  express,  be  supported  in 
point  of  fact. 

The  underwriters  do  not  insure  against  mere  delay  or 
its  consequences,  nor  against  wrongful  breaches  of  con- 
tract, or  the  voluntary  surrender  of  a  charter-part^  ; 
and,  assuming  that  the  charterers  were  not  justified  in 
their  refusal  to  load  the  yessel  under  the  charter-party, 
then  it  is  dear  there  is  no  loss  of  freight  by  any  of  the 
perils  insured  against.  The  yessel  was  not  wholly  lost 
but  might  and  ought  to  have  been  repaired ;  and  she 
would  then  have  been  capable  of  completing  t^e  voyage 
and  earning  the  freight. 

The  probable  delay  in  this  case  was  provided  for  and 
excepted  by  the  express  terms  of  the  clwrter.party ;  and 
there  was  consequently  no  breach  of  any  condition  or 
warranty — ^no  default  or  breach  of  the  charter-party  by 
the  plaintiff;  and  not  even  a  breach  of  any  stipulation 
in  the  oontract  for  which  an  action  for  diunages  could 
have  been  maintained  against  him ;  and,  therefore,  in 
my  opinion,  nothing  to  justify  the  charterers  on  that 
ground,  or  under  the  provisions  of  the  charter  in  refusing 
to  cany  it  out. 

If  this  charterers  were  not  entitled— as  I  think  they 
were  notr— to  throw  up  the  charter,  then  the  remedy  of 
the  plaintiff  for  the  freight  is  against  them  (unless  he 
has  precluded  himself  from  that  remedy  by  assenting  to 
the  abandonment  of  the  charter),  and  not  agidmst  the 
underwriters ;  and  I  think  under  the  oircumstuices,  that 
u|K>n  this  point  the  view,  which  my  brother  Brett 
originally  took  at  the  trial,  was  correct,  and  that  our 
judgment  ought  to  be  for  the  defendants. 

My  two  learned  brothers  being  of  a  different  opinion, 
the  judgment  of  the  court  will  be  entered  for  the 
plaintiff. 

The  rule  will,  therefore,  be  absolute  to  enter  the  ver- 
dict for  the  pldntiff  in  the  first  action  for  a  partial  loss 
on  the  ship,  the  amount  of  such  loss  is  to  be  ascertained 
by  an  average  stater,  as  arranged  between  the  parties, 
and  also  to  enter  the  verdict  in  the  second  action  for  tiie 
plaintiff  ai  for  atotal  loss  of  the  freight. 


267),  Hurst  ▼.  Usbome  (18  0.  B.  144),  Barker  v. 
M* Andrew  (2  Mar.  Law  Gas.  O.S.  205;  12L.T. 
Bep.  N.S.  459 ;  18  C.  B.,  N.  S.,  759) ;  Blaseo  v. 
Fletcher  (1  Mar.  Law  Gas.  O.  8.  380;  9  L. 
T.  Rep.  N.  S.  169;  14  C.  B.,  N.  S.,  147). 
The  reason  why  in  no  case  does  the  oommoa 
object  appear  to  have  been  frustrated,  is  that 
nnder  saoh  circnmstanoes  no  dispute  arises.  The 
opinion  of  Lord  Alvanley  (in  Touteng  y.  Hubbard, 
uoi  sup.),  though  it  must  be  admitted  not  to  be 
the  ratio  decidendi  of  the  judgment,  is  strongly 
in  favour  of  the  defendants'  contention;  and  in 
all  the  cases  cited  the  courts  held  that  the  ezoose 
must  have  been  anticipated  in  the  contract,  and  is 
not  to  be  implied.  A  condition  is  not  to  be  im- 
ported into  the  contract,  for  the  court  will  not  put 
that  in  which  the  parties  themselves  have  not 
inserted.  So  Hurst  y.  Usbome  {ubi  sup,)  is 
directly  in  point.  [Blackburn,  J. — ^Yes,  we  can- 
not a£firm  this  jqdgment  without  overruling  that 
case  and  Lord  Alvanley's  dictum,']  Then  Barker 
y.  M' Andrew  {ubi  sup,)  shows  that  the  ezoeption 
of  perils  of  the  sea  applies  to  a  preliminary 
voyage.  But  where  there  is  no  breach,  no  default 
that  is,  by  the  party  asking  that  the  contract 
should  be  carried  out,  there  is  no  case  to  be  Coond 
in  which  the  other  pwrty  may  say  it  does  not  suit 
his  convenience.  In  Oeipel  v.  Smith  {ante,  vol  I, 
p.  268;  26  L.  T.  Rep.  N.  S.  361 ;  L.  Rep.  7  Q.  B. 
404),  which  was  decided  on  demurrer,  the  refer- 
ence in  the  judgments  to  reasonable  time  will  be 
seen  to  have  been  made  in  consequence  of  the  alle- 
gations in  the  pleas  to  that  effect.  In  Potter  v. 
Mankin  (ante,  p.  65 ;  29  L.  T.  Rep.  N.  S.  142 ; 
L.  Rep.  6  H.  L.'  83)  there  had  been  a  default  by 
the  shipowner,  and  it  is  on  that  ground  clearly 
distinguishable  from  this  case. 

Then,  secondly,  I  say  that  this  was  a  oontract 
which  could  have  been  carried  out  if  it  suited  the 
charterer's  purpose,  and  the  underwriters  do  not 
insure  ai^ainst  the  purposes  of  the  charterer.  The 
proximate  cause  of  the  loss  was  the  refusal  of  the 
charterer  to  wait ;  and  therefore  the  underwriters 
are  not  liable  as  for  a  loss  of  freight  by  the  perils 
insured  against — see  Manley  y.  Jones  (4  B.  &  0. 
394),  Anderson  y.  Wdllis  (2  M.  &  S.  240),  Eoerthv. 
Smith  (2  M.  &  S.  278),  M*GaHhy  y.  Abel  (5  East, 
388),  The  Scottish  Marine  Insurance  Oo.  v.  Twmer 
(1  Macq.  H.  L.  328).  The  loss  here  was  not  b/ 
perils  of  the  sea,  because,  notwithstanding  them, 
the  ship  could  have  earned  the  freight,  bat 
the  perils  of  the  sea  influenced  the  oharterer'd 
judgment  as  to  the  success  of  his  speculation. 
Taylor  v.  Dunbar  (L.  Rep.  4  G.  P.  206)  shows  that 
delay  is  an  unknown  cause  of  loss  in  insurance 
law. 

BuU,  (^G.  and  QuUy  for  the  plaintifT.— The  con- 
tention on  the  part  of  the  plaint  is  that  you  most 
imply  a  term  of  some  sort  which  you  do  not  find 
ordinarily  expressed  in  a  charter-party.  Here  no 
day  is  named  for  the  arrival  of  the  ship  at  New- 
port, so  a  time  must  be  implied,  and  that  is  a 
reasonable  time.  Assuming  that  to  be  an  implied 
condition,  then  comes  the  qaestion,  did  she  arrive 
within  a  reasonable  time  P  But  it  was  decided  by 
Potter  v.  Bankin  {ubi  sup.)  that  in  the  case  of  a 
constructive  total  loss,  there  is  a  loss  of  the  freight, 
and  so  a  further  term  comes  to  be  implied  in  the 
charter-party,  viz.,  that  it  shall  be  carried  out  un- 
less it  becomes  unreasonable.  It  was  argued  on 
the  other  side  that  there  must  have  been  a  default, 
and  also  a  frustration  of  the  yoyage^  but  we  say 
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thftt  if  by  no  laalt  of  aDjone  the  vessel  oannot 
sniTe  at  the  port  of  loading  within  a  reasonable 
time^  both  parties  are  absolved,  and  reasonable 
time  is  snob  time  as  that  beyond  it  the  object  of 
(he  voyage  woald  be  frostrated.  That  this  is  a 
necessary  implication  appears  from  a  consideration 
of  the  principle  involved.  Sappose  the  cargo  to  be 
ioe  which  melfcs»  oranges  which  rot,  then  the  char- 
terer is  not  obliged  to  wait,  and  his  ezcnse  can  only 
be  because  the  law  implies  a  reasonable  time, 
ihongh  none  is  specified  in  the  charter-party. 
Sach  indeed  is  the  general  role  of  law  where  no 
time  is  specified  in  a  contract,  and  there  is  nothing 
here  to  take  this  contract  out  of  the  ordinary  rale. 
Personal  contracts  are  anala^ons,  becaase  their 
performance  depends  on  the  existence  of  the  person, 
and  that  of  this  on  the  existence  of  the  thine.  See 
Caldtoea  v.  Taylnr  (3  B.  &  S.  826)  cited  and  Mowed 
in  Applehy  v.  Myers  (16  L.  T.  Rep.  N.  S.  669 ;  L.  Bep. 
2  C.P.  651),  Boast  v.  FiHh  (16  L.  T.  Rep.  N.  S.  669, 
L.  Sep.  4  C.  P.  1),  Howell  v.  Ooupland  (30  L.  T. 
Rep.  N.S.  677;  L.  Rep.  9  Q.  B.  462),  Then  if 
Otipel  V.  Smiih  {ubi  sup.)  be  rightly  decided,  the 
plaintiff's  contention  here  is  supported,  becaase 
(he  only  difference  was  that  there  the  contract  was 
wholly  executory,  and  here  the  ship  had  gone  part 
of  the  way  on  her  voyage.  Another  class  of  cases 
where  the  charterer  has  been  held  absolved  bemnse 
there  had  been  a  frnstration  of  the  object  of  the 
voyage*  shows  that  the  principle  is  according  to 
oar  contention,  thoagh  it  is  true  that  in  all  there 
was  a  default  made.  Of  the  three  authorities  most 
pressed  asainst  us  we  say  that  first  in  Hadley  v. 
Clarke  (uh  sup,),  a  substantial  part  of  the  oon- 
trsct  had  been  performed,  there  was  no  exception 
as  to  restraint  of  princes,  and  there  was  no  finding 
that  the  object  of  the  adventare  was  frustrated. 

Secondly,  as  to  Touieng  v.  Hubbard  (ubi  sup.), 
lord  Alvanley's  remark  was  merely  obiier  dictum ; 
and  thirdly,  in  Hurst  v.  Usbome  (ubi  sup,)  there 
was  no  finding  of  the  frustration  of  the  adventure, 
and  as  the  charter-party  said  **  grain  or  other 
lawful  merchandise,"  it  would  be  impossible  to 
ha?e  admitted  evidence  as  to  the  season  being 
past  Oresswell,  J.  says :  "  No  time  is  expressed, 
hot  the  reasonable  time  which  the  law  implies," 
and  the  judgment  of  WiUes,  J.,  in  MeAndrew  v. 
Chappie  (tt&i  sup.)  is  contrary  to  the  interpreta- 
tion sought  to  be  put  on  his  words  by  the  other 
side  in  the  case  now  being  cited.  [They  were 
■topped  in  support  of  the  second  contention,  that 
if  the  charterer  had  a  right  to  throw  up  the 
charter,  it  was  a  total  loss  of  freight.] 

Aspland  in  reply. — ^The  only  ground  given  for 
the  assumption  that  a  reasonable  time  is  implied, 
is  that  in  very  extreme  cases  it  would  work  hard- 
ship if  it  be  not.  Bat  that  argument  is  as  valid 
the  other  way.  Then  the  express  stipulation  in 
this  charter-party  as  to  proceeding  with  all  pos- 
sible dispatch,  excludes  any  other  stipulation  on  the 
same  subject,  viz.,  of  time,  being  implied.  The 
report  of  Cress  well,  J.'s  judgment  in  Hurst  v. 
Uibame  (in  25  L.  J.  211,  O.P.),  is  strongly  in  our 
favour  upon  the  point.  BUmco  v.  Fletcher 
[ubi  sup.)  where  a  question  of  reasonableness 
was  left  to  the  jury  was  a  case  where  there 
had  been  an  authority  to  the  shipowner  to 
do  the  best  for  all  parties.  Again,  it  is 
admitted  that  there  is  no  authority  for  implying 
the  particular  stipulation  here  required,  unless 
Oeipel  V.  Smith  (ubi  sup.)  be  one ;  but  there  there 
was  an  express  condition  which  actually  happened. 


Surely  as  this  must  have  occurred  repeatedlyt 
the  fact  of  there  being  no  authority  shows  that  the 
law  has  been  accepted  as  in  accordance  with  the 
cases  in  our  favour  which  are  direct.  A  decision 
for  the  plaintiff  merely  on  the  suggestion  of  ex- 
treme cases  of  hardship,  may  equally  well  produce 
as  great  hardships  the  other  way,  and  such  a 
decision  would  throw  all  contracts  into  confusion 
by  importing  an  element  of  uncertainty  into  them 
by  the  addition  of  some  term  whicb  the  parties 
themselves  have  not  expressed. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

Nov.  30. — ^The  court  having  differed  in  opinion, 
the  following  judgments  were  delivered.  The 
judgment  of  Bram well,  B.,  Blackburn,  Mellor,  and 
Lush,  JJ.,  and  Amphlett,  B.,  was  delivered  by 

B&AMWELL,  B. — The  first  question  in  this  case 
is  whether  the  plaintiffs  could  have  maintained  an 
action  agsinst  the  charterers  for  not  loading,  for 
if  they  could  there  certainly  has  not  been  a  loss  of 
the  chartered  freight  by  any  of  the  perils  insured 
against. 

In  considering  this  question  the  finding  of 
the  jury,  that  "the  time  necessary  to  get  the 
ship  off  and  repairing  ber  so  as  to  be  a  cargo- 
carrying  ship  was  so  long  as  to  put  an  end  in  a 
commercial  sense  to  the  commercial  speculation 
entered  into  by  the  shipowner  and  charterers  "  is 
all  important.  I  do  not  think  the  question  could 
have  been  left  in  better  terms,  but  it  may  be 
paraphrased  or  amplified.  I  understand  that  the 
jury  have  found  that  the  voyage  the  parties  had 
contemplated  had  become  impossible,  that  a  voy- 
age undertaken  after  the  snip  was  sufficiently 
repaired,  would  have  been  a  different  voyage ;  not 
indeed  different  as  to  the  ports  of  loading  and  dis- 
charge, bnt  different  as  a  different  adventure ;  a 
voyage  for  which  at  the  time  of  the  charter  the 
plaintiff  had  not  in  intention  engaged  the  ship, 
nor  the  charterer  the  cargo ;  a  voyage  as  different 
as  though  it  had  been  described  as  intended  to  be 
a  spring  voyage,  while  the  one  after  the  repair 
would  be  an  autumn  voyage.  It  is  manifest  that  if  a 
definite  voyage  had  been  contracted  for,  and  became 
impossible  by  perils  of  the  seas,  that  that  voyage 
would  have  been  prevented,  and  the  freight  to  be 
carried  thereby  would  have  been  lost  by  the  perils 
of  the  seas.  The  power  whicb  undoubtedly  would 
exist  to  perform,  say  an  autumn  voyage  in  lieu  of 
a  spring  voyage,  if  both  parties  were  willing, 
would  be  a  power  to  enter  into  a  new  agreement, 
and  would  no  more  prevent  the  loss  of  the  spring 
voyage  and  its  freight,  than  would  the  power 
(which  would  exist  if  both  parties  were  willing)  to 
perform  a  voyage  between  different  ports  with  a 
different  cargo. 

But  the  defendants  say  here  the  contract  was 
not  to  perform  a  definite  voyage,  bat  was  at 
some  and  any  future  time,  however  distant,  pro- 
vided it  was  by  no  default  in  the  shipowners, 
and  only  postponed  by  perils  of  the  seas,  to  carry 
a  cargo  of  rails  from  Newport  to  San  Francisco. 
That  no  matter  at  what  distance  of  time,  at  what 
loss  to  the  shipowner,  whatever  might  be  the 
ship's  engagements,  however  freight  might  have 
risen  or  seamen's  wages,  though  the  voyage  at  the 
time  when  the  ship  was  ready  might  be  twice  as 
dangerous,  and  possibly  twice  as  long,  from  fogs, 
ice,  and  other  perils,  though  war  might  have 
broken  out  meanwhile  between  the  country  to 
whose  port  she  was  to  sail  and  some  other,  still 
fihe  vras  bound  to  take  and  had  the  right  to  de- 
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mand  the  cargo  of  the  shipper,  who  in  like  way 
had  a  right  to  have  carried  and  wan  bound  to 
find  the  agreed  cargo,  or  if  that  had  been 
Bene  on  ah^eady,  a  cargo  of  the  same  descrip- 
tion no  matter  at  what  loss  and  however  useless 
the  transport  of  the  goods  might  be  to  him. 
This  is  so  inconvenient,  that  though  fully  im- 
pressed with  the  considerations  so  forcibly  put 
by  Mr.  Aspland,  and  retaining  the  opinion  I 
expressed  in  Tarraibochia  v.  Hiehie,  1  think  that 
nniess  the  rules  of  law  prohibit  it  we  ought  to 
hold  the  contrary. 

The  question  turns  on  the  construction  and 
effect  01  the  charter.  By  it  the  vessel  is  to 
sail  to  Newport  with  all  possible  dispatch, 
perils  of  the  seas  excepted.  It  is  said  this  con- 
stitutes the  only  agreement  as  to  time,  and 
provided  all  possible  dispatch  is  used,  it  mat- 
ters not  when  she  arrives  at  Newport.  I  am 
of  a  different  opinion.  If  this  charter-party  be 
read  as  a  charter  for  a  definite  voyage  or  ad- 
venture, then  it  follows  that  there  is  necessarily 
an  implied  condition  the  i|hip  shall  arrive  at 
Newport  in  time  for  it.  Thus  if  a  ship  was 
chartered  to  go  from  Newport  to  St.  Michaels  in 
terms  in  time  for  the  fruit  season,  and  take  coals 
out  and  bring  fruit  home,  notwithstanding  the 
opinion  expressed  in  Touteng  v.  Hubbard,  on 
which  I  will  remark  afterwards,  it  would  follow 
that  if  she  did  not  get  to  Newport  in  time  to  get 
to  St.  Michaels  for  the  fruit  season,  the  charterer 
would  not  be  bound  to  load  at  Newport,  though 
she  had  used  all  possible  dispatch  to  get  there, 
and  thouff h  there  was  an  exception  of  perils  of  the 
seas.  The  two  stipulations  to  use  all  possible 
dispatch  and  arrive  in  time  for  the  voyage  are  not 
repugnant,  nor  is  either  superfiuous  or  useless. 
The  shipowner  in  the  case  put  expressly  agrees  to 
use  all  possible  dispatch ;  that  is  not  a  condition 
precedent ;  the  sole  remedy  for  and  right  consequent 
on  the  breach  of  it  is  an  action.  He  also  impliedly 
agrees  that  the  ship  shall  arrive  in  time  for  the 
voyage ;  that  is  a  condition  precedent  as  well  as 
an  agreement,  and  its  non-performance  not  only 
gives  the  charterer  a  cause  of  action,  but  also 
releasee  him.  Of  course,  if  these  stipulations 
owing  to  excepted  perils  are  not  performed,  there 
is  no  cause  of  action,  but  there  is  the  same  release 
of  the  charterer.  The  same  reasoning  would 
apply  if  the  terms  were  to  '*use  all  possible 
dispatch,  and  further  and  as  a  condition  precedent 
to  DC  ready  at  the  port  of  loading  on  June  Ist.*' 
That  reasoning  also  applies  to  the  present  case. 
If  the  charterer  be  ready  as  for  a  voyage  or 
adventure  not  precisely  defined  by  time  or  other- 
wise, but  still  for  a  particular  voyage,  arrival  at 
Newport  in  time  for  it  is  necessarily  a  condition 

frecedent.  It  seems  to  me  it  must  be  so  read, 
should  say  reason  and  good  sense  require 
it.  The  difficulty  is  supposed  to  be  that  there 
is  some  rule  of  law  to  the  contrary.  This  I 
cannot  see,  and  it  seems  to  me  that  in  this 
case  the  shipowner  undertook  to  use  all  possible 
dispatch  to  arrive  at  the  port  of  loading,  and  also 
agreed  that  the  ship  should  arrive  *'  there  at  such 
a  time  that  in  a  commercial  sense  the  commercial 
speculation  entered  into  by  the  shipowner  and 
charterer  should  not  be  at  an  end  but  in  exist- 
ence." That  latter  agreement  is  also  a  condition 
precedent.  Not  arriving  at  such  a  time  puts  an 
end  to  the  contract ;  though,  as  it  arises  from  an 
excepted  peril,  it  gives  no  cause  of  action.    And 


the  same  result  is  arrived  at  by  what  is  the  same 
argument  differently  put.  Where  no  time  is  nsmed 
for  the  doing  of  anything,  the  law  attaches  a 
reasonable  time. 

Now  let  us  suppose  this  charter-party  had 
said  nothing  about  arriving  with  all  possible 
despatch.  In  that  case,  had  the  ship  not 
amved  at  Newport  in  a  reasonable  time,  owing  to 
the  default  of  the  shipowner,  the  charterer  would 
have  had  a  right  of  action  against  the  owner,  and 
would  have  had  a  right  to  withdraw  from  the 
contract.  It  is  impossible  to  hold  that  in  that 
case  the  owner  would  have  a  right  to  say,  I  came 
a  year  after  the  time  I  might  have  come,  beoaose 
meanwhile  I  have  been  profitably  employing  my 
ship,  you  must  load  me,  and  bring  your  action  for 
damages.  The  charterer  would  be  discharged, 
because  the  implied  condition  to  arrive  in  a 
reasonable  time  was  not  performed.  Now  let  qb 
suppose  the  charter  contains  as  here,  that  the 
ship  shall  arrive  with  all  possible  dispatch ;  I  ask 
again  is  that  so  inconsistent  with  or  repugnant  to 
a  further  condition  that  at  all  events  she  shall 
arrive  within  a  reasonable  time,  or  is  that  so  need- 
less a  condition,  that  it  is  not  to  be  implied  P  I 
say  certainly  not ;  I  must  repeat  the  foregoing 
reasoninj]^.  Let  us  suppose  them  both  exprMsedi 
and  it  will  be  seen  they  are  not  inconsistent  nor 
needless.  Thus,  I  will  use  all  possible  dispatch  to 
get  the  ship  to  Newport,  but  at  all  events  she 
shall  arrive  in  a  reasonable  time  for  the  adventure 
contemplated.  I  hold,  therefore,  that  the  implied  con- 
dition of  a  reasonable  time  exists  in  this  charter. 

Now  what  is  the  effect  of  the  exception  of 
perils  of  the  seas,  and  of  delay  being  caused 
thereby  P  Suppose  it  was  not  there,  and  not  im- 
plied; the  shipowner  would  be  subject  to  an 
action  for  not  arriving  in  a  reasonable  time,  and 
the  charter  would  be  discharged.  Mr.  Bezgamtn 
says  the  exception  would  be  implied.  How  that  is 
it  is  not  necessary  to  discuss,  as  the  words  are 
there ;  but  if  it  is  so,  it  is  remarkable  as  showing 
what  may  be  implied  from  the  necessity  of  the  case. 
The  words  are  there,  what  is  their  effect  P  I  think 
this,  they  excuse  the  shipowner,  but  give  him  no 
right.  The  charterer  has  no  cause  of  action,  bat 
is  released  from  the  charter.  When  I  say  he  is, 
I  think  that  both  are.  The  condition  precedent 
has  not  been  performed,  but  by  default  of  neither. 
It  is  as  though  the  charter  were  conditional  on 
peace  being  made  between  countries  A.  and  B., 
and  it  was  not ;  or  as  thoupfh  the  charter  agreed 
to  load  a  cargo  of  coals,  strike  of  pitmen  excepted. 
If  a  strike  of  probably  long  duration  began,  he 
would  be  excnsed  from  putting  the  coals  on  board, 
and  would  have  no  right  to  call  on  the  shipowner 
to  wait  till  the  strike  was  over.  The  shipowner 
would  be  excused  from  keeping  his  ship  waiting, 
and  have  no  right  to  call  on  the  charterer  to  lo^ 
at  a  future  time.  This  seems  in  accordance  with 
general  principles.  The  exception  is  an  excuse  for 
him  who  is  to  do  the  act;  and  operates  to  save 
him  from  an  action,  and  make  his  non-performance 
not  a  breach  of  contract ;  but  does  not  operate  to 
take  away  the  right  the  other  party  would  have 
had,  if  the  non-performance  had  been  a  breach 
of  contract,  to  retire  from  the  engagement; 
and  if  one  party  ma^,  so  may  the  other. 
Thus  A.  enters  the  service  of  B.  and  is  ill,  and 
cannot  perform  his  work ;  no  action  will  lie  against 
him,  but  B.  may  hire  a  fresh  servant,  and  not  wais 
bis  recovery  if  his  illness  would  put  an  end,  in  a 
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boflixieflB  Bense,  to  their  baeiDees  eDgagement,  and 
would  frustnite  the  object  of  that  engagement.  A 
short  illness  would  not  snffioOi  if  consistent  with 
the  object  they  had  in  view.  So  if  A.  engages  B. 
to  make  a  drawing,  say  of  some  present  event  for 
ao  illostrated  paper,  and  B.  is  attacked  wiih  blind- 
ness which  will  oisable  him  for  six  months,  it  can't 
be  doabted  that  thongh  A  could  maintain  no  action 
against  B.,  he  might  procure  some  one  else  to 
make  the  drawing.  So  of  an  engagement  to  write 
a  book,  and  insanity  of  the  intended  aathor.  So  of 
the  case  I  have  pnt  of  an  exception  of  a  strike  of 
pitmen. 

There  is  then  a  condition  precedent  that  the 
vessel  shall  arrive  in  a  reasonable  time.  On 
failure  of  this,  the  contract  was  at  an  end,  and  the 
charterer  discharged,  thongh  he  has  no  canse  of 
action  as  the  failnre  arose  from  an  excepted 
peril.  The  same  resolt  follows  then,  whether  the 
implied  condition  is  treated  as  one  that  the  vessel 
shall  arrive  in  time  for  that  adventure,  or  one  that 
it  shall  arrive  in  reasonable  time,  that  time  being 
in  Ume  for  the  adventure  contemplated ;  and  in 
either  case,  as  in  the  express  cases  supposed,  and 
in  the  analogue  cases  put,  non-arrival  and  in- 
capacity by  that  time  ends  the  contract ;  the  prin- 
ciple being  that  thongh  non>performance  of  a  con- 
dition  may  be  excused,  it  does  not  take  away  the 
right  to  rssoind  from  him  for  whose  benefit  the 
condition  was  intooduced.  On  these  grounds  I 
think  that  in  reason,  in  principle,  and  for  the  con- 
venience of  both  parties,  it  ought  to  be  held  in  this 
case  that  the  charterers  were  on  the  finding  of 
the  joiy  discharged. 

It  remains  to  examine  the  authorities.  The 
first  in  date  relied  on  by  the  defendants  is 
Hadley  v.  darks  (8  T.  B.  269).  Now  it 
may  anfely  be  said  that  there  the  question  was 
wholly  different  from  the  present.  There  was  no 
question  in  that  case  as  to  the  performance  of  a 
ocmdition  precedent  to  be  ready  at  a  certain  or 
within  a  reasonable  time,  -or  such  a  time  that  the 
voyage  in  question,  the  adventure,  should  be  ac- 
complished and  not  frustrated.  That  condition  had 
been  performed ;  the  ship  had  loaded  and  sailed  in 
due  tmie— the  plaintiff  had  had  a  part  of  the  benefit 
intended — the  defendant  had  in  justice  earned 
part  of  his  freight.  Had  the  plaintiff  demanded 
his  goods  at  Falmouth,  he  ought  to  have  paid 
something  for  their  carriage  there.  He  could  not, 
therefore,  very  well  have  said  that  he  would  not 
go  on  with  the  adventure,  but  undo  it.  But  if  I 
am  right,  unless  both  could,  neither  could.  Fur- 
ther, in  Ihat  case  there  was  no  finding,  or  anything 
equivalent  to  a  finding,  that  the  objects  d!  the 
parties  were  firostrated.  This  case  is  therefore  in 
every  way  distinguishable. 

Then  there  is  the  case  of  Touieng  v.  Huh' 
hard  {ubi  stip.).  The  opinion  there  expressed 
was  ohUeri  of  weight,  no  doubt,  but  not  of 
the  same  weight  it  would  have  been  had  it 
been  the  raiio  decidendi,  I  cannot  think  that 
it  woald  have  been  so  held,  had  it  been  neces- 
sary to  act  on  it.  To  hold  that  a  charterer  is 
bonnd  to  furnish  a  cargo  of  fruit  at  a  time  of  year 
when  there  is  no  fruit,  at  a  time  of  year  different 
to  what  he  and  the  shipowner  must  have  contem- 
plated, the  change  to  tnat  time  being  no  fault  of 
his,  but  the  misfortune  at  best  of  the  shipowner,  is 
so  extravagant  when  the  consequences  become 
apparent  that  it  could  not  be.  Suppose  a 
charter  to  fetch  a  cargo  of  ice   firom   Norway, 


entered  into  at  such  a  time  that  the  vessel 
would  reach  its  destination  with  reasonable 
dispatch  in  February,  when  there  was  ice, 
and  bring  it  back  in  June  when  ice  was 
wanted,  and  by  perils  of  the  seas  it  could 
not  get  to  Norway  till  the  ice  was  melted,  nor  re* 
turn  till  alter  ice  was  of  no  value.  Can  it  be  that 
the  charterer  would  be  bound  to  load,  that  he  had 
agreed  in  those  events  to  do  so  P 

Another  case  is  Hurst  v.  Usbame,  That  is  a 
case  of  which,  if  I  knew  no  more  than  I  learn 
from  the  books,  I  should  say  it  did  not  decide 
the  question  we  have  before  us.  It  is  true 
that  the  report  in  the  Law  Journal,  as  Mr. 
Aspland  pointed  out,  says  that  ^  Mr.  Justice 
Cress  well  said  he  knew  of  no  time  the  ship- 
owner was  bound  to,  except  to  use  reasonable 
dispatch.  Still,  I  cannot  see  from  the  reports, 
that  the  point  now  before  us  was  presented  to  the 
judges  in  that  case.  My  brother  Blackburn,  who 
was  counsel  in  the  cause,  says  it  was  intended  to 
raise  this  point  by  the  evidence  that  was  rejected 
at  Nisi  Prius.  No  doubt,  therefore,  that  was  so, 
but  I  cannot  think  it  was  so  understood  by  the 
court;  I  see  no  adjudication  on  it.  Mr.  Butt 
pointed  out  that  the  charter  was  for  barley  or 
other  lawful  merchandise ;  even  if  for  barley  only, 
it  does  not  appear  that  bariey  might  not  have  be^ 
stored  at  Limerick,  nor  that  barley  firom  Limerick 
arriving  in  England  at  the  time  it  would,  had  the 
defendant  loaded,  would  not  have  been  as  valuable 
as  arriving  earlier.  I  cannot  but  think  it  was  a 
hasty  decision ;  a  rule  was  refused,  and  certainly 
one  would  think,  after  the  argument  we  have 
heard,  that  the  matter  was  worth  discussing ;  at 
the  same  time  its  tendency  is  favourable  to  the  de- 
fendants. I  think  it  unsatisfactory,  and,  if  a  deci- 
sion on  the  question  now  before  us,  wrong.  Mr. 
Justice  Willes  did  not  seem  to  be  of  opinion  that 
the  law  was  as  he  is  supposed  to  have  laid  it  down 
in  that  case ;  see  his  judgment  in  Mc Andrew  v. 
Ohapple  (ubi  sup,),  where  indeed  there  had  been  a 
breach  of  his  contract  by  the  shipowner,  but  the 
observations  are  general.  I  may  also  properly 
refer  to  the  opinions,  if  not  of  myself,  of  my 
brothers  Blackburn  and  Brett  in  Potter  v.  Bankin 
(ubi  8up.).  They  undoubtedly  assumed  the  law  to 
be  as  the  plaintiffs  contend. 

There  is  also  Oeipel  v.  Smith  (vhi  sup.), 
nearly,  if  not  quite,  in  point.  The  shipowner 
there  was  excused,  not  merely  for  refusing 
to  take  a  cargo  to  a  port  which  became 
blockaded  after  the  charter,  but  also  in  effect  for 
refusing  to  do  so  after  the  blockade  was  removed. 
Restraint  of  princes  not  only  excused,  but  dis- 
charged him.  The  same,  no  doubt,  would  have  been 
held  as  to  the  charterers. 

Then  there  are  the  cases  which  hold  that 
where  the  shipowner  has  not  merely  broken 
his  contract,  but  so  broken  it  that  the  con- 
dition precedent  is  not  performed,  the  char- 
terer is  discharged:  (see  Freeman  v.  Taylor, 
8  Bing.  124.)  Why  P  not  merely  because  the  con- 
tract was  broken.  If  it  is  not  a  condition  prece- 
dent, what  matters  it  whether  it  is  unperformed  with 
or  without  excuse  P  Not  arriving  with  due  diligence 
or  at  a  day  named  is  subject  to  a  cross  action 
only — but  not  arriving  in  time  for  the  voyage 
contemplated,  but  at  such  a  time  that  it  is  frus- 
trated, IS  not  only  a  breach  of  contract  but  dis- 
charges the  charterer ;  and  so  it  should  thongh  he 
has  such  an  excuse  that  no  action  lies. 
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To/ylor  GaldtoeU  (ubi  sup.),  is  a  strong  anthority 
in  the  same  direction,  I  oannot  but  think  then  that 
the  weight  of  aathority»  as  might  be  expected»  is  on 
the  side  of  reason  and  oonvenience.  On  the  other 
qnestion,  viz.,  whether  though  the  charterer  bj 
perils  insured  against  had  a  right  to  refuse  to 
load  the  cargo,  there  had  been  a  loss  of  freight  by 
perils  of  the  seas,  I  am  of  opinion  that  there  has 
been.  It  was  argued  that  the  doctrine  of  causa 
proxima ipecteturnon  remoia,  applied:  That  the 
proximate  cause  of  the  loss  of  freight  here  was 
the  refusal  of  the  charterer  to  load.  But  if  I  am 
right  the  voyage,  the  adventure,  was  frustrated  by 
the  perils  of  the  seas,  both  parties  were  discharged, 
and  a  loading  of  cargo  in  August  would  have  been 
a  new  adventure,  a  new  agreement ;  but  even  if 
not  the  maxim  does  not  apply.  The  perils  of  the 
seas  do  not  cause  something  which  caused  some- 
thing else.  The  freight  is  lost  unless  the  charterer 
chooses  to  go  on.  He  does  not.  In  the  case  of 
goods  carried  part  of  the  voyage  and  the  ship  lost, 
but  goods  saved,  the  shipowner  may  carry  them 
on  if  he  chooses,  but  is  not  bound. 

Suppose  he  does  not  his  fieight  is  lost»  so  if 
he  does  not  choose  to  repair  a  vessel  which 
remains  in  specie,  but  is  a  constructive  total  loss. 
For  these  reasons  I  think  the  judgment  should 
be  affirmed.  My  brothers  Blackburn,  Mellor,  and 
Amphlett,  agree  in  this  judgment  as  does  my 
brother  Lush,  who  however  only  heard  part  of  the 
arguments. 

Cleasbt,  B.— The  question  in  this  case  was 
whether  there  was  a  to^  loss  by  perils  of  the  sea 
of  the  freight  to  be  earned  under  a  charter-party. 
By  the  charter-party  the  vessel.  Spirit  of  the  Dawn, 
was  to  proceed  from  Liverpool  to  Newport,  and 
there  take  on  board  and  carry  to  San  Francisco  a 
cargo  of  iron  rails.  The  vessel  sailed  from  Liver- 
pool on  the  2nd  Jan.  1872,  got  aground  on  the 
3rd  upon  the  rocks  in  Carnarvon  Bay,  was  got  off 
and  taken  to  a  place  of  safety  on  the  18th  Feb., 
then  taken  to  Holyhead,  and  afterwards  to  Liver- 
pool* where  she  was  sold  by  auction  on  the  13th 
June  for  5300L  The  purchasers  repaired  her,  and 
it  was  proved  that  on  the  15th  Aug.  it  would 
take  about  a  fortnight  more  to  complete  the 
repairs.  But  in  the  meantime,  after  the  vessel 
got  on  the  rocks,  and  as  soon  as  it  was  plain  some 
time  would  be  required  for  her  repairs,  attempts 
had  been  made  by  the  charterers  to  come  to  some 
arrangements  with  the  plaintiffs  for  taking  up 
another  ship  to  forward  the  rails  which  were 
wanted  for  the  construction  of  a  railway.  The 
plaintiffs  refused  so  to  release  the  charterers  from 
their  contract,  and  on  the  16th  Feb.  the  charterers 
chartered  another  ship  by  which  they  forwarded 
the  rails.  Under  the  circumstances  the  plaintiffs 
who  had  effected  an  insurance  for  1500L  on 
chartered  freight  valued  at  2900Z.  upon  the  voyage 
from  Liverpool  to  Newport,  and  thence  to  San 
Francisoo,  claimed  for  a  total  loss,  on  the  ground 
that  they  were  prevented  by  the  perils  from  carry- 
ing the  freight. 

The  case  was  tried  at  Liverpool  before  Brett,  J., 
and  he  may  be  considered  for  the  purpose  of 
the  present  case  to  have  left  two  questions  to 
the  jury,  viz.,  first,  whether  the  time  neces- 
sary for  getting  the  ship  off  and  repairing  her 
was  so  long  as  to  make  it  unreasonable  for  the 
charterers  to  supply  the  agreed  cargo  at  the  end 
of  the  time;  and,  secondly,  whether  such  time 
was  80  long  as  to  put  an  end,  in  a  commercial 


sense,  to  the  commercial  speculation  entered  upon 
by  the  shipowner  and  the  charterers.  The  jury 
found  both  questions  in  the  affirmative,  and  the 
learned  judge  beine  of  opinion,  notwithstanding 
the  finding  of  the  jury,  that  there  was  no  evidence 
of  a  loss  of  freight  by  the  perils  insured  against^ 
directed  a  verdict  for  the  defendants,  reserving 
leave  to  move  to  enter  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiffs. 
A  motion  was  made,  and  afterwards  a  rule  made 
absolute  to  enter  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiffs  as  for 
total  loss  of  freight.  The  question  upon  the  case 
on  appeal  is  stated  to  be  whether  the  plaintiffs  are 
entitled  to  have  the  verdict  entered  for  them,  and 
if  the  court  is  of  opinion  that  they  are  so  entitled, 
the  judgment  is  to  be  entered  for  1500^,  or  such 
sum  as  the  court  or  an  average  adjuster  appointed 
by  them  shall  direct. 

The  principal   question   argued  before  us  wan 
whether   the   necessary    delay    caused   by  the 

fetting  the  vessel  off  the  rooks  and  repairing 
er,  and  which  had  the  effect  found  by  the 
jury,  disentitled  the  plaintiffs  to  insist  upou 
the  performance  of  the  charter-party,  by  reasons  of 
its  Deing  an  implied  term  and  condition  of  the 
charter-party  that  the  vessel  should  arrive  at  New- 
port within  a  reasonable  time. 

Another  question  was  also  raised  by  the  learned 
counsel  for  the  defendants,  viz.,  that  suppos- 
ing there  was  such  an  implied  term,  and  the 
plaintiffs  were  disabled  by  the  delay  from  in- 
sisting upon  the  performance  of  the  charter- 
party,  still  the  loss  of  freight  was  not  Uie 
immediate  consequence  of  the  sea  damage,  bat 
of  the  right  exercised  by  the  charterer  of 
throwing  up  the  charty-party,  which  he  might  or 
might  not  have  done,  and  in  doing  which  he  was 
influenced  by  the  exigency  of  the  particular  case, 
and  the  necessity  of  getting  the  rails  to  San  IVan- 
cisco  as  soon  as  possible.  And  it  was  forcibly 
argued  that  if  this  necessity  had  not  existed,  and 
freights  had  risen,  the  charterers  would  have 
claimed  the  performance  of  the  charter,  and  that 
the  underwriters  were  only  responsible  for  the 
necessary  consequence  of  sea  damage,  and  not  for 
the  manner  in  which  any  option  or  right  is  exer- 
cised. This  view  was  rejected  by  the  court  upon 
the  argument,  and  as  I  thought  upon  the  ground, 
that  at  the  time  of  the  alleged  loss  the  pkdntifrB 
interest  was  the  right,  under  the  oharter-partv,  to 
have  the  rails  loaded,  and  so  to  earn  the  freight, 
and  that  as  soon  as  that  right  was  destroyed  by 
sea  damage,  there  was  a  tot^  loss  of  his  interest 
by  the  perils  insured  against.  If  the  question  had 
been  a  new  one,  I  should  have  thought  it  followed, 
from  the  interest  lost  being  the  right  under  the 
charter-party  to  have  the  executory  contract  of  the 
freighters  perform^,  that  the  total  loss  could  be 
measured  by  the  value  of  that  right,  and  that  the 
proper  course  would  not  be  to  enter  the  verdict  for 
1500L,  but  to  resort  to  the  second  alternative  above 
referred  to,  and  have  the  verdict  entered  for  such 
sum  as  an  average-stater  shall  direct.  But  the 
authorities  are  decisive  that  where  there  is  a  char- 
ter-party under  which  the  shipowner  will  be 
entitled  to  certain  freight  so  soon  as  the  voyage 
under  the  charter-party  has  commenced,  the  right 
to  the  whole  freight  attaches,  and  as  I  cannot  pre- 
sume to  overrule  these  authorities,  so  far  as  the 
question  now  under  consideration  is  concerned,  the 
verdict  is  properly  entered. 

But  this  was  not  the  principal  question  raised  in 
the  case  argued  before  us.    The  principal  qnes- 
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tioQ  was  one  of  great  iDteresfc,  becaase  the  deoi* 
sum  upon  it  not  only  decides  the  case  before  as, 
hat  regnltttes  the  oondaot  of  all  who  enter  into 
diarter-pcurties — a  yery  nnmeroas  olass  of  persons 
of  many  nations,  and  who  onght  to  haye  some 
known  rale  to  act  npon.  The  qaestion  is,  whether, 
under  the  circnmstanoes  of  the  present  case,  the 
phontifCs  were  entitled  to  repair  the  yessel  (nsiDg 
an  proper  despatch  iil  doing  so),  and  to  oall  upon 
the  charterers  to  fiilfil  their  charter. 

I  agree  with  the  opinion  expressed  by  my 
brother  Brett  at  the  trial,  and  adopted  by  !Boyilf, 
C.J.,  in  the  conrt  below,  that  the  findings  of  the 
jary  are  immatericd,  and  that  npon  snch  facts  as 
the  present,  which  are  free  from  qnestions,  it  was 
not  for  the  jnry  to  pat  a  constraction  npon  those 
facts,  bat  for  the  law  to  determine  the  right  of  the 
parties  upon  them. 

Indeed  I  think  the  law  has  already  done  so 
by  settled  prindples  and  decided  cases.  The 
settled  principle  is  that  when  in  an  agreement 
a  p^royision  is  made  applicable  to  a  particular 
aabject,  that  proyision  forms  the  agreement  on 
thatsabject.  The  rale  is  expreasum  facit  ceseare 
iaeUum,  There  is  no  farther  qualification  or 
limitation  to  be  implied.  This  is  essential  to  all, 
certainly  in  the  obligations  which  persons  place 
themselyes  under;  or  the  agreement  would  be  the 
uncertain  conclusion  of  a  particular  jury,  as  to 
what  was  reasonable  or  oonyenient. 

In  sooh  a  case  as  that  under  consideration, 
the  charter  relates  to  a  yoyage  necessarily  ex- 
posed to  disasters  causing  delay,  and  the 
whole  enterprise  is  made  subject  to  the  conse- 

Soences  of  these  disasters;  the  y^age  from 
liyerpool  to  Newport,  and  from  Newport  to 
San  Francisco  equally  so.  It  must  not  be 
read  as  an  agreement  the  object  of  which  is  pro- 
ceeding from  Liyerpool  to  Newport,  the  object  of 
the  agreement  is  carrying  a  cargo  of  rails  from 
Newport  to  San  Francisco.  There  is  no  limit  to 
the  time  occupied  in  doing  so  unless  it  be  caused 
by  some  breach  of  duty.  If  the  rails  had  been 
taken  on  board  at  Newport,  and  the  yessel  had 
got  upon  a  rock  the  day  after  leaying  Newport,  no 
matter  bow  great  the  delay  the  shipowner  would 
haye  been  entitled  to  repair  to  earn  the  freight 
under  the  charter  by  completing  the  yoyage.  No 
one  disputes  this,  and  the  same  thing  may  happen 
oyer  and  oyer  again  in  several  parts  of  so  Iod^  a 
▼ojage  as  from  Newport  to  San  Francisco,  which 
in  the  result  may  not  be  completed  wichin  a  year 
or  eyen  possibly  two  years.  Still  the  charter 
would  continue  in  force.  If  the  goods  were 
intended  for  a  particular  market  or  a  particular 
purpose,  it  would  not  be  a  question  whether  an 
unreasonable  time  had  been  occupied,  or  whether 
the  commercial  speculation  of  the  charter-party 
was  at  an  end ;  so  far  as  the  charterer  was  con- 
cerned, his  commercial  speculation  must  have  been 
rained  by  the  delay,  and  so  far  as  the  shipowner 
was  concerned,  also  (except  so  far  as  he  was  in- 
demnified by  insurances  or  possibly  by  means  of 
valued  policies  was  making  a  profit  of  each 
disaster),  but  still  the  agreement  would  continue 
because  nothing  had  happened  except  what  was 
provided  for.  The  agreement  for  cooyeyiug  the 
rails  from  Newport  to  San  Francisco  is  as  much 
acted  upon  by  setting  sail  from  Liverpool  with  the 
ship  equipped  for  thf^  voyage,  and  prepared  for 
the  cargo  of  rails,  as  if  the  rails  had  been  taken  on 
board,  and  Uie  same  rule  of  course  ought  to  apply. 


It  cannot  properly  depend  upon  the  part  of  the 
yoyage  in  which  the  damage  is  sustained.  The 
preliminary  yoyage  might  be  a  long  one  to  the 
other  extremity  of  the  globe,  and  the  disaster 
happen  towards  the  end  of  it,  the  rule  must  be  the 
same  whether  it  be  to  Newport  to  carry  out  rails, 
or  to  the  Ghincas  to  bring  home  guano. 

The  principal  argument  addressed  to  us  was  that 
oonvemenoe  was  so  much  in  fovour  of  the 
charter-party  not  continuing  in  force  after  a  delay 
of  unusual  and  unreasonable  length  in  proceeding 
to  the  port  of  lading,  that  a  term  of  condition  onght 
to  be  implied  making  the  charter  no  longer  obli- 
gatory upon  the  freighter  after  such  delay.  I  have 
already  pointed  out  that  it  is  one  voyage  under 
the  charter-party,  and  the  inoonvenienoe  of  deten- 
tion would  apply  to  all  parts.  It  would  be  ex- 
tremely inconvenient  that  the  rails  which  were 
wanted  at  San  Francisco  should  be  loaded  and 
detained  at  Monte  Video,  or  Valparaiso,  for  four  or 
fiye  months,  when  they  might  be  forwarded  at  once 
at  an  easy  freight  to  San  Francisco,  and  yet  this 
would  not  afiect  the  charter-party. 

But  independent  of  this,  it  appears  to  me  that 
when  the  matter  is  properlyoonsidered  theargument 
of  convenienoe  is  entirely  against  the  implication 
contended  for.  The  rule  to  be  laid  down  not  only 
settles  the  rights  of  parties  to  such  an  agreement, 
but  regulates  their  conduct  in  a  very  important 
matter.  The  question  is  what  are  the  masters  of 
yessels  nnder  onarter  to  do  when  the^  haye  sus- 
tained damages  P  They  are  in  a  position  of  trust 
and  great  responsibility,  belonginyg  to  all  nations, 
and  ought  to  have  a  clear  and  definite  rule  of 
conduct  to  go  by.  The  rule  of  conduct,  which  the 
law  has  hitherto  prescribed  is,  repair  your  vessel 
and  proceed  with  your  charter.  Bat  the  rule  now 
laid  down  would  place  shipowners  and  freighters 
in  a  position  of  the  greatest  uncertainty  and  diffi- 
culty. Instead  of  haying  a  clear  course  to  pursue 
without  delay  and  independent  of  collateral  con- 
siderations, such  as  I  have  mentioned,  the  master 
of  a  damaged  vessel  is  to  form  a  conclusion  upon 
a  doubtful  matter,  viz.  the  time  to  be  consumea  in 
repairs,  and  then  either  by  himself  or  with  the 
assistance  of  others  to  get  at  the  effect  of  this,  and 
thus  satisfy  himself  whether  the  delay  is  likely  to 
make  it  unreasonable  for  the  charterers  to  wait,  or 
in  the  words  of  the  case  whether  the  delay  would 
put  an  end  in  a  commercial  sense  to  the  commercial 
speculation  entered  into  between  him  and  the 
charterer.  It  would  be  a  puzzling  question  for 
him  to  answer  if  he  understood  it.  The  answer 
would  depend  upon  a  yarieby  of  circumstances.  The 
captain  might  say,  "  The  commercial  speculation 
which  I  entered  into  was  and  continues  an  excellent 
one.  I  had  a  charter  for  San  Francisco  at  a  high 
freight,  and  have  from  my  connections  a  good 
expectation  of  finding  a  return  cargo  at  San  Fran- 
cisco, and  freights  have  here  now  fallen."  The 
charterer,  if  freights  had  fallen,  would  say;  "This 
has  been  a  bad  commercial  speculation  for  me,  and 
the  best  thing  I  can  do  would  be  to  g^t  out  of  it," 
and  hire  a  yessel  at  once  at  a  lower  rate  of  freight. 
If  on  the  other  hand  freights  had  risen  the 
captain  would  wish  to  get  out  of  the  charter  and 
procure  a  high  freight,  and  the  freighter  oon- 
trariwise. 

Thus,  while  by  upholding  the  charter  in  ita 
terms  you  give  a  rule  of  conduct  which  is 
certain,  clear,  and  not  influenoed  by  unfidr  col- 
lateral considerations  of  interest,  by  introducing 
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the  sQggested  implioation,  yon  make  the  oonrse  of 
oondact  diffionlt,  dependent  upon  doubtfal  inter- 
vals of  time,  and  resnlts  which  cannot  be  ascer- 
tained, and  expose  it  to  the  inflaences  which  I 
have  snffgested.  In  short,  one  rale  makes  it  the 
dnty  of  both  parties  under  all  cironmstanoea  to 
uphold  the  charter;  the  other  in  every  case  of 
considerable  damage  and  necessary  delay  in 
repairing,  gives  each  party  the  chance  of  getting 
ontof  the  charter  aooording  as  it  is  his  interest  to 
do  so* 

As  is  nsnal  in  all  arguments  founded  upon 
consequences,  we  were  pressed  by  extreme  cases, 
and  it  was  asked  how  long  a  man  was  to  keep  a 
cargo,  perhaps  a  perishable  one.  Was  he  to  keep 
it  for  months,  a  year  P  The  answer  is,  that  if  the 
cargo  is  of  'such  a  nature,  or  an  early  shipment  of 
vital  importance,  the  charterer  should  have  a 
special  clause  in  the  contract;  but  if  he  does  not, 
still  the  contract  is  not  one  upon  which  there  can 
be  a  claim  for  a  specific  performance.  As  soon  as 
it  is  plain  that  the  delay  will  be  really  serious  as 
regards  the  condition  of  the  intended  cargo  or  the 
purpose  to  which  it  was  destined,  the  charterer 
should  forward  the  cargo  by  another  vessel,  giving 
notice  at  the  earliest  period  to  the  shipowner  A 
his  intention.  He  will  be  liable  in  damages  no 
doubt,  but  not  to  the  freisht,  and  the  amount  wiU 
depend  upon  the  state  of  freights.  If  freights  had 
risen  the  shipowner  would  sustain  but  little 
damase  and  the  charterer  would  himself  be  a  loser 
by  forwarding  his  cargo  at  a  higher  rate.  If 
freights  had  &llen  there  might  be  a  considerable 
liabUity,  but  the  charterer  would  share  the  ad- 
vantage by  having  his  goods  forwarded  at  an 
easier  rate.  In  the  present  case,  the  damages 
would  probably  not  be  heavy,  for  all  the  loss  of 
delay  and  detention  would  not  be  the  fault  of  the 
charterer,  but  caused  by  perils  for  which  he  was 
not  responsible,  and  the  shipowner  would  be  in  the 
same  state  as  he  was  before  he  started.  The 
charter-party  might  perhaps  be  framed,  so  as  to 
make  the  charterer  liable  for  a  specified  amount  of 
stipulated  damages  for  a  particular  default  If 
this  were  so  it  would  be  his  ^ult  for  entering  into 
such  a  stipulation,  when  the  delay  by  sea  perils 
would  be  so  serious.  In  the  present  case,  as  is 
usual,  the  penalty  for  non-performance  would  not 
make  the  liability  greater  than  the  damages  sus- 
tained. 

It  appears  to  me,  therefore,  that  too  much 
stress  was  laid  during  the  argument  upon  the 
apparent  injustice  which  would  be  done  m  a  par- 
ticular case  of  extreme  delay  if  the  charter  was 
upheld,  and  not  sufiident  regard  had  to  the  genml 
inconvenience  which  would  arise  if  the  charter 
were  defeated  in  such  cases.  So  ftur  as  the 
argument  from  convenience  is  concerned,  it  pre- 
ponderates in  favour  of  a  construction  which  gives 
a  certain  clear  and  honest  rule  of  conduct  to  act 
by  in  all  cases,  upholding  a  contmct  over  one 
which  introduced  uncertainty  and  difficulty  as  to 
conduct,  and  admitting  of  reasons  for  defeating  a 
contract  which  are  to  be  derived  from  considera- 
tions of  interest  at  the  time.  ludepondent  there- 
fore of  authority,  I  should  think  the  general  rule 
should  prevail  of  construing  the  contract  as  to 
all  matters  within  its  provisions,  and  not  intro- 
ducing an  additional  implied  term. 

I  have  more  fully  considered  the  case  upon 
principle,  because  although  the  authorities  appear 
to  me  to  preponderate,  and  indeed,  bat  for  some 


very  recent  dicta  and  decisions,  to  be  oon- 
dasive  in  favour  of  this  view,  I  do  not 
propose  to  refer  to  them  in  detail,  as  that  has 
Deen  done  by  the  late  Lord  Chief  Justice  BoviU  in 
his  judgment  in  the  court  below,  with  whidi  I 
entirely  agree. 

The  authorities  apply  to  two  distinct  conditions 
of  things,  viz.,  one  where  delay  has  been  caused 
by  a  breach  of  some  stipulation  by  the  shipowner, 
and  the  other  where  there  has  been  no  such 
breach. 

In  the  former  case,  except  in  a  flaw  cases 
where  the  stipulation  is  hela  to  be  a  condition 
precedent  (Gla^dhohn  v.  HayeBt  5  M.  &  G.  257; 
OUve  V.  BooleeTt  1  Ex.  416),  the  breach  is  held 
to  give  a  claim  for  damages  only,  and  not  to 
defeat  the  charter-party— each  stipulations,  for 
instance,  as  to  sail  with  the  first  fair  wind,  or  by  a 
particular  day.  In  such  a  contract  as  a  charter- 
party,  where  so  many  circumstances  may  arise  at 
the  port  of  departure  to  prevent  an  exact  oompli- 
ance,  and  which  may  still  not  be  excused,  it  would 
be  most  unreasonable  to  enable  the  fireighter, 
because  the  bargain  turned  out  an  unprontable 
one,  to  throw  up  the  charter  for  such  a  de&nlt. 
Accordingly,  if  tiie  freighter  relies  upon  the  breaoh 
of  some  obligation  of  the  shipowner  as  an  answer 
to  an  action  for  not  providmg  a  cargo,  he  must 
allege  that  he  has  lost  all  benefits  of  the  voyage  by 
the  plaintiff's  delay.  He  may  &urly  say,  you  have 
broken  the  contract,  and  I  have  lost  aU  the  in- 
tended benefit  by  your  breach,  and  I  am  thus  dis- 
charged: (see  Freeman  v.  Ta/yhr,  8  Bing.  124; 
Olipaham  v.  Vertue,  5  Q.B.  265 ;  Tarrahochia  v. 
Hickie,  1  H.  &  N.  183 :  Wheeler  v.  Bavidge,  9  Ex. 
668.)  It  should  be  observed  that  this  loss  of  benefit 
to  the  charterer  is  a  totally  different  thing  from 
what  is  set  up  in  the  present  case,  viz.,  that  the 
delay  was  unreasonable,  and  the  commercial  specu- 
lation of  the  charter-party  itself  at  an  end.  If 
there  had  been  any  breach  by  the  plaintifb  in  not 
setting  sail  and  proceeding  with  convenient  speed 
from  Liverpool,  the  charterer  might  have  said  his 
object  was  defeated,  and  he  was  discharged ;  not 
because  the  delay  was  of  itself  an  answer  to  the 
charterer,  but  because  the  breach  was  made  an 
answer  by  the  delay. 

In  the  present  case,  the  second  condition  exists, 
and  there  is  no  breach  of  the  terms  of  the  charter- 
party  ;  but  the  delay  itself  is  made  an  answer,  and 
the  authorities  are,  I  have  said,  ag^ainst  it.  I  will 
only  refer  to  three  in  particular,  but  the  language 
of  the  judges  in  them  is  so  clear,  and  to  the  point, 
that  I  cannot  help  referring  to  it. 

Hadley  v.  Olarke  {ubi  eup.)  was  the  case  of 
a  charter-par^,  perils  of  the  sea  being  the  only 
exception.  The  vessel  was  detained  on  the 
voyage  from  Liverpool  to  L^hom  by  an  embargo 
laid  at  an  intermeidiate  port,  to  which  the  vessel 
was  driven,  for  the  period  of  two  years.  It  was 
contended  that  the  shipowner  was  excused  by  this 
delay,  not  caused  by  his  defkult,  and  no  one  can 
doubt,  I  should  think,  that  the  conmierctal  speon- 
lation  entered  into  by  the  shipowner  and  charterer, 
so  far  as  I  understand  the  meaning  of  these  terms, 
had  long  been  defeated  by  such  a  misadventure. 
But  the  language  of  Laurence,  J.,  has  been  always 
referred  to  as  the  authority  on  the  subject: 
"  The  counsel  for  the  defendants  were  driven  to 
the  necessity  of  introducing  into  the  contract 
other  terms  than  those  which  it  contained.  They 
contended  that  the  defendants  were  only  bound  to 
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fulfil  their  engagemeDt  wifchin  a  reasonable  time, 
and  then  argued  that,  as  the  embargo  prevented 
the  completion  of  the  contract  within  a  reasonable 
time,  the  defendants  were  absolyed  from  the  en- 
gagement altogether.  It  was  incumbent  on  the 
defendants,  when  they  entered  into  this  contract, 
to  specify  the  terms  and  conditions  on  which  they 
would  engage  to  carry  the  plaintiiTs  goods  to  Leg- 
horn. They  accordingly  did  express  the  terms, 
and  absolntely  engaged  to  carry  the  goods,  the 
danglers  of  the  seas  <Hily  excepted.  That,  there- 
fore is  the  only  excuse  which  they  can  make  for 
not  performing  the  contract.  If  they  had  intended 
that  they  should  be  excused  from  any  other  cause 
they  should  have  introduced  such  an  exception 
into  their  contract."  There  is  no  doubt  a  dis- 
tinction of  fact  between  that  case  and  the  present 
one,  viz.,  that  in  that  case  the  cargo  remamed  on 
board  during  the  whole  period  of  detention,  and 
was,  as  it  were,  during  all  that  time  detained,  sub- 
ject to  the  charter-party;  but  this  does  not  appear 
to  make  any  difference  in  the  principle  since  the 
contract  had  been  acted  on  in  the  present  case,  and 
the  vessel  had  been  prepared  and  had  on  board 
an  the  necessary  equipments,  and  had  set  sail  for 
the  voyage. 

In  the  case  of  TotUeng  v.  Huhbard  {uhi  sup.) 
the  cargo  had  not  been  taken  on  board,  and 
the  action  was  for  not  providing  a  cargo  at  the 
port  of  loading — St  Michaels.  The  charter  had 
the  exception  of  restraint  of  princes,  and  had  pro- 
ceeded on  the  voyage  from  London,  but  was  de- 
tained at  Bamsgate,  by  an  embargo,  for  six  months, 
and  the  charterer  refused  to  loaS  a  cargo  on  the 
ground  that  the  season  for  shipping  fruit  had  long 
passed,  and  the  voyage  would  be  useless  and  nu- 
gatory, which  may  be  construed  as  having  the 
same  meaning  as  that  the  commercial  speculation 
was  at  an  end.  The  case  was  ultimately  decided 
upon  a  question  of  nationality.  The  judgment  of 
Lord  Alvanl^  is  referred  to  at  some  length  in  the 
judgment  of  Lord  Ghief  Justice  Bovill  in  the  court 
below.  I  refer  to  the  following  passage,  because 
it  bears  also  upon  the  authority  of  Hadley  v. 
Olarhe :  "  If,  then,  this  had  not  been  the  case  of  a 
Swedish  ship,  hired  by  an  English  merchant,  the 
merchant  would  have  been  under  the  necessity  of 
fumishinff  the  ship  with  a  cargo  if  she  had  arrived 
at  St.  Michaels  as  soon  as  she  conveniently  might 
after  the  embargo  was  taken  off,  although,  by 
arriving  after  the  fruit  season  was  over,  the  object 
of  the  voyage  might  be  defeated.  Such  is  the 
doctrine  in  HadUy  v.  Clarke,  and  Blight  v.  Page. 
1  have  no  difficulty  in  subscribing  to  the  doc- 
trine laid  down  in  Hadley  v.  Ola/rke,  that  a 
common  embargo  does  not  put  an  end  to  an^  con- 
tract between  the  parties,  but  is  to  be  considered 
as  a  temporary  suspension  of  the  contract  only, 
and  that  the  parties  must  submit  to  whatever  in- 
convenience may  arise  therefrom,  unless  they  have 
provided  against  it  by  the  terms  of  their  contract. 
The  object  of  the  voyage  might  equally  have  been 
defeat^  by  the  act  of  God  as  by  the  act  of  the 
State,  as,  if  the  ship  had  been  weather  bound  until 
the  fruit  season  was  over ;  and  yet  in  that  case  the 
merchant  would  have  been  iSound  to  fulfil  his 
coo  tract.  The  principle  of  Hadley  v.  Clarke  is, 
that  an  embargo  is  a  circumstance  which  it  is 
equally  competent  to  the  parties  to  provide  against 
as  against  the  dangers  of  the  seas,  and,  therefore, 
if  they  do  not  provide  against  it  they  must  abide 
by  the  consequences  of  their  contract." 


I  shall  only  refer  to  one  other  case  for  the  purpose 
of  quoting  the  opinion  of  the  late  Mr.  Justice  Willes 
upon  the  question  raised  in  the  present  case ;  Hursi 
V.  Uahome  {uhi  eupX  In  that  case  there  had  been 
a  detention  for  152  days,  being  perils  of  the  seas, 
and  the  charterers  refused  to  load,  partly  on  the 
ground  that  the  vessel  had  arrived  after  the  time 
when  the  export  trade  usually  took  place  If  rem  the 
I  port  of  loadmg.  The  following  is  the  judgment  of 
Willes,  J. :  "  As  to  the  other  question,  whether 
the  construction  of  the  charter-party  can  be  af- 
fected by  the  fact  that  the  particular  description 
of  cargo  could  only  be  supplied  at  a  certain  season 
of  the  year,  the  answer  to  that  I  I4>prehend  is, 
that  the  charter-party  was  probably  entered  into 
in  the  hope  that  the  vessel  would  arrive  at  Lim- 
erick at  that  time  of  the  year.  But  the  question 
is,  who  ta^es  the  risk  whether  she  will  or  not  P 
Why  the  person  who  is  to  ship  thd  goods 
takes  the  risk,  unless  he  stipulates  that  the 
other  party  shall  take  it.  Here  it  is  not  stipu- 
lated that  the  vessel  shall  arrive  at  Limerick  by 
any  particular  day,  but  only  that  she  shall  proceed 
there  with  all  convenient  speed.  The  owner  has 
performed  his  contract  to  proceed  with  all  conve- 
nient speed  when  he  has  done  all  he  could,  but  has 
been  prevented  by  danger  of  the  seas." 

The  case  of  Hadley  v.  Clarke  was  decided  in  the 
vear  1799,and  itandthe  cases  following  upon  it  have 
been  regarded  as  authorities  ever  since,  and  quoted 
in  all  the  text  books.  They  are  refered  to  as  autho- 
rities by  the  American,  as  well  as  English  writers. 
Lord  Tenterden,  in  his  work  on  Shipping,  the  first 
edition  of  which  was  published  in  1802,  devotes  a 
paragraph  to  it,  as  giving  the  law  on  the  subject 
(p.  429,  5ch  edit.).  And  for  the  American  text 
books,  see  Parsons  on  Shipping,  vol,  1,  pp.  318,  330. 
In  the  latter  passage  the  learned  writer  insists 
upon  the  authority  of  Hadley  v.  Clarke,  and  re- 
ferring to  it  and  other  cases  in  conformity  with  it 
in  the  American  courts  he  says :  "It  is  very  clear 
that  an  embargo,  though  of  an  indefinite  duration, 
may  suspend  the  performance  of  the  contract." 
Kent  also  refers  to  Hadley  v.  Clarke  as  an  autho- 
rity not  questioned :  (voL  3,  pp.  312,  346, 10th 
edit.)  In  the  latter  reference,  after  referring  to 
matters  which  put  an  end  to  the  contract  by 
breaking  up  the  voyage,  he  adds:  *'  But  a  tempo- 
rary impediment  of  the  voyage  does  not  work  a 
dissolution  of  the  charter-party,  and  an  embargo 
has  been  held  to  be  such  a  temporary  restraint, 
even  though  it  be  indifferent  as  to  time.  (He  here 
refers  to  Hadley  v.  Clarke,  and  the  American 
cases.)  The  same  construction  is  given  to  the 
legal  operation  of  a  hostile  blockade  or  investment 
of  the  port  of  departure,  upon  the  contract  It 
merely  suspends  the  performance  of  it,  and  the 
voyage  must  be  broken  up,  or  the  completion  of  it 
become  unlawful,  before  the  contract  will  be  dis- 
solved. If  the  cargo  be  not  of  a  perishable  nature, 
and  can  endure  the  delay,  the  general  principle  ap- 
plies, that  nothing  but  occurrences  which  prevent 
absolutely  the  performance  of  the  contract  will  dis- 
solve it.  The  parties  must  wait  until  those  which 
merely  retard  its  execution  are  removed."  But  such 
occurrences  would  cause  unreasonable  delay,  and 
destroy  the  commercial  speculation  of  the  con- 
tract ;  still  it  would  subsist. 

Against  this  weight  of  authority  there  are,  no 
doubt,  authorities  entitled  to  great  consideration. 

In  the  case  of  Bankin  v.  FoUer{ubi  iup.),ia  which 
the  judgment  reallywasthataooDstraotive total  loss 
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of  the  ship  was  of  itself  a  loss  of  chartered  freight, 
witboat  notice  of  abandonment,  there  are  dicta  of 
several  of  the  judges,  in  their  opinions  delivered 
to  tbe  House  of  Lords,  to  the  effect  that  where  a 
vessel  under  obarter  was  deUyed  for  an  unreason- 
able time,  tbe  charterer  was  not  bound  to  provide  a 
cargo.    Venturing,  as   I  do,  to  differ  from  the 
judgment  of  the  court  below,  I  must,  of  course, 
venture  to  differ  from  those  dicta.    And  it  may 
properly  be  noticed  that  those  dicta  are  upon  a 
matter  which  did  not  necessarily  arise  upon  the 
question  on  which  tbe  case  was  decided,  nnd  that 
they  did  not  in  the  slightest  degree  enter  into  any 
of  the  judgments  of  any  of  tbe  noble  lords  who 
decided  the  case,  and  were  not  noticed  by  them. 
Indeed,  the  judgments  given  exclude  delay  from 
sea  damages,  as  an  answer  to  the  obligation  of  the 
charterer  to  load  a  carso.    The  following  are  the 
words  of  Lord  Chelmsford  in  relation  to  the  right 
of  the  shipowner  under  the  charter,  where  there 
has  been  damage  requiring  reparation :  "  If  the 
sea   damage   which    the  ship  sustained  in  New 
Zealand  was  such  as  to  reduce  her  to  a  state  which 
rendered  her  utterly  incapable  of  performing  the 
voyage  to  Englandf  without  an  expense  which  no 
prudent  uninsured  owner  would  incur,  then  the 
freight  was  totally  lost  from  that  moment,  and 
how  the  owners  chose  to  deal  with  the  disabled 
ship  afterwards  was  wholly  immaterial.    If  the 
damage  to  the  ship  had  been  such  that  it  might 
have  been  repaired  at  a  reasonable  expense  and 
put  into  a  condition  to  earn  the  freight,  and  the 
shipowners  had  declined  to  take  this  course,  they 
would  have  lost  the  freight,  not  by*  the  |)erils  of 
the  sea,  but  by  their  election."    Tbe  rule  given  is 
a  simple  one :  repair  the  damage,  if  it  can  be  done 
at  a  reasonable  expense,  and  tender  your  vessel  to 
the  charterer.    Not  a  word  about  the  time  which 
it  may  require.    The  same  remark  applies  to  the 

i'udgment  of  Lord  Colonsay  and  Lord  Hatherley. 
t  may  also  be  noticed  with  reference  to  the 
dicta  of  the  learned  judges,  that  those  dicta 
had  reference  in  the  particular  case,  not  to 
the  necessary  delay  during  the  time  required 
for  the  repair  of  damage,  but  to  the  unusual  and 
unnecessary  delay  arlsinir  from  the  shipowner,  in- 
stead of  repairing  the  vessel,  making  use  of  it  and 
letting  it  out  for  months  as  a  store  dep6t  for  coals, 
in  consequence  of  the  want  of  funds. 

Much  reliance  was  placed  in  the  ar^ment 
upon  the  case  of  Chipel  v.  Smith  {uh%  sup.), 
and  if  that  case  could  be  regarded  as  over- 
ruling the  authorities  referred  to,  I  should 
have  to  consider  whether  I  thought  myself 
bound  by  the  earlier  authorities  or  the  last  one. 
But  that  is  not  the  case  at  all.  Not  a  word  is  said 
in  that  case  about  overruling  any  previous  autho- 
rity ;  on  the  contrary,  my  brother  Blackburn  says 
that  very  different  considerations  arose  in  HadUy 
V.  Clarke,  And  this  was  undoubtedly  so,  for  Oeipel 
V.  Smith  was  not  a  case  of  detention  by  embargo 
or  delay  from  necessary  repairs,  but  of  the  per- 
formance of  the  charter  becoming  impossible,  that 
is,  impossible  without  liability  of  forfeiture  of  ship 
and  cargo  by  reason  of  a  duly  notified  and  effective 
blockade  at  port  of  delivery.  It  had  been  held  in 
the  case  of  Medeiroa  v.  Hill  (8  Bing.  231),  that 
when  after  the  known  existence  of  a  blockade  a 
charter-party  was  made  to  convey  a  cargo  to  the 
blockaded  port  (the  case  being  clear  from  the  diffi- 
culty which  might  arise  if  the  object  was  to  run 
the  blockaded  port),  the  existence  of  the  blockade 


was  no  answer  to  the  engagement  to  proceed  on 
the  voyage.  The  object  of  the  merchant  in  mak- 
ing such  a  charter  was,  as  stated  by  the  judgment, 
to  be  in  readiness  to  enter  the  port  as  soon  as  the 
blockade  was  taken  off,  and  so  get  the  advantage 
of  a  good  market.  But  in  Oeipel  v.  Smith,  the 
blockade,  after  the  making  of  the  charter,  inter- 
posed the  impossibility  of  completing  it.  The 
charter  contained  the  exception  of  restraints  of 
princes. 

Now,  according  to  the  law  of  England,  if  a 
person  engages  absolutely  to  do  something,  the 
met  of  its  hecoming  impossible,  or  attended  ^  with 
penalties,  is  in  general  no  answer :  {Pamdine  v. 
Jane,  so  often  referred  to,  and  many  subseqeent 
cases.)    But  it  would,  perhaps,  be  sumoient  to  say 
that  such  a  rule  coula  not  apply  to  a  contract 
between   the   shipowner   and    charterer,    when 
the  consequence  of  carrying  the   contract  into 
effect  would  be  to  expose  the  cargo  as  well  as  the 
ship  to  seizure  and  forfeiture.    I  take  it  the  ship- 
owner not    only  is  not  bound  to  run  the  risk  of 
seizure  by  attem[)tin^  to  enter  the  blockaded  port, 
but  would  not  be  justified  in  doing  so  without  the 
consent  of  the  charterer;  I  mean  as  between  tiiem. 
But,  independent  of  that  consideration,  the  rule  is 
founded  upon  the  presumption,  that  where  the 
engagement  is  absolute,  the  party  takes  upon 
himself  the  risk  of  being  able  to  perform  the  con- 
tract.   But  that  presumption  is  gone  when  by  the 
contract  itself  it  appears  that  the  party  contract- 
ing does  not  take  upon  himself  that  risk,  and  the 
exception  of  the  restraint  of  princes  in  the  charter- 
party  negatives  the  shipowner  having  taken  upon 
himself  the  risk  of  blockade.    That  being  so,  it 
would  indeed  have  been  most  unreasonable  to  hold 
that  the  shipowner  was  bound  by  such  a  charter- 
party  after  the  impossibility  of  completing  the 
contract  arose,  to  load  the  cargo  and  carr^  it  to  a 
distant  part,  and  there  wut,  perhaps,  until  it  was 
necessary  to  return  home  for  stores  and  provi- 
sions, more  especially  under  the  particular  circum- 
stances appearing  in  the  pleadings  in  that  case. 
The  cases  upon  the  effect  of  blockade  upon  a  con- 
tract of  charter-party,  are  few  in  our  courts ;  hut 
the  question  has  arisen  in  America,  and  the  decision 
there  has  been,  that  the  effect  of  a  blockade  of  the 
port  of  delivery  after  the  contract,  is  to  justify  the 
shipowner  in  throwing  up  the  charter.     Kent, 
vol.  3,  p.  346,  10th  edit.,  is  very  olear  in  the  dis- 
tinction that  while  embargo  at  the  port  of  loading 
is  only  a  temporary  impediment,  and  leaves  the 
contract  continuing,  a  blockade  of  the  port  of  deli- 
very makes  the  performance  of  the  contract  impos- 
sible, and  justifies   the  parties  in    throwing  it 
up.    And  he  refers   to    two  cases.    The    TuUla 
(6  0.  Rob.  181),  and  Scott  v.    Libby    (2   John- 
son's   cases    in    the     Supreme    Court  of  Neir 
York,  p.  336).    In  the  first  case.  Sir  W.    Scott 
seems  to  think  it  olear  that  a  blockade  of  the  port 
of  discharge  puts  an  end  to  a  charter  previously 
made,  and  in  the  American  case  the  judgment 
begins  thus,  p.  338 :   '*  It  appears  to  be  conceded 
by  the  counsel  on  both  sides,  that  by  the  blockade 
of  the  port  of  discharge  the  charter-party  was  dis- 
solved, and  all  right  to   freight  under  it  gone/' 
The  great  loss  and  inconvenience  of  equipping  and 
starting  upon  an  enterprise  which  is  at  the  time 
impossible,  seems  a  sufficient  reason  for  the  dis- 
tinction.   But  without  saying   that   our  courts 
would  at  present  go  that  length,  I  think  I  jdaj 
say  that  the  case  of  Chipel  v.  Smith  is  no  authority 
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that  detention  for  neoessary  reparation  Justifies 
the  throwing  up  the  charter,  or  leaves  it  in  force, 
aooording  as  a  jary  find,  that  the  time  taken  was 
reasonable  or  the  reverse. 

Other  oases  were  referred  to  in  which  implied 
terms  had  been  introdnoed  in  express  contracts, 
but  I  do  not  think  that  they  throw  any  light  npon 
the  particniar  qaestion  before  ns.  Indeed  it 
wonla  be  impossible  to  examine  all  the  imperfect 
analogies  which  may  be  put  forward.  Such,  for 
example,  as  the  implied  condition  that  a  person 
who  has  contracted  to  do  some  piece  of  work 
which  no  one  else  can  do,  snob,  for  instance,  as 
painting  a  pictnre,  shall  live  long  enough  to  be 
able  to  paint  it ;  and  other  similar  instances.  No 
doubt  when  the  existence  of  a  particniar  person  or 
thing,  or  state  of  things,  can  be  regarded  as  the 
very  foondation  of  a  particniar  transaction,  it  may 
be  implied  that  if  the  foundation  fails,  the  transac- 
tion which  i^  founded  upon  it  ceases  to  be 
efPeotual.  But  upon  this  subject  I  would  beg  to 
refer  to  the  clear  and  comprehensive  judgment  of 
my  brother  Blackburn  in  Taylor  v.  GaldweU  (3 
B.  A  8.  826). 

For  the  reasons  which  I  have  now  given,  it 
appears  to  me  that  the  charter- party  in  the  present 
case  continued  binding  upon  the  charterers,  that 
oonseqnently  there  was  no  loss  of  freight  by  the 
perils,  and  therefore  the  defendants  are  entitled 
to  judgment,  which  would  be  a  reversal  of  the 
judgment  already  given* 

Judgment  aMrmed, 

Attorneys  for  the  plaintiff,  Norria,  ilQent,  and 
Carter, 

Attorneys  for  the  defendants.  Field,  Eoecoe,  and 
Co.,  for  Baieeon  and  Go,,  Liverpool. 


COURT  OF  ADMIBALTT. 

Beportad  by  J.  F.  ▲■pdiall,  Esq.,  Buxi8ter-«t-Law. 


Tuesday,  Nov,  3, 1874. 

H.   M.   S.   Bbllerofhon. 

Inepeetion    of  doeuments — OolUsion — Report    by 
captain  of  H,  M,  Ship  to  AdmirciUy — Privilege 
— PvMic  policy. 
Where  a  eoUision  occwre  between  one  of  H,  M,  ships 
and  a  ship  belonging  to  a  private  owner,  and  the 
captain  of  H,  M.  ship  makes  {in  accordance  with 
the  usual  practice)  a  report  to  the  Lords  of  the 
Admiralty,  the  High  Court  of  Admiralty  will  not, 
in  a  cause  against  the  captain  of  H,  M.  ship,  in 
which  an  appearance  has  been  entered  by  the 
Qaeen*s   Proctor  by  order  of  the  Lords  of  the 
Admiralty,  order  it  to  be  produced  for  inspection 
by  the  Opposite  parties  if  the  Secretary  to  the 
Lords  of  the  Admiralty  makes  an  affidavit  to  the 
effect  that  such  production  would  be  prejudicial  to 
the  public  service. 
This  was  a  caufte  of  damage  instituted  on  behalf  of 
the  Liverpool,  Brazil,  and  Kiver  Plate  Steam  Navi- 
gation Company,  the  owners  of  the  steamship  Flam' 
steed,  against  the  Hon.  George  G.  Wellesley,  C.B., 
Vice- Admiral  in  Her  Majesty's  Navy,  command- 
ing the  fleet  on  the  North  American  Station,  and 
Aichard  Wells,  Esq.,  captain  of  H.  M.  S.  Belle- 
rophon,  to  recover  damages  for  the  loss  of  the 
liamfteedf  which  occurred  in  consequence  of  a 
collision  with  the  Bellerophon,     An  appearance 
was  entered  on  behalf  of  the  defendants  by  tne 
Admiralty  Proctor,  by  the  directions  of  the  Lords 
Ckmunissioners  of  the  Admiralty. 

Vol.  II,  N,  S. 


The  case  first  came  before  the  court  on  8th  July 
1874,  when  a  motion  was  made  on  behalf  of  the 
plaintiffs  "  for  liberty  to  inspect  and  take  copies 
of  and  extracts  from  the  entries  in  the  log  books 
of  H.  M.  S.  Bellerophon  relating  to  the  collision, 
and  of  all  reports  made  to  the  Admiralty  prior  to 
the  institution  of  the  cause  by  the  defendants  or 
either  of  them  relating  to  the  collision."      The 
plaintiffs  filed  an  affidavit  by  one  of  the  managers 
of   the  plaintiff  company   in    support  of    their 
motion,  and   it  ,was  there   stated  that  it  was 
believed  that  the  plaintiffs  would  obtain  material 
evidence  in  support  of  their  case  from  an  inspec- 
tion of  the  log  books  of  H.  M.  S.  BeUerophon, 
and  also  from  an  inspection  of  certain  despatches 
or  reports,    which    had    been    received  by   the 
Admiralty  from  the   defendants,  one  or  both  of 
them  in  consequence  of  or  relating  to  the  collision. 
The  application  was  not  opposed  on  behalf  of  the 
defendants,  so  far  as  it  related  to  the  log  books,  but 
in  so  far  as  it  related  to  the  reports  or  despatches 
it  was  objected  by  counsel  for  the  defendants  that 
the  production  of  such  reports    might  be  pre- 
judicial to  the  public  service,  and  that  they  were 
m  consequence  privileflced.    The  court,  however, 
intimated  that  the  mere  statement  of  objection 
by  counsel  was  not  enough,  but  that  if  the  defen- 
dants could  show  upon  affidavits   their  grounds 
for  objecting  to  produce  the  reports  he  would 
entertain  the  objection;  the  court  accordingly 
made    an    order    that    the   plaintiffs   or   their 
proctors  be  at  liberty  to  inspect  and  take  copies 
of  or  extracts  from  the  log  books  of   H.  M.  S. 
BeUerophon,  relating  to  the  collision  in  question 
in  this  cause,  but  made  no  order  for  the  present 
upon  the  remainder  of  the  plaintiffs'  motion,  but 
directed  the  defendants  to  file  an  affidavit  as  to 
their  reasons  for  objecting  to  the  inspection  of  any 
reports  relating  to  the  said  collision  made  by  them 
or  either  of  them  prior  to  the  institution  of  the 
cause. 

In  obedience  to  this  order  the  Admiralty 
Proctor  filed  au  affidavit  in  which  Mr.  Yernon 
Lushington,  the  permanent  secretary  to  the  Lords 
Commissioners  of  the  Admiralty,  stated  as 
follows : 

I,  Vernon  Lnabington,  of  the  Admiralty,  Whitehall,  in 
the  oonnty  of  Middlesex,  one  of  Her  Majesty's  ooonael, 
make  oath,  and  say  as  follows : 

1.  I  am  secretary  to  the  Lords  Commissieners  of  the 
Admiralty  of  England. 

2.  When  any  oolliaion  of  importanoe  ocoors  between  one 
of  Her  Majesty's  ships  and  amy  other  ship  or  vesBel,  it  is 
the  dn^  of  the  officer  in  command  of  Her  Majesty's  ship 
forthwith  to  report  such  collision  to  his  senior  officer  or 
commander-in-chief,  and  of  such  senior  officer  or  com- 
mander-in-chief to  forward  the  same,  with  or  withoat 
remarks,  as  he  may  think  fit,  to  the  Lords  Commissioners 
of  the  Admiralty. 

8.  Snch  reports  are  designed  solely  for  the  information 
of  the  reporting  officers,  naval  snperiors,  and  the  Lords 
Commissioners  of  the  Admiralty,  and  are  in  the  nature  of 
confidential  commnnicationB.  It  will  be  prejudicial  to  the 
public  service  to  allow  such  reports  to  become  liable  to 
inspection  by  litigants  in  anv  proceedings  at  law  touching 
the  matters  therein  reportea. 

4.  On  the  above  ground,  I  object  on  behalf  of  the  Lords 
Commissioners  to  the  reports  of  the  Honourable  Geo.  G. 
Wellesley*  C.B.,  and  Bichard  Wells,  Esq.,  touching  the 
collision  in  question  in  this  cause  being  inspected  by,  or 
copies  thereof  furnished  to  the  plainUffs  in  this  cause, 
or  any  one  on  their  behalf. 

A  renewed  notice  of  motion  having  been  filed 
and  served  for  the  present  date,  the  motion  again 
came  on  upon  the  question  of  the  obligation  to 
produce  the  reports. 
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Butt,  Q.O.,  Cohen,  Q.O.  {Glarlcaon  with  them), 
for  the  plaintiffs,  in  support  of  the  motion. — This 
action  is  nominally  against  the  officers  command^ 
ing  H.  M.  ship,  bat  in  reality  it  is  against  the 
Admiralty,  who  have  directed  their  proctor  to 
enter  an  appearance ;  the  Grown  is  consequently 
a  party  to  this  cause,  and  this  application  is  to 
compel  the  production  of  dooaments  relating  to 
the  question  at  issue  which  are  in  the  possession 
of  one  of  the  parties.  If  this  suit  were  against 
a  private  owner,  reports  by  his  master  wonld  not 
be  priTileged.  Can  it  bo  said  that  they  are 
privileged  simply  because  they  are  made  to  the 
Crown  P  The  allegation  in  ihe  affidavit  of  the 
Secretary  to  the  Admiralty  is  that  the  production 
of  documents  of  this  nature  would  be  prejudicial 
to  the  public  service.  That  we  submit  is  not 
enough  to  exempt  them  from  the  ordinary  rule ; 
there  ought  ac  least  to  be  an  allegation  that  the 
production  of  these  particular  reports  would  be 
prejudicial,  even  if  the  Crown  as  parties  to  the  suit 
are  in  a  position  to  object  at  all.  The  Cro?ni  could 
have  discovery  against  the  plaintiff.  Can  it  be 
right  that  the  Crown  should  have  discovery  and 
not  give  it  P  The  question  whether  the  production 
of  a  class  of  documents  is  prejudicial  is  clearly 
not  for  the  head  of  a  Government  department,  but 
for  the  judge  to  decide.  The  head  of  a  department 
may  decide  if  a  particular  document  ouftht  to  be 
produced,  but  here  that  is  carefully  avoided.  If 
there  is  any  part  of  this  document  which  ought 
not  to  be  made  public  let  it  be  sealed  up,  and  let 
the  plaintiff  have  inspection  of  the  rest.  The  true 
way  in  which  the  character  of  the  document  should 
be  ascertained  is  by  laying  it  before  the  court, 
which  should  decide  on  seeing  it  whether  it  ought 
or  ought  not  to  be  produced. 

B,  E.  Webster,  as  amtcus  euruB. — ^In  the  case  of 
Dixon  V.  The  Small  Arms  Company,  which  was 
before  the  Court  of  Queen's  Beuch  last  term,  the 
action  was  brought  to  recover  royalties  from  the 
defendants  in  respect  of  certain  rifles  which  they 
had  manufactured  for  the  Government,  of  a  pattern 
which  had  been  patented  by  the  plaintiff.  The 
defendants  defended  on  the  gronna  that,  as  they 
were  acting  for  the  Government,  they  were  not 
bound  to  pay  royalties.  The  plaintiff  applied  for 
inspection  of  the  contract  between  themselves  and 
the  Government,  which  was  in  the  possession  of 
the  War  Office.  The  Attorney- General  appeared 
in  court  and  objected  to  produce  the  document  on 
the  ground  that  its  production  might  be  prejudicial 
to  the  public  service.  The  Court  of  Queen's  Bench 
said  that  this  was  a  mode  of  taking  the  objection 
that  was  whollv  without  precedent,  and  that  they 
could  not  allow  the  objection  in  that  form,  but  that 
if  the  Attorney-General  would  bring  in  an  affidavit 
by  the  proper  officer,  stating  that  the  production 
ot  the  particular  document  would  be  actually 
prejudicial  that  would  be  the  proper  course,  and 
the  case  was  adjourned  to  give  the  Attorney- 
General  time  to  consider  the  course  he  would  pur- 
sue. Subsequently,  however,  the  Government 
produced  the  document  without  further  action 
being  taken. 

The  Admiralty  Advocate  (Dr.  Deane,  QC.)  and 
H.  O,  Stokes  for  the  defendants. — In  Beateon  v. 
Skene  (29  L.  J.  430  Ex.),  an  action  was  brought  by 
the  plaintiff,  an  officer  in  the  English  forces  dur- 
ing the  Turkish  war  against  the  defendant,  his 
commanding  officer,  for  libel.  The  libel  was  al- 
leged to  have  been  contained  in  a  report  sent  by 


the  defendant  to  the  War  Office,  and  at  the  trial 
the  Secretary  for  War  was  called  upon  to  produce 
the  report,  but  declined,  upon  the  ground  that  the 
production  would  be  prejudicial  to  the  public 
service,  and  Bramwell,  B.,  who  tried  the  case, 
declined  to  order  its  production.  This  ruling  was 
upheld  by  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  and  it  was 
there  laid  down  that  the  person  who  is  to  judge 
whether  a  document  is  to  be  produced  or  not  is  the 
official  who  has  charge  of  it,  and  not  the  judge  who 
tries  the  case.  It  is  contended  that  if  the  produc- 
tion of  part  is  objectionable,  and  the  rest  not,  the 
document  ought  to  be  produced,  subject  to  the 
sealing  up  of  the  former  part,  but  this  is  not  in 
accordance  with  the  decisions.  The  document  can 
only  be  treated  as  a  whole,  and  if  its  official 
character  is  .established,  the  person  in  whose 
custody  it  Is  may  object  to  produce  it. 

Wadeer  v.  The  East  India  Company,  8  De  G.  M.  ft 

G.  152; 
Smith  V.  The  East  India  Company,  1  Phillipi  50. 

In  the  latter  case  Lord  Lyndhurst  says,  "  Now  it 
is  quite  obvious  that  public  policy  requires,  and 
looking  at  the  ^ct  of  Parliament,  it  is  quite  clear 
that  the  legislature  intended  that  the  most  unre- 
served communication  should  take  place  between 
the  East  India  Company  and  the  Board  of  Control, 
and  that  it  should  be  subject  to  no  restraints  or 
limitation ;  but  it  is  abo  quite  obvious,  that  if  at 
the  suit  of  a  particular  inmvidnal,  those  communi' 
cations  should  be  subject  to  be  produced  in  a  court 
of  justice,  the  effect  would  be  to  restrain  the  free- 
dom of  the  communications,  and  to  render  them 
more  cautious,  guarded,  and  reserved.'*  Taylor  on 
Evidence,  paragraph  866,  after  speaking  of  the  pri- 
vileges of  witnesses,  says,  "  Upon  similar  grounds, 
the  official  transactions  between  the  heads  of 
departments  of  Government,  and  their  subordinate 
officers  are,  in  general,  treated  as  secrets  of  State. 
.  .  .  The  President  of  the  United  States,  the 
Gt)vemors  of  the  several  Htates,  are  not  bound  in 
America  to  produce  papers  or  disclose  information 
communicated  to  them,  when,  in  their  own  judg- 
ment, the  disclosure  would,  on  public  considera- 
tions, be  expedient.  And  the  same  doctrine  it 
would  seem,  prevails  in  England,  whenever 
Ministers  of  State  are  called  as  witnesses  for  the 
purpose  of  producing  public  documents.  The  pro- 
ceedings in  this  court  differ  entirely  from  petition 
of  right,  as  they  are  not  against  the  Crown,  and 
even  in  a  petition  of  right  it  is  only  by  special  Act 
of  Parliament  that  the  Crown  is  placed  in  any- 
thing like  the  same  position  as  a  private  individoAl 
as  to  evidence,  &o, 

Buit,  QC.  in  reply. — In  Beatson  v.  Sheme (M 
ewp.)  there  was  an  express  statement  that  the  pro- 
duction of  the  particular  document  sought  would 
be  prejudicial,  and  that  is  not  stated  here.  More- 
over, in  that  case  the  Crown  was  not  a  party,  and 
the  Secretary  of  War  was  not  a  suitor,  and  was 
not  deciding  in  a  matter  in  which  he  might  be  pre- 
judiced. If  this  objection  is  allowed  the  Secretary 
of  the  Lords  of  the  Admiralty  will  besetting  himself 
up  as  a  judge  in  his  own  case.  InTayloron  Evidence, 
paragraph  366,  it  is  further  said  that,  "  If,  how- 
ever, the  Minister,  instead  of  attending  personally 
at  the  trial,  should  send  the  required  papers  by 
the  hands  of  a  subordinate  officer,  the  judge  wonld 
probably  examine  them  himself,  and  would  compel 
their  production,  unless  he  were  satisfied  that 
the^  ought  on  public  grounds  to  be  withheld.** 
It  IS  nowhere  held  that  the  affidavit  of  the  eecre- 
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tary  of  a  Minister  is  eooDgh  to  ezonse  prodaction. 
The  court  OQght  to  see  the  dooament  itself. 

Sir  Robert  Phillihore. — This  is  a  cause  of 
damage  which  is  instituted  on  behalf  of  the  Liver- 
pool, Bnusil,  and  Biyer  Plate  Steam  Navigation 
Company,  the  owners  of  the  steamship  Flamateed, 
igainst  the  Vice- Admiral  George  G.  Wellesley, 
G.B.,  commanding  the  fleet  on  the  North  American 
Sution,  and  Bichard  Wells,  Captain  of  H.  M.  S. 
BeUeropkon,  The  action  is  entered  in  the  sum  of 
40.000C 

The  cause  has  not  yet  been  tried  upon  the 
merits,  but  an  application  has  been  made  to 
the  court  to  order  "  that  the  plaintiffs  may  be  at 
liberty  to  inspect  and  take  copies  of  and  extracts 
from  entries  in  the  log  book  of  H.  M.  S.  Belle- 
mphon  relating  to  the  collision  in  question  in  this 
cause ; "  and,  according  to  the  best  of  my  recollec- 
UoD,  that  peu-t  of  the  motion  has  alr^dy  been 
granted.  But  the  application  goes  on  further,  and 
prays  "  for  liberty  to  inspect  all  reports  made  to 
the  Admiralty,  prior  to  the  institution  of  the  cause, 
by  the  Hon.  Qeo.  G.  Wellesley,  O.B.,  and  Bicbard 
Wells,  or  either  of  them,  in  consequence  of  and 
relating  to  the  said  collision." 

It  occurred  to  me  when  this  matter  was 
brought  before  me  on  a  former  occasiou,  that 
the  second  part  of  the  application  ought  to 
stand  over  in  order  that  the  Jjords  of  the  Admi- 
ralty might  take  such  course  with  respect  to 
it,  f  s  they  should  be  advised  was  proper ;  and  I 
have  before  me  now  the  affidavit  of  Mr.  Vernon 
Loshington,  the  secretary  to  the  Lords  Commis- 
sioners of  the  Admiralty,  in  which  ho  states  as 
follows :  "  When  any  collision  of  importance 
occurs  between  one  of  Her  Majesty's  ships  and 
any  other  ship  or  vessel,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  officer 
in  command  of  Her  Majesty's  ship  forthwith  to 
report  such  oollision  to  bis  senior  officer  or  com- 
mander-in-chief, and  of  such  senior  officer  or  com- 
mander-in-chief to  forward  the  same,  with  or  with- 
out remarks  as  he  may  think  fit,  to  the  Lords 
Commissioners  of  the  Admiralty.  Such  reports 
are  designed  solely  for  the  information  of  the  re- 
porting officer's  naval  superior  and  the  said  Lords 
Commissioners  of  the  Admiralty,  and  are  in  the 
nature  of  confidential  communications.  It  will 
be  prejudicial  to  the  public  service  to  allow  such 
reports  to  become  liable  to  inspection  by  litigants 
in  any  proceedings  at  law  touching  the  matters 
herein  reported." 

It  is  obvious  that  if  communications  contained 
in  reports  of  the  nature  mentioned  in  this  affidavit 
ihonld  be  held  liable  to  inspection  there  would  be 
great  danger  of  producing  a  result  which — ^to  use 
the  words  of  Lord  Lyndhurst  in  SmUhY,  The  East 
India  Company  (1  Phillips,  50)— would  be  "to 
restrain  the  freedom  of  the  communications,  and 
to  render  them  more  cautious,  guarded,  and  re- 
■erfed  "  chan  they  otherwise  would  be  between  the 
officers  of  Her  Majesty,  and  thereby  do  "injury 
to  the  public  interest." 

It  is  contended  by  the  plaintiffs  that  the  affi- 
^rit  is  faulty  in  various  respects,  the  prin- 
cipal objection  taken  by  them  being  that  it  is 
not  for  the  Secretary  of  the  Admiralty  to 
judge  whether  the  inspection  would  or  would 
pot  be  prejudicial  to  the  public  service,  but  that 
it  is  a  matter  upon  which  the  court  is  to  form 
Mid  express  its  oVn  opinion.  And  it  is  also  con- 
tended that  if  it  would  be  prejudicial  to  the  public 
tOTTioe  to  allow  inspection  of  any  particular  por- 


tion of  the  document,  that  part  of  it  ought  to  be 
sealed  up,  and  the  other  part  left  open  for  inspec- 
tion. It  has  moreover  been  argued  that  the  affi- 
davit is  also  deficient  in  this  respect,  that  it  does 
not  state  that  in  this  particular  case  the  production 
of  these  reports  would  be  prejudicial  to  the  public 
service,  but  places  the  present  case  in  a  category 
of  cases,  of  which  it  may  be  predicated  that  in  such 
cases  the  production  of  such  reports  would  be 
prejudicial  to  the  public  service. 

ifow,  it  appears  to  me  that  the  principle  upon 
which  this  case  ought  to  be  decided  has  been 
laid  down  in  the  case  of  Beateon  v.  Skene 
(5  H.  &  N.  838;  29  L.  J.  430,  Ex.),  which 
was  referred  to  by  the  learned  advocate  for 
the  'Admiralty.  That  was  a  case  in  which  a 
single  judge.  Baron  Bramwell,  had  held  at  Nisi 
Prius,  that  a  communication  in  answer  to  the 
Secretary  of  War  was  a  privileged  communication, 
and  could  not  be  produced  in  evidence  without  the 
consent  of  the  Government.  Upon  motion  for  a 
new  trial  the  matter  came  before  the  full  court,  and 
the  opinion  of  Baron  Bramwell  was  sustained 
by  the  Court  of  Exchequer.  During  the  course  of 
the  judgment  I  find  the  following  passage : — "  We 
are  of  opinion  that  if  the  production  of  a  State 
paper  would  be  injurious  to  the  public  service,  the 
general  public  interest  must  be  considered  para- 
mount to  the  individual  interests  of  a  suitor  in  a 
court  of  justice."  Then  follow  these  important 
words: — "And  the  question  then  arises,  how  is 
this  to  be  determined  P  It  is  manifest  it  must  be 
determined,  either  by  the  presiding  judge  or  by 
the  responsible  servant  of  the  Grown,  in  whose 
custody  the  paper  is.  The  judge  would  be  unable 
to  determine  it  without  ascertaining  what  the 
document  was,  and  why  the  pablication  of  it  would 
be  injurious  to  the  public  service,  an  inquiry  which 
cannot  take  place  in  private,  and  which,  taking 
place  in  public,  may  do  all  the  mischief  which  it  is 
proposed  to  guard  against.  It  appears  to  us, 
therefore,  that  the  question,  whether  the  pro- 
duction of  the  document  would  be  injurious  to 
the  public  service,  must  be  determined,  not 
by  the  judge,  but  by  the  head  of  the  depart- 
ment having  the  ens  tody  of  the  paper,  and  if  lie  is 
in  attendance,  and  states  that  in  his  opinion,  the 
prodaction  of  that  document  would  be  injurious 
to  the  public  service,  we  think  the  judge  ought 
not  to  compel  production  of  it." 

It  appears  to  me  that  nothing  has  been 
urged  before  me  which  is  sufficient  to  take  the 
present  case  out  of  the  operation  of  the  prin- 
ciple here  laid  down.  It  is  true  that  in 
this  case  Mr.  Vernon  Lushington  has  made 
a  statement  in  an  affidavit  instead  of  orally.  I 
cannot  see  that  that  makes  any  difference  as  to 
the  principle  to  be  applied  to  the  case ;  and  in  this 
case  the  heads  of  the  department — ^for  so  I  read  the 
affidavit  of  Mr.  Lushington — ^that  is  to  say,  the 
Lords  of  the  Admiralty  have  distinctly  stated  that 
it  will  be  prejudicial  to  the  public  service  to  allow 
such  reports  to  become  liable  to  inspection  by 
litigants  in  any  proceedings  at  law  touching  the 
matters  therein  reported. 

I  do  not  see  on  what  evidence  the  court  acted 
in  the  case  referred  to  of  BeaJUen  v.  Skene,  when  it 
came  to  the  conclusion  that  the  head  of  the  depart- 
ment objected  to  produce  the  document  asked  for. 
It  is  not  oile,  therefore,  whioh,  on  the  question 
of  what  evidence  will  justify  me  in  refusing 
to    order    the    production    of    the    document 
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forms  a  precedent  for  the  case  now  before  me ; 
but  agreeing  as  I  do  with  the  prinoiples  laid  down 
in  that  case,  and  feeling  it  to  be  my  daty  to  follow 
the  opinion  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer  on  such  a 
question  as  the  admissibility  of  evidence ;  upon 
these  gpx>ands  I  must  reject  the  application  now 
made  to  me— that  is,  that  part  which  relates  to  the 
inspection  of  the  reports  made  by  the  defendants 
or  either  of  them,  to  the  Lords  Commissioners  of 
the  Admirall^. 

I  have  already  granted  the  application  as  far  as 
the  inspection  of  the  log  is  concerned,  and,  there- 
fore, there  is  no  necessity  for  repeating  anything 
upon  that  point. 

Solicitors  for  the  plaintiffs,  Pritehard  and  8on8, 

Prof*tor  for  the  defendant,  The  AdmvraUy 
Frodwr, 


Saturday,  Nov.  21, 1874 

The  Dannbbbog. 

AdmiraUy  Oowrt  Act  1861,  sect  S^^uriadictior^^ 

Breach  of  contract  hrforeaooda  loaded. 

The  High  Oowrt  of  Admircdiy  nae  no  jttrUdiction 

to  entertain  a  suit  for  breach  of  contract  under 

the  AdmiraUy  Oourt  Act  1861  (24  Vict,  c  10), 

eect.  6,  where  the  breach  occure  before  the  goods 

are  laden  on  board  the  vessel  which  under  the 

contra^  afterwards  carries  the  goods  into  a  port 

in  England  or  Wales. 

This  was  cause  of  damage  to  carg^  arising  out 

of  breach  of  contract  or  duty  instituted  under 

the  6th  section  of  the  Admiralty  Court  Act  1861, 

on  behalf  of  Messrs.  John  S.  De  Wolff  and  Co., 

of  London,  merchants,  against  the  foreign  ship 

Dannebrog,  and  it  now  came  before  the    oourt 

upon  motion  on  behalf  of  the  defendants  "to 

reject  the  2nd  and  3rd,  and  to  direct  the  amend* 

ment  of  the  6th  and  9th  articles  of  the  petition, 

on  the  ground  that  the  court  has  no  jurisdiction 

to  try  the  claim  made  by  the  said  2od  and  3rd 

artides."    The  petition  was,  so  far  as  is  material, 

as  follows  : 

1.  By  obarter.iMrtj,  elated  the  29th  May  1874,  between 
H.  Jorffensen,  the  niMter  of  the  abore-namea  foreign 
Teasel  Da/nnebrog  snd  the  plaintifFs  (ohMrterers) ;  it  was 
mntoally  agreed  that  the  said  yessel  being  tight,  Btaonch , 
and  strong,  and  every  way  fitted  for  the  Toyage,  ehoald 
with  all  oonyenient  dispatoh  prooeed  to  Moses  Biver, 
oonnty  of  Halifax,  NoTa  Scotia,  or  so  near  therennto  as  she 
might  safely  get.  and  there  load  always  afloat  from  the 
ohitfterer's  agents  a  fall  and  oomplete  eargo  of  biroh 

timber,  deals,  boards,  ^  other  woods,  goods,  ~  lawful 


or 


mnd 


merchandise,  deal  ends,  lath-wood  palings,  -^  laths  for 

broken  stowage,  which  the  charterers  bound  themselves 
to  ship,  not  exceeding  what  she  conld  reasonably  stow  or 
carry  over  and  above  her  tackle,  apparel,  provisions  and 
fnmitnre,  and  being  so  loaded  shoud  therewith  proceed 
to  Liverpool,  Clyde,  or  Bristol  Channel  a  direct  port, 
orders  on  signing  bills  of  lading  and  discharge  at  a  dock 
as  ordered  on  arrival  by  charterer's  agent,  or  so  near 
therennto  aa  ahe  might  aafely  get,  and  deliver  the  aame 
on  being  paid  freight  aa  therein  mentioned;  and  by 
indoraement  on  the  aaid  charter-party,  dated  the  27th 
Jnne  1874.  it  waa  mntoally  agreed  between  the  aaid 
master  ana  the  plaintiff s  that  the  Dannebrog  should  if 
required  call  at  Penarth  Boada  for  ordera,  and  alao  give 
option  of  diaohai^in^  at  Glouceater;  and  that  ahoold 
the  vesael  require  to  hghter  part  cargo  to  enable  her  to  go 
up  to  Glouceater.  the  chattwera  ahould  pay  the  exponaea 
of  aaid  lighterage  and  other  expenaea  aa  therein  men* 
tioned. 

2.  In  accordance  with  the  said  charter-party  the 
plaintiffa  provided  a  full  and  complete  cargo  of  biroh 
timber,  and  other  wood  goods  ready  to  be  shipped  on 


board  the  Dannebrog  at  the  usual  loading  plaoe  in 
Moaea  Biver ;  and  it  became  and  waa  the  duty  of  the 
master  of  the  Dannebrog  to  prooeed  with  the  eaid 
veaael  to  Moaea  Biver  and  to  the  uaual  loading  plaoe 
there,  and  to  load  the  aaid  cargo ;  but  although  all  con- 
ditiona  were  fulfilled,  and  all  timea  elapaed  neoeaeary 
to  entitle  the  plaintiffa  to  have  the  aaid  charter-party 
performed  and  to  have  the  aaid  Toaael  prooeed  to  Moaei 
Biver,  and  to  the  uaual  loading  plaoe  there,  and  to  load 
the  aaid  oarffo  and  although  ahe  oould  have  aafdy 
prooeeded  to  Moaea  Biver,  and  to  the  aaid  usual  loading 
plaoe,  and  oould  have  there  loaded  the  said  cargo  slwayt 
afloat,  the  said  master  proceeded  with  the  aaid 
veaael  to  N^oum  Tanck  Bay,  which  ia  a  plaoe  not  in  but 
abort  of  Moaea  Biver,  and  there  anchored  the  laid 
veaael,  and  neglected  and  refuaed  to  prooeed  with  the 
aaid  veaael  to  Moaea  Biver  and  to  the  aai^  usual  loading 
place. 

3.  The  agents  of  the  plaintiffi  thereupon,  under  pro- 
test, loaded  the  said  vessel  in  N4cum  Tanck  Bav,  with  a 
full  and  complete  cargo  of  birch  timber  and  other  wood 
goods,  aa  specified  in  the  said  charter-party;  but  by 
reason  of  the  aaid  refusal  the  plaintiffa  were  put  to 
expenaea  in  lightering  the  aaid  osktjgo  and  other  expeneei 
which  they  would  not  have  incurred  if  the  aaid  vesaal  had 
proceeded  to  Moaes  Biver  and  there  loaded  her  ougo ;  and 
by  reaaon  of  auch  refusal  and  of  the  said  vesael  having  been 
drivenaahoreowingtoN^oum  Tanck  Bay  beingan exposed 
anchorage,  a  much  longer  time  waa  conaumea  in  loading 
the  aaid  cargo  than  would  have  been  oonsumed  in  load- 
ing the  same  had  the  said  vessel  proceeded  to  Moses 
Biver  and  there  loaded  her  said  cargo  in  acoordanoe 
with  the  aaid  charter-party ;  and  the  aaid  vesael  did  not 
sail  on  and  oomplete  her  voyage  and  deliver  cargo  so  soon 
aa  she  would  nave  done  had  ahe  prooeeded  to  Moaea 
Biver. 

4.  When  the  said  cargo  had  been  ao  loaded,  aa  afore- 
aaid,  on  board  the  Domne&roy,  her  aaid  maater  aignad 
and  delivered  to  the  plaintiflPa  four  billa  of  lading  of  the 
aame  tenour  and  date  which  were  and  are  in  the  worda 
and  figurea  following,  that  ia  to  aay : 

"  Shipped  in  good  order  and  condition  by  J.  and  E.  de 
Wolff  and  Co.,  Halifax,  in  and  upon  the  good  ahip  or 
veaael  called  the  barque  Dannebrog,  whereof  Jorgensen 
is  master  for  this  present  voyage,  or  whoever  else  may  go 

aa  maater  in  the  aaid  ahip,  and 
444  poa.blzch  timber  now    lying  in    the   port   of 

227})  tone,  Moaea    Biver,     N.    S.,   and 

fli?J£°^*^?i??^y^  bound  for  Penarth  for  orders 
mJ'Sii*£52'1Sn2f-  to  diaoharge  in  port  in  the 
Sl9feSt!      •    ^'  BriatolChannel,     inohiding 

8161  apraoe  boarda.  Glouoeater,  444  pieoea  of  biroh 

oonteining  23128ft.  timber  227^  tona,  2800  pal- 

2800  pailinga.  inffe,  613  deal  enda,  216  boards, 

5435  pieoea  of  deals  bemg 
marked  and  numbered  aa  per  margin,  and  are  to  be 
delivered  in  the  like  good  order  and  condition  at  the  afore- 
said port  in  Bristol  Channel  (iJl  and  every  the  dangers 
and  accidenta  of  the  aeaa  and  navigation  of  whataoerer 
nature  or  kind  excepted)  unto  Meaara.  John  S.  de  Wolff 
and  Co.,  or  to  their  assigns,  freight  for  tiie  said  goods  to 
be  paid  at  freight  and  all  other  terma  aa  per 

oha^r-party  with  average  accustomed.  In  witnees 
whereof  the  master  or  agent  of  the  aaid  ahip  or  vessel 
hath^affirmed  to  four  billa  of  lading  all  of  thia  tenour  and 
date,  one  of  which  bills  being  accomplished,  the  rest  to 
stand  void.  Dated  in  Moses  Biver,  N.  S.,  23rd  July, 
1864. 


C( 


Signed  under  protest, 
'*  Measure  and  quality  unknown. 

H.  JOBOBNSIK." 

5.  The  said  vessel  subsequently  sailed  with  the  aaid 
cargo  to  and  in  pursuance  of  ordera  which  were  dnly 
given  by  or  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff,  arrived  with  the 
aaid  cargo  at  Glouoeater,  but  although  one  of  the  said 
billa  of  lading  was  duly  presented  to  the  said  master,  and 
delivery  of  the  aaid  cargo  was  demanded  on  behalf  of  the 
plaintiffs  and  the  freight  for  Uie  carriage  of  the  said 
cargo  waa  dnly  paid  to  the  said  maater,  and  all  conditio&i 
were  fulfilled,  and  all  timea  elapaed  and  all  things  hap- 
pened neoeasary  to  entitle  the  plaintiffa,  and  although 
the  plaintifia  became  entitled  to  have  all  the  said  cargo 
delivered  in  acoordanoe  with  the  terma  of  the  aaid  bill  of 
lading,  the  maater  of  the  aaid  ahip  refuaed  and  negleoted 
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to  defirer  a  large  portion  of  the  said  cargo  in  aooordanoe 
with  the  said  biUs  of  lading. 

6.  The  plaintiffs  were  at  the  time  of  the  said  refusal  of 
the  said  master  to  go  to  Moses  Biver,  and  thenceforth 
down  to  and  at  the  time  when  they  became  entitled  as 
aforesaid  to  have  the  said  cargo  delirered  at  Glonoester, 
the  ownare  thereof  within  the  meaning  of  sect.  6  of  the 
Admiralty  Conrt  Act,  1861. 

7.  By  reason  of  the  sereral  breaches  of  duty  and 
breacheaof  contract  hereinbefore  stated,  the  plaintiffs 
have  sustained  duaage  by  loss  of  market  for  tneir  said 
cargo,  haye  lost  the  said  portion  of  cargo,  and  have  other- 
wise inenrred  great  losses  and  expenses- 

Cohen,  Q.O.  and  W.  Q.  F,  PhiUimore  for  the 
defendaDts  in  objeotion  to  the  petition. — ^The  coart 
has  DO  jurisdiction  over  a  claim  of  this  nature. 
The  breach  of  contract  complained  of  is  a  breach 
of  charter-party  in  not  proceeding  to  the  agreed 
place  of  loading  before  the  ffoods  were  put  on 
board,  and  before  the  bills  of  XEtding  were  signed. 
The  bill  of  lading  being  a  contract  to  perform 
something  after  the  goods  are  put  on  board  can 
have  and  has  no  reference  to  the  terms  of  the 
charter-party  relating  to  acts  to  be  done  before  the 
loading,  and  consequently  this  breach  cannot  in 
anyway  be  said  to  be  a  breach  of  the  contract 
contained  in  the  bill  of  lading.  The  jurisdiction  is 
wholly  conferred  by  the  Admiralty  Court  Act 
1861  (24  Yict.  a  10),  sect.  6,  and  the  question  ig 
whether  the  breach  comes  within  that  section 
which  enacts  that  this  conrt  "shall  have  jurisdic- 
tion over  any  claim  by  the  owner  or  consignee  or 
assignee  of  any  bill  of  lading  of  any  goods  carried 
into  any  port  in  England  or  Wales  in  any  ship  for 
damage  done  to  the  goods  or  any  part  thereof  bv 
the  negligence  or  misconduct  of  or  for  any  breach 
of  daty  or  breach  of  contract  on  the  part  of  the 
owner,  master,  or  crew  of  the  ship."  The  claim 
made  by  the  second  and  third  acts  of  the  petition 
is  not  for  "  damage  done  to  the  goods,"  but  is  for 
"breach  of  contract  on  the  part  of  the  owner, 
master,  or  crew."  These  words  are  wide,  but  they 
must  have  some  limit.  It  has  been  laid  that  the 
court  has  no  jurisdiction  over  a  claim  brought 
exdnsively  on  charter-parties,  although  it  has 
jurisdiction  oyer  actions  upon  bills  of  lading  and 
for  breaches  of  duty  on  the  part  of  the  shipowner 
in  relation  to  the  goods  carried  by  him  in  England 
Of  Wales.  In  The  Kasan  (Br.  &  Lush.  1)  the 
contract  was  by  one  charter-party  to  carry  an 
outward  cargo,  deliver  it  abroad,  and  carry  back 
to  this  country  a  homeward  cargo ;  the  outward 
cargo  was  not  delivered  according  to  contract;  the 
homeward  cargo  was  carried  into  an  English  port, 
but  it  was  held  that  there  was  no  jurisdiction  over 
the  breach  of  contract  as  to  the  outward  cargo,  as 
the  breach  to  give  jurisdiction  must  relate  to  the 
goods  carried  into  the  English  port.  In  The  8t 
CUmd  (Bro.  &  Lush,  4,  15 ;  8  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S. 
54 ;  1  Mar.  Law  Gas.  O.  S.  309)  Dr.  Lushington 
saysy  '*  The  statute  is  remedial  The  short  delivery 
of  goods  brought  to  this  country  in  foreign  ships 
or  their  delivery  in  a  damaged  state,  was  frequently 
a  greivous  injury  for  which  there  was  no  practical 
remedy;  for  the  owners  of  such  vessels  being 
resident  abroad,  no  action  could  be  successfully 
brought  against  them  in  a  British  tribunal."  This 
shows  the  object  of  the  statute,  and  that  it  refers 
entirely  to  the  goods  brought  into  this  country, 
and  to  the  contract  under  which  they  are  brought ; 
and  the  jurisdiction  must  be  taken  to  be  limited 
by  the  subject-matter  in  relation  to  which  the 
statute  was  intended  to  supply  a  remedy  (Simpson 
V.  Blues,  ante  vol.  1,  p.  326 ;  L.  Rep.  7  C.  P.  290, 


294;  26  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.  697.  In  The  Fieve 
Superiore  (cmie  p.  319 ;  30  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.  97), 
the  Privy  Council  say,  "The  Legislature  has 
used  the  words  'carried  into  any  port  in 
England  or  Wales,'  and  may  have  aone  so 
designedly  to  meet  oases  of  the  kind  to  which 
reference  has  just  been  made  (refusal  to  carry  on). 
It  has  said  nothing  of  delivery,  nor  of  the  purpose 
for  which  the  goods  may  be  carried  into  port.  The 
general  words  of  the  clause  'any  claim  for  any 
breach  of  contract  on  the  part  of  the  owner  &o,,  of 
the  ship '  must  undoubtedly  be  construed  to  have 
relation  to  the  contract  in  the  bill  of  lading." 
The  statute  refers  only  to  the  bill  of  lading,  and 
not  in  any  way  to  the  charter-party ;  the  charterer 
therefore,  as  diarterer,  can  have  no  locus  standi  in 
this  oourt.  The  word  *'  contract "  does  not  include 
every  contract,  but  only  such  as  is  in  the  bill  of 
lading,  and  therefore  one  which  is  entered  into 
after  the  goods  are  put  on  board.  In  no  case  can 
there  be  a  claim  under  a  charter-party  unless  the 
charterer  is  also  holder  of  the  bill  of  lading.  [Sir 
B.  Phillimo&b. — ^In  the  cases  arising  ont  of  the 
Oerman  War  the  claims  were  nearly  all  made  by 
the  consignees  or  assignees  of  the  bills  of  lading, 
and  arose  under  charter  parties :  See  The  Henrieh 
ante  vol.  1,  p.  79  ;  L.  Bep.  3  Adm.  &  Ecc.  424;  24 
L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.  915;  The  WUhehn  Schmidt,  ante 
vol.  1,  p.  82 ;  25  L.  Bep.  N.  S.  34 ;  The  Empress 
ante  voL  1,  p.  355 ;  L.  Bep.  3  Adm.  &  Eco.  597 ; 
26  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.  956.]  In  those  cases  the 
damage  arose  after  the  goods  were  shipped, 
not  before,  as  in  this  case.  Moreover,  the  suits 
were  really  brought  in  these  cases  on  the  bills 
of  lading,  because  the  terms  of  the  charter- 
parties  which  had  been  broken  were  by  reference 
incorporated  in  the  bills  of  lading ;  here  no  such 
incorporation  could  take  place,  as  the  bills  of 
lading  did  not  exist  when  the  breach  occurred. 
The  breach  of  contract  oom^ained  of  does  not 
relate  to  goods  carried  into  England  or  Wales, 
but  to  a  breach  of  an  agreement  by  which 
the  shipowner  was  to  proceed  to  Moses  Biver 
before  the  goods  were  put  on  board.  If  the  vessel 
had  not  only  broken  her  charter-party  by  not  going 
to  Moses  Biver  at  all  but  had  loaded  no  cargo,  this 
oourt  would  have  had  no  jurisdiction.  It  cannot 
be  contended  that  because  events  have  happened 
after  the  breach  complained  of,  which  give  the 
court  jurisdiction  over  other  breaches,  it  can  take 
jurisdiction  over  the  earlier  event.  Simpson  v. 
Blues  {ubi  sup,)  and  Oargo  Ex  Argos  {ante 
vol.  1,  p.  579 ;  L.  Bep.  5  P.  C.  148 ;  28  L.  T.  Bep, 
N.  S.  745),  although  inflicting  decisions  as  to  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  County  Courts,  agree  as  to  the 
fact  that  the  Admiralty  Court  has  no  jurisdiction 
over  clauses  arising  out  of  charter-parties  onlv. 
It  is  clear  that  the  construction  of  the  words 
"breach  of  contract"  in  the  6th  section  of  the 
Admiralty  Court  Act  1861,  must  be  limited;  and 
we  submit  that  the  true  construction  is  that  the 
contracts  over  which  this  oourt  has  jurisdiction  are 
such  as  are  contained  in  bills  of  lading,  or  such  as 
might  be  contained  in  a  bill  of  lading.  In  so  far 
as  a  charter  party  contains  stipulation  to  be  per- 
formed prior  to  the  loading  of  oargo,  it  is  not 
cognisable  here;  but  those  terms  of  a  charter- 
party  or  bill  of  lading,  under  which  goods,  after 
they  have  been  loaded,  are  to  be  carried  into  an 
English  port,  may  be  enforced  in  this  court. 

(7.  BusseU,  Q.C.  and  E.  G.  Olwrkson  for  the 
phuntifiEs  in  support  of  the.  petition. — ^The  cases 
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cited  are  not  in  point,  and  tbe  question  mast  be 
decided  upon  tbe  oonstmction  of  tbe  statute 
itself.  If  tbe  plaintiffs  can  bring  tbe  case  witbin 
the  words  of  tbe  Act  be  is  entitled  to  bis  remedy 
at  tbe  bands  of  tbe  coart.  Tbe  defendants  under- 
took by  tbeir  cbarter- party  to  load  tbe  cargo  at  a 
specified  place,  be  does  not  load  it  at  tbat  place 
biat  at  anotber  place,  and  so  breaks  bis  oontraot ; 
tbis  contract  so  broken  was  a  contract  relating  to 
l^ods  wbioh  bave  been  carried  into  a  port  in 
England  or  Wales.  [Sir  R.  Phillimoeb. — ^If  tbe 
breach  bad  occurred,  and  tbe  contract  bad  not 
been  carried  out  further,  should  I  have  had 
jurisdiction  P]  We  must  admit  tbat  you  would  not. 
[Sir  B.  Phillihobe. — Then  tbis  is  in  reality  a 
claim  in  relation  to  tbe  carriage  of  goods  which 
at  the  time  tbe  claim  arose  bad  never  been 
carried.]  Such  a  claim  is  witbin  the  words  of  tbe 
statute.  It  may  well  be  that  the  jorisdiotion 
conferred  by  tbe  statute  is  to  be  taken  with 
certain  limitations ;  but  the  conditions  required  by 
statute  clearly  express  tbat  tbe  question  for  the 
court  to  consider  is  not  the  time  when  they  were 
complied  mth,  but  whether  they  have  in  fact  been 
complied  with.  At  the  time  of  the  breach  the 
court  would  have  no  jurisdiction,  it  is  true,  and 
could  haye  acquired  no  jurisdiction  if  the  goods 
bad  not  been  carried  into  a  port  in  England  or 
Wales ;  but  they  have  been  so  carried,  and  hence 
within  tbe  express  words  of  tbe  statute  there  is 
jurisdiction.  Sir  B.  Phillimobe.  Only  three 
persons  can  claim  under  this  section,  the  owners, 
the  consignees,  or  the  assignees  of  the  bill  of 
lading.  Tbe  claim  of  tbe  two  latter  can  only 
arise  under  a  bill  of  lading,  as  nobody  becomes 
either  consignee  or  assignee  untU  the  bill  of  lading 
is  signed.]  The  plaintiff  claims  as  owner  of  the 
goods,  and  his  contract  is  contained  in  the 
charter-party.  Sir  B.  Philumobe. — ^All  refer- 
ence to  the  charter-party  is  omitted  in  the 
section.  Does  not  tbis  appear  to  be  inten- 
tional?] In  The  Danzig  (Bro.  &  Lush,  102). 
Dr.  Lushington  said,  **  I  think  the  intent  of  the 
statute  is  to  giye  a  remedy  to  the  owner  or  con- 
signee wheneyer  tbe  ship  arriyes  in  a  British  port, 
and  tbe  cargo  is  unduly  deliyered  in  consequence 
of  a  breach  of  contract  or  duty  on  the  part  of  the 
owner,  master  or  crew  of  tbe  ship.  The  intention 
is  sufficiently  expressed ;  the  term '  carried '  means 
*  carried  or  to  be  carried.'  "  A  charter-party  is 
just  as  much  a  contract  to  carry  goods  as  a  bill  of 
lading,  and  if  a  charterer  were  to  put  his  own 
goods  on  board,  tbe  bill  of  lading  would  be  nothing 
more  than  a  receipt  for  the  goods ;  in  point  of  fact, 
there  need  be  no  bill  of  lading  at  all ;  still,  in  such 
a  case,  tbis  court  would  have  jurisdiction  if  the 
goods  were  damaged.  Any  contract  relating  to  tbe 
carriage  of  goods  must  necessarily  relate  to  tbe 
loading  of  tbe  goods.  A  charter-party  may  con- 
tain stipulations  as  to  ventilation,  &o.,  and  these 
are  neyer  contained  in  a  bill  of  lading,  and  yet  the 
owner  of  tbe  goods  could  recover  for  damage  done 
by  breach  of  these  stipulations  in  this  court,  and 
he  must  sue  under  tbe  charter-party.  In  concem- 
plation  of  law,  the  contract  to  carry  is  complete 
when  tbe  charter-party  is  entered  into ;  and  any 
breach  of  that  contract,  resulting  in  damage  to  the 
goods  or  loss  in  respect  thereof,  may  be  proceeded 
for  in  tbis  court,  provided  tbat  conditions  of  the 
statute  are  complied  with. 

Cohen,  Q.O.  in  reply. 

Sir  B.  Phillimobe. — This  is  a  question  relating 


to  pleading,  but  it  raises  a  very  difficult  point  in  the 
construction  of  a  statute,  which  the  court,  if  it  had 
the  option,  would  be  unwilling  to  decide. 

The  second  and  third  articles  of  the  petition  state 
in  substance  a  breach  of  contract,  upon  thegroand 
that  the  cargo  was  not  put  on  board  at  a  place 
called  Moses  Biver,  where  it  was  contracted  to  be 
put  on  board,  and  it  is  said  tbat  under  the  Admi- 
ralty Court  Act  1861 1  have  authority  to  enter- 
tain the  claim.  Tbe  words  of  sect.  6  of  tbe  statute 
are  "by  tbe  negligence  or  misoondnct  of,  or 
from  any  breach  of  duty  or  breach  of  contract 
on  the  part  of  tbe  owner,  master,  or  crew  of  the 
ship." 

It  is  not  denied  that  these  words,  "  breach  of 
contract,"  must  be  construed  with  some  reasonable 
limitation.  It  cannot  be  a  breach  of  "  an^  contract." 
The  question  tbe  court  has  to  decide  is  whether 
these  words  Will  include  a  case  in  which  the  breach 
of  contract  took  place  before  the  goods  were  pat  on 
board.  I  do  not  deny  that  there  is  great  diffioally 
in  arriving  at  any  satisfactory  conclusion  upon  the 
construction  of  tbis  statute,  but  I  do  not  think 
that  in  the  sense  in  which  the  statute  ought  to  be 
interpreted  for  the  purposes  of  tbis  case,  there  is 
here  a  breach  of  contract  arising  out  of  the  car- 
riage of  goods,  but  rather  a  breach  arising  out  of 
an  obligation  to  be  performed  before  the  goods 
were  shipped ;  and  my  opinion  is  tbat  tbe  breach  of 
such  an  obligation  is  not  tbe  breach  of  contract  the 
statute  refers  to. 

I  must  therefore  order  the  petition  to  be  per- 
formed by  striking  out  tbe  second  and  tluid 
articles. 

Solicitors  for  the  defendants,  Ingledew,  Inoe,  and 
Greening, 

Solicitors  for  tbe  plaintiffs,  Gregory,  BoweU/^, 
and  Oo.      

JUDICIAL  COMMITTEE  OF  TEE 
PBIV7  COUNCIL. 

Beported  by  Jaxes  F.  AsPDrALL,  Esq.,  BazzisteMit-Lftw, 
Dec,  4  and  5, 1874. 

ON  APPEAL  PROM  THE  HIGH  COUBT  OP  ADMIBALTT. 

(Present :  the  Eight  Hons.  Sir  James  W.  Golyile. 
Sir  Baenes  Peacock,  Sir  Montagus  Smith,  and 
Sir  Bobeet  P.  Colliee). 

The  Hibeenia. 

Oollieion — Lights — BegtdaUone  for  prevenHng  eol- 
lieion — Effect  of  infringement  of — Merchaini 
Shipping  Act  1873  (36  ^  37  Vict.  c.  85),  s.  17. 

Where  a  collision  occurs  cU  night,  and  the  lights  of 
one  of  the  ships  are  not  burning  at  the  time  when 
the  vessels  come  in  sight,  and  the  cowi  is  not  satis- 
fied that  the  toant  of  those  lighis  is  occasioned  hy 
circumstances  over  which  the  crew  of  the  ship 
had  no  control,  she  must,  even  if  the  wamiof 
the  lights  did  not  contribute  to  the  ooitiisUm, 
be  held  to  blcume  under  the  Merchant  Shipping 
Act  1873,  sect.  17,  which  provides  that  "  if  *» 
any  case  of  collision  it  is  proved  to  the  court 
before  which  the  case  is  tried  that  any  of  ths 
Regulations  for  Preventing  Collisions,  contained 
in  and  "ftMde  under  the  Merchant  Shipping 
Acts  1854  to  1873,  have  been  infringed,  the  shi]^ 
by  which  such  regulcUions  shaU  be  infringed  shaU 
be  deemed  to  be  in  fault,  unless  it  is  shown  io 
the  satisfation  of  the  court  that  the  drcumstancsi 
of  the  case  made  a  departure  from  the  regulationt 
necessary," 


MAEITIME  LAW  CASES. 


435 


Pbiv.  Ca 


Thb  Hibbrmia. 


[Peiv.  Co. 


The  Merchant  Shipping  Act  1873,  s,  17,  renders  it 
necessary  for  the  courts  in  every  cause  of  collision, 
io  inquire  whether  there  has  been  an  infringement 
of  a  teguUUion,  and,  if  so,  whether  the  eircum' 
stances  rendered  a  departure  from  the  regulations 
necessary. 

Although  a  ship  must  be  deemed  in  fault  for  an 
vnfringement  of  the  regulations  preceding  bui 
not  occasioning  the  collision  under  The  M&rchant 
Shipping  Act  1873,  s,  17,  she  is  not  necessarily 
whoUy  in  fault ;  but  if  Qie  other  ship  has  been 
guiUy  of  negligence,  or  a  breach  of  the  regula' 
Oons,  the  latter  will  also  be  held  to  blame,  and 
the  damages  divided  between  them. 

This  was  an  appeal  from  a  decree  of  the  High 
Coart  of  Admiralty  of  England,  in  a  cause  of 
damage  promoted  by  the  owners  of  the  cargo  lately 
laden  on  board  the  British  Banner,  the  respon- 
dents, against  the  steamship  Hibemia  and  her 
owners,  the  appellants,  in  respect  of  the  loss  of  the 
cargo  belonging  to  the  respondents  by  reason  of  a 
collision  between  the  two  vessels. 

The  case  of  the  respondents,  as  set  ont  in  their 
petition,  filed  in  the  High  Oonrt  of  Admiralty 
was  snbstantially  as  follows : 

The  barqae  British  Banner  left  the  Commercial 
Docks,  in  the  Port  of  London,  on  the  22 od  Oct. 
1873,  with  a  crew  of  ten  hands  and  laden  with  a 
cargo  of  iron,  bonnd  for  Newcastle- on-Tyne. 

Abont  8  p.m.  of  the  next  day,  the  23rd,  she,  in 
the  coarse  of  her  voyage,  was  in  about  midchannel 
between  the  Ship  Wash  Light  and  Orfordness. 
The  wind  was  about  west.  The  weather  was  very 
fine  and  clear,  the  tide  was  flood,  of  the  force  of 
between  two  and  three  knots  an  hour.  The 
Briiieh  Banner  was  nnder  two  topsails,  foresail, 
mainsail,  and  mizen,  and  foretopmast  staysails, 
sailing  about  north-east  by  north,  making  about 
seren  knots  an  hour,  with  a  good  look-out.  The 
respondents  then  proceeded  to  plead  in  these 
words: 

S.  The  reffolation  lights  of  the  British  Banner  had 
been  duly  exhibited  on  board  her  between  5  and  6  p.m.  of 
the  eaine  day,  and  burnt  brightly  then  and  thenoeforth 
natil  within  a  few  minntes  from  the  time  of  the  oolliaion 
hereinafter  stated,  and  the  plaintiffa  believe  and  aver 
that  they  oontinned  in  their  plaoee  baming  brightly^  from 
the  time  when  they  were  first  exhibited  as  aforeaaid  till 
the  time  of  tiie  said  oolliaion.  The  plaintiffa  farther  aay 
that,  even  if  they  did  not  oontinne  ao  burning,  the  weather 
was  snoh  that  the  British  Banner  oould  be  clearly  seen 
for  a  distanoe  of  upwarda  of  a  mile. 

The  case  of  the  respondents  was  farther  that,  in 
the  circumstances  above  stated,  those  on  board 
the  British  Banner  observed  a  white  and  a  green 
light  (the  lights  of  the  Hibemia)  about  a  mile  off, 
and  about  two  points  on  the  starboard  bow.  That 
the  British  Banner  kept  her  coarse,  while  the 
Hibernia  came  on,  continuing  to  exhibit  her  green 
light  for  some  time,  and  then  suddenly  showed  her 
r^  light,  and,  though  loudly  hailed  by  those  on 
board  the  British  Banner,  almost  directly  after 
came  at  a  great  rate  of  speed  into  and  very  violently 
struck  her  with  the  stem,  near  her  starboard  cat* 
head,  doing  her  such  damage  that  she  sank  at 
once,  and  her  master  and  five  others  of  her  crew 
were  drowned. 

The  respondents  charged  the  Hibemia  with  not 
keeping  a  good  look-oat,  with  improperly  porting, 
and  with  uot  complying  with  the  16th  article  of 
the  Kegulations  for  Preventing  Collisions  at  Sea. 

The  ease  of  the  appellants,  the  owners  of  the 
Hibemia,  as  set  forth  in  their  answer,  was  that  the 


Hibemia,  a  screw  steamship  of  about  512  tons 
register,  with  her  master  and  a  crew  of  twenty-nine 
hands,  a  general  cargo,  and  nineteen  passengers, 
left  Dundee  on  the  22nd  Oct.,  bound  for  London. 

Their  answer  then  alleged  as  follows : 

About  7.50  p.m.  of  the  23rd  Oct.  the  said  ateamahip  was 
nearly  abreaat  of  the  Ship  Waah  Light  Ship.  The  wind 
waa  abont  north-weat,  blowing  a  freah  breeze,  the  night 
was  dark  but  dear,  and  the  tide  waa  abont  one  hour 
flood  and  of  the  force  of  from  two  to  three  knots  an 
hoar.  The  Hibemia  waa  ateaming  about  aouth-weat,  and 
mating  about  eleven  and  a  half  knota  an  hour,  and  carried 
her  proper  regulation  aide  and  masthead  lighta,  whioh 
were  properly  placed  and  fitted  and  baming  brightly,  and 
a  good  look-out  waa  kept  on  board  her.  About  thia  time 
the  look-out  forward  reported  a  veaael  ahead  with  no  light. 
The  chief  officer,  who  was  on  the  bridge  at  the  time,  aaw 
the  veaael  ao  reported  right  ahead,  but  without  any  light 
viaible  on  board  of  her.  The  aaid  veaael  afterwards 
proved  to  be  the  barqae  British  Banner,  the  cargo  of 
which  the  plaintiffa  allege  themaelves  to  be  the  owners 
of.  In  conaequence  of  the  darkness,  and  the  absence  of 
any  light  on  board  of  the  said  barque,  those  on  board  the 
Hihemia  aupposed  that  the  barqae  waa  ^ing  in  the  aame 
direction  aa  the  Hibemia,  and  the  chief  officer  of  the 
Hibemia  had  the  ateamer's  helm  put  to  port  in  order  to 
paaa  clear  of  the  barque.  It  waa  not  known  that  the 
British  Banner  waa  approaching  the  ateamer  ontil  the 
vesaela  were  very  near  together,  when  the  steamer's  helm 
was  put  hard  to  port,  and,  seeing  that  there  was  then 
danger  of  collision,  her  engines  were  atopped.  The  British 
Banner  atarboarded  her  helm  and  the  two  veaaels 
came  into  oolliaion,  the  atom  and  port  bow  withal  of 
the  ateamer  atriking  the  atarboard  bow  of  the  British 
Banner. 

The  appellants  charged  the  Briiish  Banner  with 
not  having  proper  regulation  lights  duly  exhibited, 
with  not  keeping  a  proper  look-out,  and  with  star- 
boarding, and  farther  with  being  "  in  fietnlt  within 
the  meaning  of  the  17th  clause  of  36  &  37  Vict,  a 
85,  for  infriuging  the  Regulations  for  Preventing 
Collisions  at  Sea  by  neglecting  to  carry  proper 
side  lights." 

On  the  20th  April  1874  the  cause  came  on  for 
hearing  upon  oral  evidence  before  the  learned 
judge  of  the  Court  of  Admiralty,  assisted  by 
Trinity  Masters.  The  evidence  and  facts  proved 
are  sufficiently  shown  in  the  judgment  of  the  High 
Court  and  of  the  Judicial  Committee. 

The  learned  judge,  with  the  concurrence  of  his 
nautical  assessors,  found  the  Hibernia  alone  to 
blame  for  the  collision. 

The  judgment  of  the  learned  judge  was  as 
follows : 

Sir  B.  Phillimgre  :  In  this  case  the  c<dlision 
happened  about  eight  o'clock  on  the  evening  of 
the  23rd  Got.  1873,  and  somewhere  about  midway 
between  the  Ship  Wash  Lightship  and  Orfordness. 
The  vessels  that  came  into  collision  were  the 
barque  the  British  Banner,  with  a  crew  of  ten 
hands,  laden  with  a  cargo  of  iron,  and  bound  for 
Newcastle-upon-Tyne,  and  she  was  a  very  small 
vessel,  468  tons — the  tonnage  is  not  pleaded,  but 
that  is  the  evidence — and  the  Hibemia,  a  screw 
steamship  of  512  tons  register.  The  case  of  the 
British  Banner  is,  that  the  weather  was  fine  and 
clear,  the  tide  flood,  of  the  force  of  between  two 
and  three  knots,  and  she  was  under  two  topsails, 
foresail,  maiosail,  and  mizen,  and  foretopmast  stay- 
sail, sailing  about  N.E.  by  N.,  makiag  about  seven 
knots  an  hour.  The  third  article  pleads,  in  rather 
a  remarkable  manner,  the  fact  as  to  her  regulation 
lights.  It  pleads  as  follows :  (The  learned  judge 
then  set  out  the  third  article  of  the  respondents' 
petition,  as  given  above.)    They  therefore  take  up 
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these  two  ponitioDs  :  first,  tbat  tbeir  lights  were 
certainly  hnmiDg  within  a  very  shorb  time  of  the 
oollision,  and  the  presumption  must  be  tbat  they 
were  burning  at  the  time  of  the  collision ;  and, 
secondly,  that  if  they  were  not  so  burning,  still 
that  the  barque  was  visible  at  the  distance  of  up- 
wards of  a  mile.  The  defence  is,  that  the  Hibemia 
screw  steamship  was  steaming  about  S.W.,  and 

going,  according  to  the  evidence,  at  not  less  than 
fteen  knots  over  the  ground ;  that  the  look*out  re- 
ported a  vessel  ahead  with  no  light.  The  chief  officer 
saw  the  vessel  without  any  light  visible;  that  in  con- 
sequence of  the  darkness  and  absence  of  any  lif^ht 
the  Hibemia  supposed  that  the  barque  was  going 
in  the  same  direction  as  herself,  and  it  was  not 
known  she  was  approaching  the  steamer  till  the 
vessels  were  very  close  together,  when  the  Hihev' 
nia*8  helm  was  put  hard  a  port  and  the  engines 
stopped;    and  she  ascribes  the  collision  to  two 
causes,  viz.,  tbat  the  British  Banner  had  not  her 
regulation  lights  duly  exhibited,  and  she  impro- 
perly starboarded  her  helm,  and  that  under  the 
17th  section  of  the  36  &  37  Yict.  c.  85— the  statute 
passed  last  year — she  was  in  fault  for  neglecting 
to  carry  her  proper  side  lights.    Now  upon  this 
question  as  to  whether  the  British  Banner  had 
not  her  side  lights  burning  at  the  time  of  col- 
lision, the  evidence  is  certainly  to  a  great  extent 
embarrassing  and  doubtful.    These  facts,  indeed, 
are  proved,  that  the  British  Banner  had  proper 
lights,  properly  placed,  and  certified  by  the  Board 
of  Trskde.    It  is  proved,  too,  that  it  was  her  habit 
to  carry  these  lights,  for  she  had  put  them  out 
the  night  before  the   collision  happened;   it  is 
proved  that  they  were  put  up  that  very  night,  and 
were  burning  within  ten  minutes  of  the  collision. 
The  evidence  mainly  relied  upon  on  behalf  of  the 
defendants  is  by  one  of  the  crew  of  the  British 
Barmer,  stating  that  just  before  the  collision  he 
ascertained  that  the  port  and  starboard  lights  had 
both  simultaneously  gone  out,  from  what  cause  is 
not  known ;  and  it  is  further  urged  in  support  of 
this  position  that  a  vessel  called  the  Thames  was 
in  the  vicinity  of  this  collision,  so  that,  though  the 
master  and  the  second  mate  both  say  that  they 
saw  the  barque  a  mile  o£E  quite  distinctly  upon  the 
water,  and  a  mile  and  a  half  through  their  glasses, 
yet  they  do  not  say  anything  with  respect  to  her 
carrying  lights,  which  is  true.    As  I  have  already 
said,  the  evidence  upon  this  point  is  embarrassing 
and  conflicting ;  but  I  am  of  opinion  that,  assum- 
ing that   these   lights   had   become  accidentally 
extinguished  just  before  the  collision,  being  of  a 
proper  character,  and  properly  burning,  and  pro- 
perly put  up  that  night,  the  17th  section  of  the 
36  &  37  Yict.  would  not  apply,  which  enacts  that, 
*'  If,  in  case  of  any  collision,  it  is  proved  to  the 
court  before  which  the  case  is  tried  tbat  any  of  the 
regulations  for  preventing  collision  contained  in  or 
made  under  the  Merchant  Shipping  Acts  1854  to 
1873,  has  been  infringed,  the  ship  by  which  such 
regulation  has  been  infringed  shall  be  deemed  to 
be  in  fault,  unless  it  is  shown  to  the  satisfaction 
of  the  court  that  the  circumstances  of  tho  case 
made  departure  from  the  regulation  necessary." 
I  am  not  disposed  at  present  to  hold  that  this 
clause  of  the  statute  would  apply  to  a  case  where 
the  lights   had   been  properly   put  up,  were  of 
a   proper    character,    and    were   properly  burn- 
ing, and  accidentally  extinguished.      But  I  do 
not  think  it  necessary,  after  a  conference  with 
the  Elder  Brethren,  to  come  to  any  decided  con- 


clusion as  to  which  side  the  court  ought  to 
believe  with  respect  to  the  fact  of  these  lights 
being  burning  and  extinguished  at  the  time  of 
collision ;  and  for  this  reason,  the  steamer  in  her 
case  states  the  wind  to  have  been  N.W.,  and 
all  her  witnesses  agree  that  the  barque  was  seen 
right  ahead,  upon  which  the  steamer  alleges  she 
immediately  ported  and  hard-a-ported,  and  it  most 
have  been  done,  according  to  her  own  showing,  at 
the  least  of  from  a  quarter  to  half  a  mile  off,  and 
at  a  speed  of  fifteen  knots,  which  she  was  goio^at 
that  time.  The  Elder  Brethren  are  of  opinioa 
that,  upon  this  statement,  it  is  physically  impos- 
sible the  collision  could  have  taken  place  as  here 
described,  viz.,  by  the  stem  of  the  steamer  striking; 
the  British  Banner  upon  her  starboard  cathead. 
Now  if  the  wind  was,  as  the  Hibemia  states  it  (o 
have  been,  N.W.,  and  the  barque's  course  wasN.E. 
by  N.,  she  had  the  wind  only  one  point  free,  and, 
therefore,  it  was  impossible  she  could  have  star- 
boarded to  the  extent  to  have  brought  about  the 
collision ;  and  I  must  add  to  this,  that  I  am  satis- 
fied by  the  evidence  that  the  barque  did  not  star- 
board at  all ;  but  taking  the  case  as  the  steamer 
puts  it,  and,  under  the  advice  of  the  Elder  Brethren, 
i  find  it  impossible  the  collision  conld  have  taken 
place  in  the  way  she  describes.  In  our  judgment 
the  British  Banner,  even  if  she  had  not  lights,  was 
seen  at  a  sufficient  distance,  and  in  circumstanoea 
which  ought  to  have  led  the  Hibemia  to  execute 
the  proper  manoeuvre  for  getting  out  of  her  way, 
inst«)ad  of  which  she  ported  her  helm,  and  brought 
about  the  collision.  I  therefore,  find,  upon  the 
steamer's  own  showing,  that  her  story  is  not  to  be 
maintained,  and  I  am  of  opinion  that  she  alone 
is  to  blame  for  this  collision. 

From  this  decree  the  owners  of  the  Hibemia 
appealed,  for  the  following  amongst  other  reasons : 

1.  Because  the  judgment  is  contrary  to  the  titcts 
proved,  and  ought  to  be  reversed,  and  is  wrong  in 
law. 

2.  Because  it  is  clearly  established  by  the  evi- 
dence that  the  British  Banner  had  not  her  regola- 
tion  lights  duly  exhibited  at  the  time  of  the  colli- 
sion, and  because  the  absence  of  such  lights 
contributed  to  and  caused  the  collision. 

3.  Because  the  British  Banner  was  in  fault 
within  the  meaning  of  the  17th  section  of  the  36  k 
37  Vict.  c.  85. 

4.  Because  the  fair  inference  to  be  drawn  from 
the  whole  of  the  evidence  is,  that  the  Hihemia  was 
navigated  with  all  due  care  and  skill,  and  that 
there  was  no  neglect  or  default  on  the  part  of  those 
in  charge  of  her. 

5.  Because  the  British  Banner  had  no  proper 
look-oat  and  improperly  starboarded  her  helm. 

l^o^i  Q*0.  and  Qainsford  Bruce,  for  the  appel- 
lants.— ^I'he  court  below  has  omitted  to  find 
whether  the  British  Banner  had  or  had  not  her 
regulation  lights  burning  at  the  time  of  the  colli- 
sion, and  has  said  that  the  Hibemia  oould  have 
avoided  the  collision  even  if  the  British  Banner 
had  no  lights.  We  submit  that  the  court  was 
bound  to  find,  as  a  question  of  fiaot,  whether  the 
British  Banner  had  lights  or  not.  The  Merohant 
Shipping  Act  1873  (35  &  36  Vict.  c.  55),  s.  17, 
renders  a  ship  absolutely  to  blame  for  a  collision 
if  proof  is  given  of  a  neglect  of  the  Begulatioos 
for  Preventing  Collisions,  even  if  that  neglect 
does  not  contribute  to  the  collision,  unless  the 
circumstances  of  the  case  warrant  a  departure 
from  the  rule  infringed.    Consequently,  the  court 
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below  was  boaod  to  consider  whether  the  regala- 
tioDs  had  been  complied  with  by  the  barque,  and, 
if  not,  whether  there  was  any  valid  excuse.  If  the 
barqne  did  not  carry  lights  when  she  ought  to  have 
done  80,  she  must  be  held  to  blame.  [Sir  M. 
Smith. — To  give  effect  to  that  section,  onghti  there 
not  to  be  an  inquiry  in  every  case  of  collision  as  to 
whether  the  regulations  have  been  complied  with  P 
otherwise  the  section  would  be  inoperative.]  As 
we  submit,  the  section  was  intended  as  an  addi- 
tional mode  of  enforcing  the  regulations,  and  to 
decide  that  a  ship  can  escape  condemnation  in 
damages  because,  although  she  breaks  the  regula- 
tions, her  infringement  of  them  did  not  contribute 
to  the  collision,  would  destroy  the  effect  of  the 
Act.  The  Merchant  Shipping  Act  Amendment 
Act  1862  (25  &  26  Yict.  o.  63),  sect.  29  is  sufficient 
to  meet  the  case  where  the  infringement  of  the 
regulations  complained  of  occasions  or  contributes 
to  the  collision ;  such  a  case  is  there  expressly  pro* 
Tided  for.  But  this  Act  was  not  found  sufficiently 
stringent,  and  the  Legislature,  to  enforce  the  ob- 
servance, has  made  vessels  responsible  for  infringe- 
ment of  the  rules  independently  of  these  infringe- 
ments having  occasioned  the  damage.  [Sir  M. 
Smith. — ^If  a  vessel  for  some  time  berore  she  came 
into  collision  were  in  such  a  position  that  she 
could  show,  and  did  shoir  nothing  but  her  red 
light,  and  it  should  turn  out  that  during  that  time 
Ler  starboard  light  was  not  burning,  would  she  be 
liable  to  condemnation,  even  if  her  starboard  light 
(if  lighted)  could  not  have  been  seen,  and  there- 
fore could  not  have  affected  the  collision  in  any 
way.]  Such,  we  submit,  is  the  true  construction 
of  the  statute.  On  the  facts  it  is  distinctly  shown 
that  the  barque's  lights  were  not  burning  for  some 
time  before  tne  collision ;  nor  is  the  Hibemia  in 
any  way  to  blame. 

BuU,  Q.O.,  and  W.  G.  F.  FhilUmore  (SloJces,  with 
them),  for  the  respondents. — If  the  statute  is  con- 
strued literally  and  strictly,  as  contended  for  by  the 
appellants,it  will  work  enormous  hardship.  Suppose 
a  case  where  a  vessel  has  her  lights  wasned  out  in 
very  bad  weather ;  has  she  infringed  the  regula- 
tions, or  is  she  within  the  last  words  of  sect.  17  of 
the  last  Act,  that  is  to  say,  "  the  circumstances  of 
the  case  make  a  departure  from  the  rule  neces- 
sary." [Sir  R.  P.  (JOLLIXB. — It  would  rather  be 
that  the  rules,  in  such  a  case,  had  never  been  in- 
fringed. The  last  words  of  that  section  must 
be  taken  to  apply  to  the  meeting  and  sailing 
roles,  and  not  to  lights.  It  can  never  be  "  neces- 
sary "  to  depart  from  the  regulations  as  to  car- 
rying lights.]  In  another  view,  a  ship  ought  in 
BQoh  a  case  to  be  exempt  from  the  obligation ;  the 
mere  absence  of  a  light  cannot  be  said  to  be  neces- 
sarily an  infringement  of  the  regulations  within 
the  meaning  of  the  statute,  and  if  it  is  an  infringe- 
ment an  excuse  may  be  shown.  [Sir  Babmes 
Pbaccck. — ^The  statute  throws  the  onusof  shoiring 
that  excuse  upon  the  person  not  complying  with 
the  reflations.]  That  we  must  admit.  Then, 
assuming,  that,  if  the  lights  of  the  barque  had 
ceased  to  burn  through  no  fault  of  the  respondents 
shortly  before  the  collision,  they  would  noc  be 
to  blame,  can  we  shoir  sufficienc  excuse  for  their 
not  being  alight  P  [Sir  R.  P.  Collieb.— That  is  a 
qaeslion  of  fact.  Before  going  to  that,  I  should 
bke  to  know  what  your  contention  is  on  the  con- 
siraction  of  the  statute,  supposing  it  is  found  that 
the  lights  were  extinguished  through  your  neglect.] 
We  most  admit  that  the  Legislature  has  enacted 


that  we  must  be  held  to  blame  for  an  infringement 
of  the  regulations,  although  not  causing  the  col- 
lision. Then,  can  we  show  good  cause?  [Sir  M. 
Smith. — Primd  facie,  the  fact  of  your  ligbb  being 
out  is  evidence  of  negligence.  Thero  is  no  evidenoe 
in  this  case  that  there  was  an  accidental  cause 
which  would  have  pac  the  lights  out.]  It  is  shown 
that  they  were  properly  trimmed  and  lighted,  and 
were  looked  to  shortly  before  the  collision.  There 
is  a  presumption  that  they  were  proper  lights,  and 
would  burn  the  usual  time.  No  negligence  has 
been  shoirn,  and  it  ought  to  be  presumed  that  they 
went  out  by  accident,  unless  shoirn  otheririse 
[Sir  B  ABN£8  Pbacock. — What  are  the  circumstances 
shown  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  court  which  made 
a  departure  from  the  rule  necessary?]  The  fact  of 
their  going  out  through  no  explainable  caase  is 
a  circumstance  showing  thac  the  not  having 
them  burning  at  the  time  of  collision  was  an  acci- 
dent. 

We  submit,  however,  that  in  fact  the  lights  were 
burning  at  the  time  of  collision.  The  judgment 
of  the  court  below  must  be  taken  to  mean  that  the 
judge,  without  deciding  the  question  whether  the 
lights  were  or  were  not  burning  at  the  time  of 
collision,  assumes  that  they  were  not  burning,  and 
finds  that  if  they  were  not  they  had  gone  out 
through  some  cause  which  was  not  an  infringe- 
ment of  the  statute.  [Sir  Barnes  Peacock. — ^The 
learned  judge  expressly  declines  to  find  whether 
they  were  burning  or  not.]  His  judgment  would 
seem  to  be  that  he  considers  it  unnecessary  to  de- 
termine whether  the  lights  were  burning  or  not, 
because  he  says  that  if  they  were  out  at  the  time  of 
collision,  they  went  out  accidentally.  [Sir  Barnes 
Peacock. — Then  you  say  that  his  finding  is,  that 
there  was  no  infringement.  Sir  B.  P.  Collier.— Is 
not  the  finding,  that  because  the  lights  had  been 
properly  trimmed  and  lighted  in  the  first  instance, 
they  must  have  gone  out  by  accident ;  and  is  not 
the  true  inference  that,  because  they  went  out 
they  were  not  properly  trimmed  P  ]  The  finding 
in  substance  is,  there  was  no  negligence,  and  con- 
sequently no  infringement  of  the  regulations,  and 
that  is  what  the  statute  really  refers  to;  the  statute 
is  intended  to  meet  cases  of  negligence,  not  acci* 
dent. 

The  Hibemia  is  to  blame  upon  the  facts,  for  nob 
keeping  a  good  look-out,  and  for  not  slackening 
speed  in  proper  time. 

Day,  Q.C.,  in  reply.  Our,  adv.  vult. 

Deo,  5, 1874.— The  judgment  of  the  oourt  was 
delivered  by 

Sir  Barnes  Peacock. — ^This  was  a  suit  instituted 
in  the  High  Oourt  of  Admiralty  on  behalf  of  the 
owners  of  certain  cargo  which  had  been  shipped 
on  board  a  barque  called  the  British  Banner,  and 
which  cargo  was  lost,  together  with  the  vessel,  in 
oonsequeuoe  of  a  collision  which  took  place  on  the 
23rd  Oct.  1873,  between  the  barque  and  a  steam 
vessel  called  the  HiherMa. 

It  appears  that  the  collision  took  place  about 
eight  o'clock  in  the  evening.  The  BrUish  Banrier 
states  that  her  course  was  ^.E.  by  N.  The  course 
of  the  steamer  was  S.W. ;  so  that  the  vessels  were 
in  fact  going  in  opposite  directions.  The  allega- 
tion in  the  petition  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  was 
"  The  regulation  lights  of  the  British  Banner  had 
been  duly  exhibited  on  board  her  betireen  5  and  6 
p.m.  of  the  same  day,  and  burning  brightly  then 
and  thenceforth  until  within  a  few  minutes  from 
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the  time  of  the  oollision  hereinafter  stated.  And 
the  plaintiffs  believe  and  aver  that  they  oontinaed 
in  their  places  bnrning  brightly,  from  the  time 
when  they  were  first  exhibited  as  aforesaid,  till 
the  time  of  the  said  oollisioD."  Then  there  follows 
a  very  remarkable  statement :  "  The  plaintiffs 
farther  say,  that  even  if  they  did  not  continne  so 
bnming,  the  weather  was  sach  that  the  Brttiah 
Banner  ooald  be  clearly  seen  for  a  distance  of 
upwards  of  a  mile.*'  They  do  not  state  that  if  the 
lights  did  not  continue  barning,  the  oanse  of  their 
not  continuing  to  burn  was  a  circumstance  over 
which  they  had  no  control.  One  of  the  answers  on 
behalf  of  the  Hihernia  was,  *'  The  British  Banner 
was  ic  fault  within  the  meaning  of  the  17th  clause 
of  the  36  Sd  37  Yict.  c.  85.  for  infringing  .the  regu- 
lations for  preventing  collisions  at  sea  by  neglect* 
ing  to  carry  proper  side  lights."  There  was 
conflicting  evidence  in  the  cause  as  to  whether 
the  lights  were  or  were  not  burning  at  the  time 
of  the  collision,  or  at  the  time  when  the  vessels 
came  within  the  distance  of  sight.  The  learned 
Judge  of  the  Court  of  Admiralty  who  tried  the 
case  said  that  the  evidence  was  embarrassing,  but 
that  he  did  not  consider  it  necessary  to  come  to 
any  decided  conclusion  as  to  which  side  the  court 
ought  to  believe  with  respect  to  the  fact  of  the 
lights  being  burning  and  extinguished  at  the  time 
of  the  collision.  The  meaning  of  that  is,  that  he 
thought  it  unnecessary  to  decide  whether  the  alle* 
gationof  the  one  side  who  said  that  the  lights 
were  burning,  or  the  allegation  on  the  part  of  the 
other,  that  the  lights  were  extinguished  was  true. 
It  appears  to  their  Lordships  to  be  a  subject  of 
regret  that  the  learned  judge  who  heard  the  wit- 
nesses and  saw  their  demeanour  did  not  decide 
the  question  of  fact,  whether  at  the  time  of  the 
oollision,  or  when  the  vessels  first  came  within 
sight,  the  lights  were  or  were  not  burning.  Their 
Lordships  consider  it  very  important  in  deciding 
whether  the  Hihernia  was  wholly  in  fault,  and  the 
judgment  right  in  that  respect  to  consider  whether 
the  lights  were  or  were  not  burning  at  the  time 
when  the  vessel  came  in  sight. 

The  Merchant  Shipping  Act  of  1862  (25  &  26 
Yiot.  c.  63)  enacted,  "  If  in  any  case  of  oollision  it 
appears  to  the  court  before  which  the  case  is  tried 
that  such  collision  was  occasioned  by  the  non-ob- 
servance of  any  regulation  made  by  or  in  pur- 
suance of  this  Act,  the  ship  by  which  such  regula- 
tion has  been  infringed  shall  be  deemed  to  be  in 
fault,  unless  it  is  shown  to  the  satisfaction  of  the 
court  that  the  circumstances  of  the  case  made  a 
departure  from  the  regulation  necessary."  That 
section  applies  only  to  a  case  in  which  it  appears 
to  the  court  before  which  the  case  is  tried  that  the 
collision  was  occasioned  by  the  non-observance  of 
any  regulation.  But  by  a  subsequent  statute, 
which  was  passed  in  the  last  session,  to  prevent 
the  necessity  of  deciding  upon  conflicting  evidence 
whether  the  collision  was  caused  by  the  non-ob- 
servance of  the  regulation,  it  was  enacted  that, 
"  If  in  any  case  of  collision  it  is  proved  to  the  court 
before  which  the  case  is  tried  that  any  of  the  regula- 
tions for  preventing  collision  contained  in  or  made 
under  the  Merchant  Shipping  Act  have  been  in- 
fringed,'' not  that  the  collision  has  been  caused  by 
the  infringement,  but  simply  if  it  shall  appear  to 
the  court  that  the  regulation  has  been  infringed, 
"  the  ship  by  which  such  regulation  has  been  in- 
fringed shall  be  deemed  to  1^  in  fault,  unless  it  be 
shown  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  court  that  the 


circumstances  of  the  case  made  a  departure 
from  the  regulation  necessary : "  (36  &  37  Yict. 
0.  85,  s.  17.)  If  it  turns  out  that  theso  lights  were 
not  burning  at  the  time  when  the  vessels  came  in 
sight,  and  there  was  no  excuse  for  the  lights  bav* 
ing  been  extinguished,  it  appears  to  their  Lord- 
ships that  the  case  falls  within  that  section ;  that 
the  regulation  which  enacts  that  the  lights  shall 
be  carried  was  infringed,  and  that  the  barqae  most 
be  deemed  in  fault,  unless  it  is  shown  to  the 
satis&ction  of  the  court  that  the  circumstances  of 
the  case  made  a  departure  from  the  regulation 
necessary.  It  is,  therefore,  necessary  to  inqaire 
first,  whether  the  regulation  was  infringed,  and  if 
so,  whether  the  court  is  satisfied  that  the  ciroum* 
stances  of  the  case  made  a  departure  necessary. 

Now,  with  reference  to  the  question  as  to  whether 
the  lights  were  burning,  the  evidence  of  the  chief 
mate  of  the  British  Banner  is  important  At 
page  8,  line  11,  of  the  record,  the  question  is  pot 
to  him  :  "  Q.  Now  had  or  had  not  your  regulation 
lights  been  put  out  that  evening  P  A.  They  had 
been  put  out.  Q.  By  '  put  out,'  you  do  not  mean 
'  blown  out,'  but  put  in  their  proper  positions? 
A,  Yes.  Q.  What  time  were  they  put  out  P  A, 
A  little  before  six.  Q.  Had  you  given  instmc- 
tions  with  regard  to  them  P  A.  Yes,  I  superin- 
tended the  lighting  of  them  myself,  and  say  that 
they  were  properly  trimmed.  Q,  Who  trimmed 
theih  P  A.  The  steward.  Q,  1  believe  the  steward 
was  drowned  in  the  collision  P  A  He  is  drowned. 
Q.  Did  you  yourself  do  anything  to  them  before 
they  were  put  out  P  ^1.  I  lighted  the  lamps.  Q. 
Did  you  manipulate  them  in  any  way  P  A,  I  screwed 
them  down  to  the  proper  focus.  I  was  with  them 
before.  I  was  an*aid  to  trust  him,  and  did  it 
myself,  Q.  You  know  what  trim  they  required  P 
A  Yes.  Q.  What  did  you  bum  in  themP  A. 
Paraffin  oii.  Q.  Were  they,  old  or  new  lights  ? 
A,  New  lights.  Q.  When  you  say  *  new,'  hoir 
long  had  they  been  in  the  ship  P  A,  Six  months. 
Q.  Had  they  been  pcMsed  by  the  Board  of  Trade 
Surveyor  P  A.  In  July,  in  the  Hull  Docks  at 
Shields.  Q.  How  long  would  these  lights,  in  the 
ordinary  course  of  things,  burn  without  trimming? 
A,  From  six  at  night  to  four  in  the  morning."  So 
that,  according  to  his  account,  without  fresh  trim- 
ming, the  lights  which  were  put  up  at  six  ought 
to  have  been  burning  till  four  o'clock  in  the 
morning.  '*  Q.  That  is  ten  hours  P  X.  Ten  hours. 
Q.  You  say  you  saw  them  up  a  little  before  six ; 
did  you  see  them  again  at  all  before  the  collision  P 
A.  Between  five  and  ten  minutes  before  eight ;  I 
could  not  say  exactly,  but  as  near  as  possible  fife 
minutes  before  eight.  Q.  How  long  was  that 
before  the  oollision  P  A.  About  ten  minntes, 
perhaps  not  so  much.  Q.  Where  did  you  see  them 
from  P  A.  1  went  forward  to  examine  them.  Q. 
How  were  they  burning  P  ^.Brightly.  Q.  I  be- 
lieve you  did  not  see  them  again  P  A.  I  did  not 
see  them  again.  Q.  Are  you  certain  that  ten 
minutes  before  the  collision  they  were  burning? 
A.  Well,  I  am  quite  certain  they  were."  Then  he 
is  asked,  '*  Had  you  any  other  lights  at  all ;  I  do 
not  mean  coloured  P  A.  Yes,  we  had  relieving 
lamps  on  board.  Q.  What  were  they  for  P  A.  They 
were  for  putting  out  if  the  others  wanted  to 
be  taken  in  for  trimming.  Q.  And  were  th^ 
always  kept  trimmed  P  A.  Always  ready.  Q. 
Were  they  ready  this  night  P  A,  They  were  ready 
that  same  night."  Then  at  p.  11  he  is  crosa- 
examined    "  Q.  You  say  the  steward  was  the  man 
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who  irimmed  the  lamps  oq  this  occasion  P  A.  He 
trnnmed  them."  Now  it  is  to  be  remarked  that 
this  steward  was  a  man  whom  he  could  not 
trusty  he  had  stated  so  in  the  preyioas  part  of 
his  evidence.  The  man  whom  he  coald  not 
trust  is  stated  to  have  trimmed  them.  "  Q.  He 
had  charge  of  the  lamps  P  A.  No.  Q.  Who  had 
on  board  the  ship  P  A.  When  we  were  going  down 
I  had  charge  of  them.  Q.  You  were  going  np  P 
A.  We  were  going  down  the  river ;  the  steward 
was  a  stranger  on  board.  He  was  a  blacky  and  I 
took  fnll  charge  of  them  by  the  captain's  order. 
Q.  Yoa  did  not  trim  them  ?  A.  1  did  not  trim 
ihem,  but  lighted  them.  Q.  Who  wonld  have 
charge  of  the  lamps  ?  A.  L  had.  Q.  What  was 
the  steward's  name  P  A,  Joe ;  I  think  he  was  an 
old  man."  It  appears,  then,  that  these  lamps  were 
lighted  at  six  o'clock,  and  this  witness  says  in  his 
evidence  he  saw  them  not  later  than  ten  minutes 
before  the  accident  happened.  If  they  had  gone 
oat  daring  that  space  of  ten  minutes,  and  before 
the  time  when  the  vessel  came  in  sight  of  the 
HUfemia,  it  became  necessary  to  consider  whether 
they  were  extinguished  by  unavoidable  circum- 
stances, or  under  circumstances  over  which  the 
owners  of  the  vessel  had  no  control.  Now,  the 
evidence  of  the  master,  the  mate,  the  second  mate, 
and  all  the  evidence  on  the  part  of  the  Hioernia 
was  that  when  they  first  saw  this  vessel  at  a  dis- 
tance they  saw  no  lights,  that  there  were  no  lights 
burning  at  that  time.  The  master  and  mate  of 
the  Thames  were  also  called  as  witnesses  in  the 
cause.  They  were  independent  witnesses,  and 
they  were  not  asked  with  respect  to  the  lights  as 
to  whether  they  saw  them  or  not. 

John  Littlefield,  one  of  the  crew  of  the  barque, 
was  also  called  as  a  witness,  and  he  proved  dis- 
tinctly, if  his  evidence  is  to  be  believed,  that  the 
lights  were  not  burning  at  the  time  when  the 
vessels  came  in  sight.  He  was  asked,  "  Going  on 
deck,  did  you  observe  anything  yourself  P  A.  I 
walked  straight  away  forward  on  the  starboard 
side,  and  when  I  got  forward  I  heard  a  man, 
called  *  Curly '  by  nickname,  say^  *  Why,  this  port- 
light'e  out ! '  When  I  heard  him  say  that,  as  I 
was  on  the  starboard  side,  I  looked  over  the  rail  in 
this  position,  and  looked  aft,  and  I  said,  '  Why, 
'  the  starboard  light  is  out  too ! '  Then  I  heard 
*  Curly '  say,  '  One  of  you  take  this  lamp  from  me, 
and  1  will  hand  it  down  to  you.'  I  said, '  I  will 
take  this  here  lam]>  down,'  that  was  the  starboard 
lamp.  As  I  was  going  to  take  the  starboard  lamp 
down,  1  see  the  man  who  had  been  on  the  look-out 
from  six  to  eight  with  it  in  his  right  hand.  Q.  By 
the  Court,  Who  was  that  P  A,  The  man  that  had 
been  on  the  look-out  from  six  to  eight.  Q,  Took 
it  down  P  A.  Had  it  in  his  right  hand,  and  his 
left  band  hold  of  the  lanyards  of  the  rigging^ 
starboard  rigging.  From  there  I  slewed  round 
and  went  across  to  the  forehatch,  and  as  I  was 
stepping  off  the  fore*hatoh  I  looked  forward  and 
see  the  steamboat's  three  lights."  So  that  at  that 
time,  when  he  saw  the  steamer's  lights,  he  has 
proved  as  a  fact  that  the  lights  were  not  burning 
on  board  the  BrUiah  Bomner,  It  is  said  that 
this  witness  is  not  to  be  believed.  Their  Lordships 
see  no  reason  to  discredit  his  evidence.  There 
seems  to  be  no  reason  why  he  should  have  invented 
this  story.  Then  it  is  said  that  he  came  for  the 
purpose  ci  proving  the  case  of  the  Hibemia,  and 
that  he  went  on  to  say  he  saw  the  sails  of  the 
barque  flapping,  which  is  not  the  case,  and  that  he 


is  not  to  be  believed.  It  should  be  remarked  that 
the  chief  mate  was  asked  whether  he  did  not  re- 
member having  a  conversation  with  this  man, 
John  Littlefield,  after  he  was  picked  up  and  taken 
on  board  the  steamer.  He  was  asked,  "  Q.  Do  you 
remember  having  a  conversation  with  John  Little* 
field  on  board  the  steamer  ?  A.  I  merely  said  to 
him,  *  Say  nothing  here,'  as  they  would  be  asking 
him  questions,  but  to  wait  till  he  got  to  London." 
He  said  he  told  him  this,  because  he  was  stiff  when 
he  got  on  board ;  but  why  his  being  stiff  and  oold 
should  be  a  reason  for  his  not  answering  any 
questions,  or  his  being  likely  to  answer  them  in 
the  wrong  way,  or  not  according  to  truth,  with 
reference  to  whether  the  lamps  were  lighted  or 
not,  their  Lordships  are  unable  to  see.  **  Q.  You 
mean  when  he  was  picked  up  out  of  the  water  P 
A,  Yes.  Q  That  was  after  the  collision  P  A*  After 
the  collision  P  Q.  Do  you  remember  asking  John 
Littlefield  whether  he  was  stiff  or  not ;  whether 
he  said  anything  about  the  lights  on  board  the 
steamer  P  ^i.  I  said  so  to  him  because  the  captain 
of  the  boat  asked  me  about  them,  and  I  thought 
he  might  say  something  to  him,  and  I  warned 
him  and  said, '  Be  careful  what  you  say  until  you 
get  to  London,'  and  I  said  no  more  to  him,"  It 
seems  certainly  reasonable  to  suppose  that  he  was 
speaking  to  John  Littlefield,  and  cautioning  him 
against  giving  any  answer  with  reference  to  the 
lights,  because  he  himself  was  aware  that  the 
lights  were  not  burning  at  the  time  of  the  collision. 
He  was  asked,  "  Did  he  tell  you  that  he  had 
relieved  the  lookout,  and  unshipped  the  port  light 
to  have  it  retrimmedP  to  which  he  answered, 
"  That  I  do  not  know." 

Their  Lordships  have  come  to  the  conclusion 
upon  the  whole  of  this  evidence  that  the  lights 
were  not  burning  at  the  time  when  the  vessel  first 
came  in  sight  of  the  Hibemia. 

Then  comes  the  question,  what  was  the  cause  of 
the  lights  not  burning  P  It  is  unnecessary  for 
their  Lordships  to  come  to  any  definite  conclusion 
as  to  what  was  the  cause  of  their  not  burning, 
because  the  Act  of  Parliament  requires  it  to  be 
proved  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  court  that  the 
circumstances  of  the  case  made  departure  from 
the  regulation  necessary.  The  onus  lies  upon 
those  who  aver  that  the  Briiiah  Banner  was  not 
in  fault,  to  satisfy  the  court  that  the  circumstances 
under  which  the  lights  went  out  rendered  a 
departure  from  the  regulation  necessary.  No 
evidence  upon  that  point  was  given,  and,  if  one 
may  conjecture  upon  the  subject,  there  seems  to 
be  very  little  doubt  but  that  the  lights  went  out 
because  there  was  not  sufficient  oil  to  supply 
them.  It  appears  that  they  had  been  burning  the 
night  before,  that  they  ought  to  have  been 
trimmed  by  the  steward,  Joe,  a  black  man,  new  on 
board,  in  whom  they  had  no  confidence.  All  that 
the  mate  can  say  as  to  their  having  sufficient  oil, 
is  from  turniug  them  down,  as  he  says,  to  the 
proper  focus.  He  did  not  examine  the  reservoir  of 
the  lamps  to  see  whether  there  was  sufficient  oil 
in  them. 

Their  Lordships,  on  the  whole  of  the  evidence, 
are  of  opinion  that  the  BrUiah  Banner  was  not 
carrying  her  regulation  lights  at  the  time  when 
the  vessels  first  came  in  sight,  and  they  are  not 
satisfied  that  the  want  of  those  lights  was  occa- 
sioned by  circumstances  over  which  the  crew  of 
the  Briiiah  Banner  had  no  control ;  and  that  it  was 
not    from    an   unavoidable  accident.     The  case 
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therefore  falls  within  the  etatate,  and  their  Lord- 
ships consider  that  thej  are  bound  to  pronounce 
that  the  Brituh  Banner  was  in  faalt. 

But  the  statute  does  not  say,  that  under  those 
circumstances  the  defaulting  ship  shall  be  con* 
sidered  the  vessel  wholly  in  fault,  and  it  becomes 
necessary  to  consider  whether  the  Hibernia  in  any 
way  contributed  to  the  collision.  Now  the  learned 
judge,  who  heard  the  witnesses,  arrived  at  the 
conclusion,  with  the  assistance  of  the  Elder 
Brethren  of  the  Trinity  House,  that  the  Hibernia 
was  wholly  in  fault.  He  says,  **  In  our  judgment 
the  Britiih  Banner,  even  if  she  had  not  lights,  was 
seen  at  a  sufficient  distance,  and  in  circumstances 
which  ought  to  have  led  the  Hibernia  to  execute 
the  proper  manceuvre  for  getting  out  of  her  way, 
instead  of  which  she  ported  her  helm  and  brought 
about  the  collision."  It  is  important,  then,  to 
consider  whether  the  learned  judge  was  wrong  in 
arriving  at  the  conclusion  that  the  Hibernia  was 
in  fault.  Now,  so  far  from  thinking  that  he  was 
wrong,  their  Lordships  are  entirely  of  that  opinion. 
According  to  the  evidence  of  independent  wit- 
nesses, the  master  and  the  chief  mate  of  the 
Thames,  the  Hibernia  passed  them,  and  after  they 
got  clear  from  the  smoke  of  the  Hibernia  they  saw 
the  Briiiah  Banner,  and  they  could  make  out 
through  their  glasses  that  she  was  approaching 
them,  that  she  was  coming  in  an  opposite  direction. 
Now  if  they,  notwithstanding  the  darkness  of  the 
night,  could  see  that  the  British  Bawier  was 
coming  in  that  direction,  their  Lordships  think 
that  if  the  Hibernia,  which  at  that  time  had  ap- 
proached nearer  to  the  barque,  had  kept  a  proper 
look* out  she  must  have  seen  that  the  other  vessel 
was  coming  in  an  opposite  direction  in  sufficient 
time  to  enable  them  to  keep  out  of  her  way.  They 
say  they  had  a  right  to  assume,  not  seeing  the 
vessers  lights,  that  she  was  going  in  the  same 
direction  as  themselves,  in  which  case  they  would 
not  have  seen  the  lights,  even  if  they  had  been 
burning.  But  their  Lordships  are  of  opinion  that, 
by  the  use  of  their  glasses,  they  might  have  made 
out  in  sufficient  time  that  the  vessel  was  an  ap- 
proaching vessel,  and  not  one  going  in  the  same 
direction  as  themselves.  According  to  their  evi- 
dence, they  did  not  discover,  until  the  vessel  came 
within  150  feet,  that  is  within  50  yards  of  them, 
whether  she  was  an  approaching  vessel  or  not.  If 
such  were  the  case  their  Lordships  are  of  opinion 
that  there  could  not  have  been  a  proper  look-out 
on  board.  The  evidence  of  the  master,  James 
Finley,  is  this  :  He  says  he  took  charge  of  the  ship 
at  the  Ship  Wash  Light  at  10  minutes  to  8  o'clock. 
He  was  asked,  "  How  long  was  it  before  the  col- 
lision you  went  on  deck?  A.  About  15  seconds 
before  the  collision  happened.  Q.  Were  you  about 
going  on  deck  before  you  heard  any  orders  given  P 
A,  I  was  about  going  on  deck,  I  was  opening  my 
room  door  and  I  heard  '  port ! '  My  house  is  in 
front  of  the  poop,  and  I  heard  '  port ; '  and  '  hard 
aport ! '  as  I  went  forward,  and  the  collision  just 
happened  as  I  went  on  the  bridge.  Q.  When  you 
opened  your  room  door  you  heard  'port!'?  A, 
Yes,  heard  *  port ! '  when  I  got  on  the  top  of  the 
poop,  on  the  top  of  the  ladder  I  heard  '  hard  a- 
port ! '  Then  he  was  asked  "  vou  heard  *  port,'  and 
by  the  time  you  got  to  the  ladder,  you  heard  hard 
a  port  P  A,  Tea.  Q.  You  did  not  see  anything 
of  the  barque  just  before  the  collision  P  A.  No. 
Q.  Who  had  charge  of  the  deck  P  A,  The  chief 
officer.    Q.  Did  you  stop  your  engines  P    A,  When 


I  went  on  the  bridge,  I  see  the  vessel,  and  J  said 
'  God  help,  that  vessel  sinks,'  and  she  (meaning  the 
Hibernia)  was  stopped."  The  engineer  says  the 
vessel  was  stopped  about  two  seconds  only  before 
the  collision  took  place.  It  appears  that  the  bbw 
was  such  that  the  British  Banner  was  sunk  almost 
immediately. 

It  appears  to  their  Lordships,  upon  the  whole  of 
the  evidence,  that  the  learned  judge  came  to  a 
right  conclusion  upon  the  evidence,  that  the 
Hibernia  was  in  fault.  Their  Lordships  are  of 
opinion  that  the  want  of  the  regulation  lights  on 
board  the  British  Ba/nner  oontribnted  to  the 
accident,  and  that  at  all  events  the  British  Ba$msr 
must,  under  the  provisions  of  the  36  &  37  Vict 
c  85,  s.  17  be  deemed  to  be  in  fault. 

Under  these  circumstances  their  Lordships  will 
feel  it  their  duty  to  recommend  to  Her  Majesty 
that  the  judgment  of  the  court  below  be  reversed, 
and  that  it  be  pronounced  that  both  vessels  were 
in  fault,  and  that  each  party  do  pay  his  own  costs 
in  the  court  below,  and  the  costs  of  this  appeal 
Appeal  allowed.    Judgment  below  reversed. 

Solicitors  for  the  appellants.  Deacon,  Son,  and 
Rogers. 

Solicitors  for  the  appellants,  Stokes,  Saunders, 
and  Stokes, 


Lee,  9, 10,  and  19, 1874. 

The  Amebique. 

Salvage — Quantum  of  reward — How  arrived  at— 

Appeal. 
The  Judicial  Committee  wUl  not  reduce  cm  awa/rd 
of  the  High  Court  of  Admiralty  in  a  cause  of 
salvage,unless  the  amount  awarded  is  so  exorbitaiU, 
and  so  manifestly  excessive  that  it  would  be  im- 
just  to  conf,rm  it. 
The  value  of  property  salved  is  to  some  extent  to  he 
treated  as  an  ingredient  in  {he  calculation  of  the 
quantum  of  salvage  remuneration,  but  that  iaivs 
must  not  be  allowed  to  raise  the  quantum  to  an 
amount  altogether  out  ofjiroportion  to  the  servka 
actually  rendered. 
An  awa/rd  of  30.000L  on  a  value  of  190,0001  in  ike 
case  of  a  derelict  ship  reduced  to  \S,000l.  on  (he 
ground  that  the  reward  was  out  of  proportion  to 
the  services  rendered. 
These  were  appeals    from  decrees  of  the  High 
Court  of  Admiralty  in  two  causes  of  salvage  insti- 
tuted by  the  respondents  against  the  French  stesm- 
ship  Amerique,    The  one  cause  was  a  consolidated 
cause  instituted  on  behalf  of  the  owners,  masters, 
and  crews  of  the  steamship  F.  T.  Barry  and  the 
barque  Aubu^rn ;  the  other,  a  cause  instituted  on 
behalf  of  the  owners,  master,  and  crew   of  the 
steamship  Spray. 

The  Amerique,  a  very  large  iron  screw  steamer  of 
4600  tons  register,  employed  in  conveying  goods 
and  passengers  between  Havre  and  New  York  and 
back,  was,  when  on  a  voyage  from  New  York  to 
Havre,  abandoned  by  her  master,  crew,  and 
passengers,  about  430  p.m.  of  the  14th  April  1874, 
when  about  seventy  or  eighty  miles  west  of 
Ushant. 

At  the  time  the  Amerique  was  abandoned  she 
had  encountered  heavy  weather  for  about  two 
days,  and  through  some  unexplained  carelessness 
a  great  deal  of  water  had  been  allowed  to  get  into 
her,  wliich  had  risen  high  enough  to  put  out  the 
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eDgine-room  fires,  and  some  of  her  pamps  frere 
choked.  She  was,  however,  perfectly  soaad  in  hall, 
baying  no  leak  which  oould  be  afterwards  discovered 
in  her. 

Abont  4.30  a.ni.  of  the  15th  April  the  barqjne 
Auburn,  which  was  the  first  vessel  to  come  np  with 
the  Amerique,  came  np,  and  abont  10.45  a.m.  a 
boat's  crew  from  her  boarded  the  Amerique, 

Abont  10.30  a.m.  the  Spray  came  np,  and  abont 
11  a.m.  a  boat's  crew  from  her  boarded  the 
Amerwue, 

Theapray  is  a  steamship  of  393  tons  net  rep^ister, 
with  engines  80  horse- power  nominal,  working  np 
to  390,  and  haying  a  crew  of  sixteen  hands.  She 
was  oatward  bound  for  Gibraltar. 

The  mate  of  the  Spray  who  commanded  the 
boat's  crew  went  all  over  the  Amerique.  She  had 
then  a  list  to  port,  and  abont  a  foot  of  water  in  the 
lower  saloon,  which  apparently  came  from  one  of  the 
glass  side  ports  being  out,  into  which  the  water 
came  as  the  vessel  rolled.  Ho  stopped  this  side 
port  with  bedding.  He  found  no  other  damage 
down  to  the  fourth  deck  or  in  the  fore  or  main 
holds  except  two  other  side  ports  broken  on  the 
starboard  side,  a  considerable  height  above  water. 
In  the  stoke-hole  he  found  six  feet  of  water  from 
the  bottom  of  the  ship,  and  the  pumps  choked. 

Some  farther  hands  were  sent  from  the  Spray, 
and  it  was  arranged  that  two  of  the  crew  of  the 
Attbwm  shoald  remain  on  board  the  Amerique,  and 
the  Spray  began  towing  the  Amerique*  Daring 
the  coarse  of  the  towing  the  chain  to  which  the 
hawser  was  attached  on  board  the  Amerique  ran 
out  and  conld  not  be  unshackled  or  got  rid  of. 

The  Spray  began  to  tow,  and  towed  during  the 
rest  of  that  day  and  the  night.  Those  on  board  the 
Amerique,  however,  in  the  uncertainty  of  the 
weather  and  their  position,  thought  it  safe  to  go  on 
board  the  Spray  for  the  night. 

In  the  morning  they  returned,  and  be^n 
to  oat  the  cable,  which  they  succeeded  in  doing 
after  some  work.  About  this  time  the  F,  T.  Barry, 
another  steamship,  came  up. 

The  F,  T,  Barry,  a  steamship  of  545  tons  net 
register,  with  engines  of  99  horse-power,  working 
np  to  400,  having  a  crew  of  twenty-three  hands  aU 
told,  and  being  homeward  bound,  did  not  come  up 
with  the  AmeriqiM  till  about  6  a.m.  of  the  16tih 
April.  The  Amerique  was  then  lying  with  the 
SprtMf  alongside  of  her,  and  the  crew  of  the  Spray 
were  catting  with  cold  chisels  a  large  chain  hanging 
out  of  the  hawspipe  which  had  run  oat  in  the 
process  of  towing  the  Amerique  the  day  before. 
After  some  conversation  between  the  mate  of  the 
Spray  who  was  in  charge  of  the  Amerique,  in  the 
coarse  of  which  the  mate  of  the  Spray  offered  the 
F.  T,  Barry  lOOOL  to  assist  ia  the  towage,  which 
was  refused,  an  arrangement  was  made  between 
the  two  masters.  After  the  chain  had  been  severed 
both  vessels  began  to  tow  the  Amerv^e,  and  con- 
tinned  to  tow  towards  Plymouth  with  some  not 
unusual  casualties,  such  as  the  tow  ropes  occasion- 
ally breaking  and  the  towing  vessels  occasionally 
getting  out  of  position,  till  the  18th  April. 

On  one  oocasion  the  F.  T,  Barry,  during  the 
coarse  of  the  towage,  got  in  such  a  position  that 
she  came  into  collision  with  the  Amerique  in  two 
places,  and  sustained  damage. 

About  2  p.m.  of  the  18 th  April  the  Amerique 
arrived  off  the  Eddy  stone  Lighthouse.  About  3.30 
p.m.  the  Spray  let  go  of  her.  The  F.  T,  Barry  con- 
tinued towing  her,  and  after  a  short  time  a  tug  came 


out  and  assisted.  ^About  5  p.m.  the  Amerique  was 
brought  to  a  safe  anchorage  in  Plymouth. 

No  further  services  were  done  by  the  F.  T. 
Barry. 

There  was  some  difficulty  in  the  to  wine  on 
account  of  the  great  size  of  the  Amerique,  and  she 
settled  down  in  the  water  to  some  extent  during 
the  towage ;  but  she  steered  very  well,  the  weather 
was  fine,  and  there  was  no  danger  of  her  sinking 
when  she  got  into  Plymouth. 

A  claim  was  preferred  on  behalf  of  the  F.  T, 
Barry  for  the  damages  occasioned  to  her  by  the 
collision  with  the  Amerique,  and  evidence  was 
given  that  it  cost  600L  to  make  this  damage  good. 
A  claim  was  also  made  in  respect  of  anticipated 
liability  to  the  owners  of  the  cargo  on  board  the 
F,  T.  Barry  by  reason  of  delay. 

bOl.  was  paid  for  the  tug  by  the  owners  of  the 
Spray,  After  the  Ameriqus  came  to  anchor  about 
twenty  men  and  some  force  pumps  were  sent  on 
board  by  the  agents  of  the  Spray  to  pump  her  out. 
On  the  morning  of  the  19th  it  was  found  that  there 
had  oocurred  during  the  night  some  derangemant 
of  the  machinery  of  one  of  the  water  closets,  and 
that  a  good  deal  of  water  was  coming  into  the  ship 
thereby.  Some  more  men  and  a  fire-engine  were 
sent  on  board  her,  and  in  the  afternoon  she  was 
towed  by  the  tug  which  had  first  taken  her  in  tow 
and  two  Government  tugs  to  the  Oatwater,  where 
she  was  given  up  to  the  collector  of  customs,  and 
the  services  of  the  Spray  ceased. 

A  claim  was  preferred  on  behalf  of  the  Spray  for 
60L  for  loss  and  damage  to  ropes  and  hawsers,  and 
1302.  expenses  or  loss  occasioned  by  her  going  into 
Plymouth,  but  no  evidence  was  given  that  her 
owners  had  been  put  to  expenses  at  all  equal  to 
this  amount.  A  claim  was  farther  made  for 
379Z.  6«.  lOi.,  expenses  incurred  by  the  agent  of 
the  Spray  at  Plymouth.  A  claim  in  respect  of  loss 
in  consequence  of  inability  to  fulfil  the  charter- 
party  under  which  the  Spray  then  was  also  was 
pleaded. 

The  value  of  the  Ameriqtte  was  agreed  at  155,0002. 
and  her  cargo  and  freight  at  35,0002.  Charges  of 
misconduct  were  made  against  the  salvors  by  the 
appellants,  who  accused  them  of  pillaging  the  Ame- 
rique. 

On  the  16th  July  1874,  the  two  causes  came  on 
for  hearing  before  the  learned  judge  assisted  by 
Trinity  Masters;  and  the  learned  judge  decreed  to 
the  whole  of  the  plaintiffs  the  sum  of  30,0002.  with 
costs,  and  out  of  this  sum  he  awarded  15,5002,  to 
the  owner,  master,  and  crew  of  the  Spray,  to  the 
owner,  master,  and  crew  of  the  F.  T.  Barry  14,0002. 
and  to  the  owner,  master,  and  crew  of  the  Auburn 
5002. 

The  judgment  of  the  High  Oourt  of  Admiralty 
after  setting  out  the  fticts  was  as  follows : 

Sir  B.  Phillimobb. — And  now  £  must  deal  with 
the  charge  against  the  salvors,  which  I  regret  was 
not  fully  withdrawn,  but  I  think  substantially,  as 
far  as  the  present  parties  before  the  court  are 
concerned,  it  may  be  said  to  be  retracted,  and  it 
was  in  my  judgment  hastily,  unduly,  and  unjustly 
made.  The  deck  of  this  vessel  appears  to  have 
been  strewed  with  property  of  all  descriptions,  as 
one  might  expect  in  a  vessel  of  this  enormous  size, 
carrying  passengers  and  being  suddenly  deserted, 
and  some  few  of  those  articles  appear  to  have  been 
taken  possession  of — as  it  would  seem  to  me — for 
the  purpose  of  custody  and  not  for  the  purpose  of 
improper   appropriation  by  those  on  board  the 
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Spray  and  those  on  board  the  F.  T.  Barry ;  and 
tbere  was  an  averment,  which  showed  an  extrava- 
gant piece  of  recklesfiness  in  this  case,  that  bj 
taking  possession  of  these  articles  and  not  imme- 
diately  returning  them,  the  salvors  were  deprived 
of  their  right  of  salvage,  which  of  coarse  could  not 
be  entertained  by  the  coart.  Looking  to  the  whole  of 
the  circnmetances  of  the  case,  I  am  satisfied  that  no 
blame  attaches  on  this  score  to  the  salvors  in  this  case. 
Well,  then,  this  enormous  vessel  was  saved  by  the 
exertions  of  these  salvors.  The  cargo  and  the  vessel 
arrived  comparatively  uninjured.    One  of  the  ques- 
tions I  have  had  to  put  to  the  Elder  Brethen  of  the 
Trinity  House  is — ^What  would  have  happened  if 
the  vessel  had  not  met  with  the  salvors  at  the  time 
when  she  did  P    In  their  judgment  she  might  have 
floated  some  time  longer,  which  is,  of  course,  an 
uncertain  conjecture,  or  would  probably  have  gone 
ashore  or  on  the  rocks.    There  is  one  circumstance 
to  which  Sir  John  Karslake  (for  the  Spray)  adverted 
most  properly,  namely,  that  nothing  could  be  more 
dangerous  to  the  general  interests  of  navigation  in 
this  part  of  the  world  than  that  a  vessel  of  4600 
tons  without   lights  and   without   anything  to 
indicate  which  course  she  was  pursuing   should 
be  floating  about  in  the  water.     We  all  know  that 
the  Peninsular  and  Oriental  Steamers  come  in  that 
track,  but  without  alluding  to  their  particular  case, 
every   vessel    would   have    been  subject  to  the 
possibility  of  very  great  danger  if  the  vessel  had 
not  been  taken  in  tow  at  the  time  when  she  was. 
I  have  already  said  that  there  was  considerable 
danger  to  the  salvors,  and  on  consultation  with  the 
Elder  Brethren  they  are  perfectly  satisfied  that 
nothing  more  could  have  been  done  than  was  done 
with  regard  to  the  navigation  of  the  Amerxque^  and 
that  she  had  not  strength  of  hands  enough  to 
reduce  the  water  to  enable  the  fires  to  be  lighted, 
which  it  appeared  might  have  been  effficted  by  a 
sufficient  crew,  but  that  was  not  done.  Now,  seeing 
that  this  was  a  French  vessel,  and  that  Brest  was 
not  very  far  distant  from  the  place  where  the 
desertion  took  place,  I  was  anxious  to  know  what 
the  French  law  would  have  awarded  by  way  of 
compensation  in  a  case  of  this  description,  not  that 
that  information  could  lead  the  court  to  follow 
precisely  the  French  law,  but  that  it  might  afford 
to  it  some  guide  in  regard  to  a  property  of  this 
enormous  value,  towards  making  up  its  mind  as  to 
what  the  English  law  ought  to  award,  because  there 
being  no  fixed  sum,  according  to  our  jurisprudence, 
it  must  always  remain  in  the  breast  of  the  court, 
exercising  the  best  judgment  it  can,  after  receiving 
nautical  advice,  to  nx  an  equitable  remuneration. 
And  I  do  not  think  it  wholly  irrelevant  to  say  that 
the  French  law,  as  I  am  able  to  ascertain  it,  is  to  be 
found  in  the  well-known  work,  the  Ordonnance  de 
la  Marine  of  Louis  XIY.     Although   I  have  no 
evidence  as  to  the  immediate  modem  practice,  still 
I  am  justified  in  saying  that  the  French  law,  as  a 
rule,  gives  always  one  third  of  the  property  salved 
of  a  derelict  to  the  salvors.    I  am  to  award  that 
remuneration  according  to  the  lex  fori,  but  after 
weighing  carefully  all  the  circumstances  of  the 
case,  to  the  principal  of  which  I  think  I  have 
adverted — ana  there  are  others,  no  doubt,  which  if 
the  court  were  to  take  a  longer  time  before  deliver- 
ing its  judgment  it  might  advert  to — I  think  that 
I  shall  act  in  accordance  with  the  principles  and 
the  decisions  of  the  English  cases  and  the  proper 
equitable  and  legal  consideratioos  which  present 
themselves  to  the  mind  of  the  court  on  the  facts 


which  are  proved  before  it,  if  I  award  out  of  this 
190,000{.  saved  entirely  from  utter  destruction  by 
the  salvors,  after  the  crew  and  the  master  had 
abandoned  her  as  hopelessly  lost,  the  sum  of 
30,000Z.  I  shali  give  the  Auburn  500Z.  I  shall 
give  the  8pra^  15,5002.,  because  she  had,  it  appears 
to  me,  the  greatest  labour,  and  is  entitled  to  that 
sum,  notwithstandiug  she  was  not  the  first  in 
possession  ;  and  the  R  T.  Barry  14,0002.,  making 
in  the  whole  30,0002.  I  intend  that  sum  to  include 
all  charges  whatever— the  injury  done  to  the  F,  T, 
Barry,  the  injuries  done  to  the  hawsers,  and  all 
the  di£Eerent  items  that  were  mentioned  in  the 
course  of  this  inquiry.  I  would  rather  not*  proceed 
to  a  distribution  of  this,  unless  I  am  especially 
asked  to  do  so.  I  would  rather  think  that  the 
owners  would  be  of  opinion  that  it  is  a  case  in 
which  the  men  ought  to  be  most  liberally  rewarded, 
and  certainly  I  wish  to  say  now  that  the  mate  of 
the  Spray,  who  was  put  on  board  first,  ought  at 
least  to  receive  a  double  portion.  I  direct  the 
amount  awarded  to  be  paid  by  the  ship  and  cargo 
in  proportion  to  their  value.  The  plaintiffs  are,  of 
course,  entitled  to  their  costs. 

From  these  decrees  the  ovniers  of  the  Ameriqus 
appealed  upon  the  ground  that  the  amount  awarded 
was  excessive 

Butt,  Q.G.  and  W.  G.  Phillimore  (Stubhs  with 
them,  for  the  appellants — The  amount  awarded 
in  the  court  below  is  excessive.  The  learned  judge 
has  taken  into  consideration  two  elements  which 
he  ought  not  to  have  considered  at  all ;  first,  the 
French  law  as  to  derelict  property ;  secondly,  the 
value  of  the  property  salved.  Whatever  the  Freoish 
law  may  be,  an  English  tribunal  ought  not  to 
consider  it  in  awarding  an  amount  of  compensation ; 
such  amounts  are  dearly  to  be  measured  by  the 
rules  in  force  in  the  tribunal  in  which  the  case  is 
tried.  Moreover,  there  was  no  mention  in  the 
pleadings  of  French  law.  Then  as  to  the  valne  of 
the  property.  Not  many  years  back  there  were  no 
such  large  steamers  and  no  vessels  of  such  enor- 
mous value.  In  those  days  it  occasional  ly  happened 
that  half  the  value  of  a  derelict  was  awarded,  but 
that  practice  has  long  been  abandoned,  and  tbd 
amount  of  award  depends  upon  the  ciroumstanoes 
of  each  case.  We  submit  that  the  value  of  the 
property  salved  ought  not  to  be  connidered  on 
assessing  the  reward.  The  troo  elements  of  sal- 
vage reward  are  a  sum  tocompensate  the  salvors  for 
the  risk  and  trouble  they  have  undergone,  and  a 
further  sum  to  render  similar  salvage  services  on 
another  occasion  if  required.  In  The  Syriat^  (2 
Mar.  Law  Gas.  O.S.  p.  387)  the  vessel  salved  was 
not  a  derelict,  but  the  principles  there  laid  down 
apply  equally  to  the  case  of  a  derelict;  it  is  there 
said :  "  In  dealing  with  the  present  case,  the  court 
also  bears  in  mind  that  there  is  a  large  amount  of 
property  salved,  but  for  the  single  purpose  of 
remembering  that  it  is  enabled  out  of  an  ample 
fund  fitly  to  remunerate  meritorious  services  well 
performed ;  and  the  court  does  not  hold  the  large 
value  of  the  property  salved  as  a  ground  for 
attempting  to  extort  Trom.  the  owners  of  that  pro- 
perty,  or  from  the  underwriters,  as  the  case  may  be, 
more  than  a  full  recompense  for  such  services."  In 
that  case  the  salvage  was  the  more  meritorioas 
because  there  was  salvage  of  life.  The  true  inter- 
pretation of  that  decision  is  that  if  the  court  has 
not  enough  to  reward  salvors  adequately  for 
their  services,  let  them  have  a  large  proportion, 
even  up  to  one-half ;  but  if  the  property  salvod 
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is  so  large  that  Balvors  can  be  adeqaatelj  re- 
warded, reward  them  liberally,  bat  witboot  refer- 
eDoe  to  the  value  of  the  property  salved.  The  rate 
of  salvage  reward  ought  not  to  bear  any  proportion 
to  the  value  of  the  property  salved  so  long  as  there 
18  enough  to  reward  the  salvors.  The  main  con- 
aiderations  are  the  services  rendered  and  the 
danger  run,  and  the  reward  should  bear  a  proportion 
to  these  and  not  to  the  value.  In  The  Blendhall 
(1  Dods.  4ii4,42i),  it  is  said/'  In  fixing  a  proportion 
of  the  value,  the  oourt  is  in  the  habit  of  giving 
a  smaller  proportion  where  the  property  is  large 
and  a  higher  proportion  whore  the  value  is  smaU  : 
and  for  this  obvious  reason,  that  in  property  of 
small  value,  a  small  proportion  woald  not  hold 
out  a  BuflSoient  encouragement ;  whereas  in  cases 
€i  considerable  value,  a  smaller  proportion 
would  afford  no  inadequate  compensation ; " 
and  an  award  was  made  of  one-tenth  of 
72,0002.  in  the  case  of  a  derelict  ship.  Some  such 
proportion,  if  the  reward  is  so  calculated,  would 
be  ample  here.  In  the  judgment  of  the  qoart  below 
it  is  found  that  the  salvors  did  not  improperly 
appropriate  certain  things  on  board  the  Amerique, 
and  so,  finding  on  what  he  considered  was  an  im- 
proper charge,  he  has  awarded  a  larger  sum  than 
he  would  otherwise  have  done. 

MUward,  Q.C.  and  £.  E,  Webster,  for  the  respon- 
dents, the  owners,  masters,  and  crews  of  the  Au' 
bum  and  theF,  T.Barry, — The  amount  awarded  is 
not  excessive,  oonsideriufi:  the  danger  to  the  salvors 
and  the  property  salved  and  is  not  out  of  proportion 
to  the  awards  shown  to  have  been  made  in 

Priiohard's  Admiralty  Digest,  p.  841 ; 
T7he  Theti8,8BAgg.  14;  2Enapp  P.  0.  890. 

Sir  JJ.  James  and  Priichard  (B.  0.  Clarkson 
with  them),  for  the  respondents,  the  owners, 
master,  and  crew  of  the  Spray. — Since  the  deci- 
sion in  The  Ohetah  (19  L.  T.  Rep.  N.  S.  621 ; 
L.  Bep.  2  P.  0.  205;  3  Mar.  Law.  Gas.  O.  S. 
177)  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  this  court  can 
reduce  the  amount  of  salvage  awarded  by  the 
High  Court  of  Admiralty,  but  they  will  not  inter- 
fere with  the  amount  awarded  if,  as  was  said  in  the 
Cwrrier  Dave  (2  Moore  P.  C.  0. 243,  254),  "  there 
has  been  nothing,  to  use  a  similar  expression,  to 
shock  the  conscience — ^nothing  gross,  nothing 
extravagant."  If  it  should  appear  upon  the  face 
of  the  judgment  of  the  court  below  that  the  ingre- 
dients going  to  make  up  the  amount  are  improperly 
used,  this  court  will  no  doubt  remove  those  ingre- 
dients and  reduce  the  amount  accordingly,  but  not 
otherwise.  Are  there,  then,  any  improper  ingre** 
dientsP  The  only  two  suggested  are,  first  that  the 
judge  wsa  influenced  by  improper  charges  made 
against  the  salvors  ;  secondly,  that  he  took  into 
consideration  the  French  Law.  As  to  the  first, 
there  is  no  trace  of  it  in  his  judgment.  As  to  the 
second,  the  judgment  expressly  proceeds  upon  the 
lex  fori  and  not  upon  French  law.  But  even  if  the 
jud^  did  consider  the  French  law,  why  shonld  he 
not  do  so  P  The  amount  to  be  awarded  is  a  matter 
of  discretion,  and  in  such  a  matter  it  is  not  im- 
proper to  consider  the  amount  that  would  have 
been  awarded  in  the  country  to  which  the  ship 
belongs.  There  can  be  no  doubt  that  the  rule  laid 
down  b^  the  Ordon nance  de  la  Marine,  Liv.  IV., 
Tit.  IX.,  Art.  27,  is  still  in  force  and  that 
salvors  of  the  derelict  are  entitled  to  one-third : 
(Dalloz,  Jurisprudence  G^n^rale,  Tit.  Propriety 
No.  223,  si  seq)  This  coartwill  not  interfere  with 
a  diaoretion  founded  upon  such  a  oonsideration. 


Salvors  are  to  be  rewarded  not  merely  for  the  actual 
services  rendered,  bat  the  general  interests  of 
navigation  and  commerce,  the  fatigue  and  anxiety, 
the  spirit  of  adventure,  and  the  skill  and  dexterity, 
which  are  required  by  the  exercise  of  that  spirit, 
are  all  to  be  taken  into  consideration:  {The 
Wmiam  Bechford,  3  0.  Bob.  355.)  And  again  not 
only  the  risk  of  salvors,  their  labour  and  the  state 
of  the  weather  are  to  be  considered,  but  also  the 
value  of  the  property  salved : 
The  Ind/uatry, 8  Hagg.  204; 
The  Baikee,  1  Hagg.  246 ; 
The  Hector,  3  Hagg.  93. 
The  interests  of  commerce  require  the  highest 
possible  reward,  and  salvage  services  can  only  be 
secured  in  the  expectation  of  receiving  a  high 
reward.  The  Syrian  {uhi  sup.)  does  not  overrule 
any  of  the  former  cases  as  to  the  ingredients  of 
salvage  reward,  and  the  judgment  there  mast  be 
taken  as  applicable  only  to  that  particular  case.  A 
derelict  at  nea  is  certain  to  become  a  total  loss 
unless  salvors  interfere. 

W,  0,  F,  PhiUhnore  in  reply.— In  the  present 
case  there  was  no  danger  to  life  or  property  of  the 
salvors  which  was  the  case  in  the  BlendenhaU  Mi 
8tbp.).  It  has  been  expressly  laid  down  that  the 
amount  of  salvage  does  not  depend  on  the  value  of 
the  property  salved  when  the  property  is  large ; 
when  the  property  is  large,  the  reward  onght  to  be 
adequate,  not  measured  according  to  the  valae  of 
the  property,  but  chiefly  according  to  the  service, 
and  especially  with  reference  to  the  risk  of  life. 
The  James  Dixon,  2  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.  696 ; 
The  Salaeia,  2  Hagg.  263,  264. 

Our.  adv.  vult. 

Dee.  10,  1874. — ^The  judgment  of  the  court  was 
delivered  by 

Sir  James  W.  Oolvilb. — These  appeals  are  upon 
a  question  of  salvage.  The  vessel  salved,  the  Ameri- 
que,  was  a  very  large  iron  screw  steamer  of  4600  tons 
register,  running  habitually  as  a  passenger  vessel 
between  Havre  and  New  York.  In  the  afternoon 
of  the  14th  April  1874,  being  on  her  return  voy- 
age from  New  York,  with  eighty-three  passengers 
and  a  very  valuable  cargo  of  merchandise,  she  was 
abandoned  by  her  master,  crew,  and  passengers, 
under  the  apprehension  that  she  was  sinking,  and 
left  to  the  mercy  of  the  wind  and  waves,  when 
about  seventy  or  eighty  miles  west  of  Ushant. 

In  that  condition  she  was  first  seen  early  in  the 
morning  of  the  15th  by  the  barque  Auburn,  which 
having  made  for  her,  sucoeedea  in  putting  four 
men  on  board  of  her  about  10.30  a.m.  Very  bbortly 
afterwards  she  was  also  boarded  by  a  boat's  crew 
from  the  screw  steamship  Spray,  consisting  of  the 
mate  of  that  vessel  and  two  other  men,  who  were 
afterwards  joined  by  the  engineer  and  a  fireman 
from  the  Spray.  The  Amerique,  when  first  boarded 
was  found  to  be  on  the  starboard  tack,  with  two 
close-reef  top-sails ;  the  foot  of  her  mizen  was 
out,  and  she  had  a  strong  list  to  port.  On  examin- 
ation it  was  foand  that  she  hadagooddeal  of  water 
in  her,  coming  partly  through  a  port  of  which  the 
glass  was  out ;  that  the  pumpo  were  choked ;  and 
that  the  water  was  too  high  to  allow  the  mate  and 
engineer  to  get  at  the  machinery.  From  what  they 
observed,  and  from  the  fact  that  her  own  master 
and  crew  had  abandoned  her,  those  who  made  the 
examination  might  fairly  conclude  that  the  con- 
dition of  this  derelict  vessel  was  far  worse  than  it 
afterwards  proved  to  be.  The  master  and  crew  of 
the  Spray,  with  the  aid  of  two  men  whom  the 
master  of  the  Auburn  agreed  to  leave  for  that  pur- 
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pose,  neTertheless  uDdertook  the  task  of  taking 
the  Am&rique  to  a  port  of  safety.  It  is  aouecessary 
to  state  in  detail  the  measures  which  they  adopted 
for  this  porpose.  It  is  sufficient  to  say  that  the 
8pray,  having  towed  the  Amerique  daring  the 
wnole  of  the  night  of  the  15th,  at  the  rate  of  about 
two  knots  an  honr,  sighted  the  F.  T,  Barry  early 
in  the  morning  of  the  16th,  made  signals  to  her, 
aud  ultimately  agreed  with  her  that  she  should 
assist  in  towing  the  Amerique  to  a  safe  port.  The 
two  steamers,  with  more  or  less  of  misadventure, 
succeeded  in  getting  the  AmMque  safely  into 
Plymouth  on  the  evening  of  the  18th  April ;  but  she 
continued  to  be  under  charge  of  the  master 
and  crew  of  the  Spray  until  7  p.m.  of  the  following 
day,  when  she  was  taken  in  charge  by  the  col- 
lector of  customs. 

The  admitted  value  of  the  vessel  and  cargo 
thus  salved  is  190,000L 

The  Spray  was  a  screw  steamship  of  393  tons 
net  register,  manned  bv  a  crew  of  sixteen  hands, 
all  told,  with  engines  of  80  horse-power  nominal, 
but  working  up  to  390  horse-power.  She  had  left 
Newport  on  the  12th  April  laden  with  coals  and 
bound  for  Gibraltar.  And  it  is  pleaded  that  at  the 
time  of  the  services  she  was  of  the  value  of  about 
15,0002. ;  her  cargo  being  of  the  value  of  650Z ;  and 
her  freight  out  and  home  being  of  the  value  of 
127QI.  She  does  not  appear  to  have  sustained  any 
serious  damage  during  the  service,  beyond  break- 
ing her  hawser,  and  having  two  butts  on  the  port 
side  torn  out.  In  fact,  by  her  pleading  she  assesses 
this  damage  at  only  602. ;  the  loss  incurred  by  the 
owners  by  reason  of  the  deviation  from  her  voyage 
at  1302- ;  and  the  extraordinary  expenses  incurred 
by  them  at  379L  7$.  9(2. 

The  F,  T.  Barry  is  an  iron  screw  steamship  of 
the  burthen  of  545  tons  net  register,  valued  at 
about  20,0002.,  and  propelled  by  two  compound 
direct  acting  engines  of  99  horse-power,  working 
up  to  400.  Her  crew  at  the  time  of  the  salvage 
service  consisted  of  her  master  and  twenty>two 
hands.  She  was  homeward  bound,  having  left 
Yilla  Beal  in  Portugal,  with  a  cargo  of  mineral  ore 
and  fruit  of  the  value  of  4.0002.  for  Newcastle 
on  the  9th  April  1874.  She  seems  to  have  sus- 
tained damaged  to  the  amount  of  6002. ;  and  to 
have  been  delayed  on  her  voyage  for  repairs  for 
about  twenty-one  days.  There  were  two  distinct 
suits  for  salvage.  The  one  by  the  ovniers,  master, 
and  crew  of  the  Spray :  the  other  by  the  owners, 
masters,  and  crews  of  both  the  F.  T.  Barry  and  of 
the  Aubwm.  These  suits  were  heard  together 
before  the  Judge  of  the  Admiralty  Court,  who 
awarded  by  way  of  salvage  the  gross  sum  of 
30,0002.  which  he  divided  in  the  following  propor- 
tion, viz. :— 15,5002.  to  the  Spray;  14,0002.  to  the 
F.  T.  Barry ;  and  5002.  to  the  Auburn — these  sums 
to  be  taken  in  foil  satisfaction  of  all  damages  and 
expenses,  as  well  as  in  compensation  for  the  sal- 
vage services. 

The  present  appeal  is  against  that  decision. 

That  the  vessel  salved  was  a  derelict,  and  that 
she  and  her  cargo  were  saved  by  the  exertions  of 
the  rebpondents,  that  their  services  were  in  a  high 
degree  meritorious,  and  deserved  a  large  measure 
of  remuneration,  are  propositions  which  are  not 
disputed  by  the  appellants.  But  they  contend  that 
the  sum  awarded  by  the  learned  judge  is  out  of  all 
proportion  to  those  services,  and,  on  the  ground 
of  its  exorbitancy,  ought  to  be  reduced  by  this 
tribunal  sitting  as  a  court  of  appeal. 


The  jurisdiction  thus  invoked  is  one  which  this 
committee,  and  also,  as  would  appear  from  The 
Cuba  (Lushington,  p.  14),  the  Court  of  Admiralty, 
when  sitting  as  an  appellate  court,  has  always  been 
slow  to  exercise.  The  seneral  rule  of  non-inter- 
ference has  been  within  the  last  few  years  stated 
and  enforced  at  this  board  in  Ths  Olarieee  and  The 
Neptune  (both  reported  iu  12  Moo.  P.  C.  Beps. 
340,  346) ;  The  Oa/rrier  Bow  (2  Moo.  P.  C,  N.  S., 
p.  243) ;  The  FueUier  (3  Moor.  N.  S.,  269) ;  and 
The  England  (5  Moor.  P.  C.  344).  The  object  of 
the  appeal  was  in  The  Olarieee  and  The  EngloMd 
to  increase,  in  theother  case  to  reduce,  the  amoont 
awarded.  The  general  rule  is  nowhere  better 
stated  than  in  The  Ola/risae,  in  which  Lord  Jostioe 
Knight  Bruoe  said  : — "  It  is  a  settled  rule,  and  one 
of  ^reat  utility  with  reference  to  cases  of  this  de- 
scription, that  the  difference  (that  is  the  difference 
between  the  sum  awarded,  and  which  the  appellate 
court  may  thing  ought  to  have  been  awarded)  must 
be  very  considerable  to  induce  a  court  of  appeal  to 
interfere  upon  a  question  of  mere  discretion."  And 
in  The  Neptune  Lord  Kingsdown,  after  citing  this 
passage  from  the  judgment  in  The  dariue, 
observed  that  the  same  rule  must  apply  in 
diminishing  the  amount  of  compensation  which  is 
applied  in  increasing  it. 

The  cases  which  establish  and  illustrate  the 
exception  to  the  general  ruleare2'A«  Thetis  (2  Enapp, 
390) ;  The  Sdndia  and  True  Blue  (4  Moo.  N.  S. 
101),  and  The  Glenduror  (8  Moo.  N.  S.  22)  in 
which  the  amount  awarded  was  increased;  and 
The  Inca,  (12  Moor.  P.C.  189)  and  TheChetak 
(5  Moo.  N.  S.  178),  in  which  it  was  reduced.  It 
may  be  observed  that  in  delivering  judgment  in  The 
Ohetah,  Lord  Chelmsford  stated  that "  it  had  been 
agreed  by  the  counsel  on  both  sides  that  no  case 
was  to  be  found  where,  upon  an  appeal  from  a 
decree  for  salvage  services,  the  amoont  awarded 
had  ever  been  rodnoed."  But  this  statement  of 
the  authorities  was  obviously  inaccurate,  since  the 
case  of  The  Inca,  in  which  the  amount  awarded 
was  largely  reduced,  and  in  which  the  judgment  of 
this  board  was  delivered  by  Dr.  Lushington,  was 
decided  in  1858.  Upon  the  authorities  it  cannot 
be  doubted,  nor,  indeed,  was  it  denied  at  the  bar, 
that  the  amount  awarded  may  be  reduced  if  the 
appellate  court  is  satisfied  (to  use  the  words  of 
Dr.  Lushington  in  The  Ouha),  that  it "  is  so  exor- 
bitant, so  manifestly  excessive,  that  it  would  not 
be  just  to  confirm  it." 

To  establish  a  case  for  the  exercise  of  this  ex- 
ceptional and  delicate  jurisdiction  it  would  obvi- 
ously be  material  to  show  that  the  judge  of  first 
instance,  in  estimating  the  amount  of  remuneration 
to  be  awarded,  had  miscarried,  by  allowing  bis 
judgment  to  be  influenced  by  something  which 
OQght  not  to  have  influenced  it  at  all ;  or  else 
either  by  giving  undue  consideration,  or  by  fatiling 
to  give  due  consideration,  to  some  circumstances 
fairly  within  his  consideration.  And  accordingly 
thelearned  counsel  for  the  appellants  have  lahoared 
to  show  some  such  miscarriage  in  the  judgment 
under  appeal. 

Their  arguments  were  founded  first,  on  the  obser- 
vations made  by  the  learned  judge  in  pronouncing 
against  the  defence,  founded  on  alleged  acts  of 
pillage  on  the  part  of  the  salvors,  which  was 
originally  set  up  by  the  appellants.  Their  Lord- 
ships, however,  cannot  see  the  slightest  ground  for 
supposing  that,  whatever  the  learned  jadge  may 
have  felt  touching  this  plea,  he  allowed  that  feeling 
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ID  any  degree  to  affect  his  judgment  in  estimating 
the  amount  of  remuneration  which  awarded! 
Another  argument  was  more  plaanibly  founded  on 
the  reference  made  bj  the  learned  judge  to  the 
French  law,  and  to  the  compensation  which  a 
French  court  would  have  awaked  to  the  salvors 
had  they  carried  this  derelict  vessel  into  Brest. 
It  musty  in  their  Lordships'  opinion,  be  admitted 
that,  if  the  judgment  of  the  learned  judge  was 
inflaenced  by  that  consideration,  it  was  not  properly 
80  influenced.  The  consideration  how  the  courts 
of  another  country,  and  that  the  country  of  the 
owners  of  the  vessels  salved,  would  deal  with  a 
subject  eommunU  jurist  like  salvage,  might  be 
legitimate,  and  even  useful,  if  the  courts  of  that 
country  proceeded  upon  the  same  principles  as 
those  which  govern  our  courts.  But  where  it 
appears  that  the  French  courts  are  governed  by  a 
positive  rule  of  law  which  prescribes  that  a  fixed 
proportion  of  the  value  of  a  derelict  is  to  be  awarded 
to  the  salvors,  and  that  our  courts  have  for  nearly 
two  centuries  repudiated  that  hard  and  fast  rule  of 
proportion,  it  is  obvious  that  nothing  can  be 
deduced  from  the  French  law  except  an  inference 
that  the  appellants  might  have  been  in  a  worse 
case  if  their  ship  had  ^n  carried  into  a  French 
port.  It  affords  no  ingredient  which  can  legiti- 
mately be  imported  in  we  calculation  of  the  sum 
to  be  decreed  against  them  in  an  English  court. 

Their  Lordships,  however,  though  unable  to 
account  altogether  for  this  reference  to  the  law  of 
France,  find  that  in  the  paragraph  in  the  judgment 
which  immediatelv  follows  it,  the  learned  judge 
expressly  stated  that  the  case  was  to  be  decided 
by  the  hxfori;  and  their  Lordships  are,  therefore, 
not  satisfied  that  he  did  not  intend  to  decide  it  upon 
the  principles  by  which  his  own  court  is  habitually 
governed  without  reference  to  the  French  law. 
They  will,  therefore,  deal  with  the  question  before 
them  as  simply  one  of  alleged  excess  or  exorbitancy. 

It  seems  to  be  indisputable  that  the  amount 
awarded  in  this  case  is  larger  than  any  that  was 
ever  awarded  by  an  English  court  of  admiralty, 
except  that  given  in  the  case  of  the  Thetis,  The 
services  in  that  case,  however,  were  of  the  highest 
merit.  They  lasted  during  many  months;  they 
ioToWed  the  use  of  ingenious  and  complicated 
machinery ;  actual  loss  of  life  in  at  least  one  case; 
actual  loss  of  health  in  may  cases ;  great  hard- 
ships, exposure,  and  privations  to  all  actively  con- 
cerned in  them.  In  the  present  cases  their  Lord- 
ships, without  wishing  in  the  slightest  degree  to 
deUtust  from  the  courage  with  which  the  salvors 
undertook,  and  the  ability  with  which  they  per- 
formed, the  services  in  question,  cannot  but  observe 
that  those  services,  considered  with  reference  to 
their  duration,  to  the  danger  to  life  incurred  by  the 
men,  to  the  damage  or  risk  of  damage  incurred  by 
the  vessels  employed,  and  to  the  consequences  or 
probable  consequences  of  their  deviations  from  the 
voyages  on  which  they  were  employed,  fall  far 
short  of  services  which  in  other  oases  and  even 
incases  of  derelict,  have  been  remunerated  by  much 
smaller  sums.  It  follows  then,  that  the  value  of  the 
property  is  the  consideration  on  which,  if  at  all,  this 
exceptional  award  of  remuneration  is  to  be  justified. 
And  this  raises  the  question  to  what  extent,  if  any, 
undue  effect  has  been  given  to  that  consideration. 

It  was  argued  on  the  authority  of  a  case  decided 

by    Dr.     Lushington     in     1866     (The     Syrian, 

reported  in  2  Mar.  Law   Cas.    O.   S.   387)   that 

the  value  of  the  property  salved  is  material  only  in 
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so  far  as  it  supplies  a  fund  adequate  to  the  payment 
of  a  liberal  remuneration  for  the  services  rendered; 
and  it  ought  not  further  to  affect  the  measure  of 
that  remuneration.    The  passage  in  Dr.  Lushing- 
ton*s  judgment  which  is  relied  upon  is  as  follows : 
**  In  deahng  with  the  present  case,  the  court  also 
bears  in  mind  that  there  is  a  large  amount  of  pro- 
perty   salved;    but    for   the   single    purpose  of 
remembering  that  it  is  enabled  out  of  an  ample 
fun  A  fitly  to  remunerate  meritoiious  services  well 
performed ;  and  the  court  does  not  hold  the  large 
valueof  the  property  salved  as  a  fund  for  attempting 
to  extort  from  the  owners  of  that  property  or  from 
the  underwriters,  as  the  case  may  be,  more  than 
full  recompense  for  such  services."  Their  Lordships 
do  not  think  that  this  passage  can  fairly  be  taken  to 
import  a  ruling  that  the  quantum  of  remnnera* 
tion  is  not  in  any  degree  to  be  affected  by  the 
value  of  the  property  salved.  Such  a  ruling  would 
be  hardly  consistent  with  what  the  same  learned 
judge  has  laid  down  in  his  judgment  delivered  by 
him  at  this  board  in  the  case  of  The  True  Blue 
(4  Moo.  N.  S.  104)  in  1866.    He  then  cited  what 
Lord  Stowell  had  laid  down  in  The  Aquila  (1  0. 
Bob.  p.  37)  to  the  effect  that  "  the  proper  mode  of 
consiaering  the  qjuestion  is,  what  is  the  fit  and 
proper  amount,  with  reference  to  all  the  ciroum* 
stances,  including  the  valueof  theproperty  salved, 
and  the  risk  to  the  property  ot   the  salvors  P*' 
And  at  p.  106  he  assigns  the  value  of  the  vessel 
salved  as  a  ground  on  which  their  Lordships  ought 
to  increase  the  sum  awarded  by  way  of  salvage 
remuneration  by  the  court  below.    That  the  value 
of  the  property  salved  is,  to  some  extent,  to  be 
treated  as  an  ingredient  in  the  calculation  of  the 
quantum  of  salvage  remuneration  is  a  proposition 
which  might  be  supported  by  a  long  series  of 
decisions  beginning  with  those  of  Lord  Stowell  in 
The   William  BecJeford  (3  C.  Rob.,  356)  and  Sir 
John  Nicoll  in  The  Industry  (3  Hagg.  208),  and 
coming  down  to  the  present  time.    And  their 
Lordships  do  not  conceive  that  it  was  the  intention 
of  the  learned  judge  who  decided  the  case  of  The 
Syrian  to  run  counter  to,  or  even  to  qualify  the 
decisions  of,  his  predecessors  on  this  point.    The 
rule  seems  to  be  that  though  the  value  of  ihe  pro- 
perty salved  is  to  be  considered  in  the  estimate  of 
the  remuneration,  it  must  not  be  allowed  to  raise 
the  quantum  to  an  amount  altogether  out  of  pro- 
portion to  the  services  actually  rendered.     And 
this  is  consistent  with  what  is  said  by  Lord  Stowell 
in  The  Blenden  Hall  (1  Dodson,  p.  421) .  **  In  fixing 
a  proportion  of  the  value  the  court  is  in  the  habit 
of  giving  a  smaller  proportion  where  the  property 
is  large,  and  a  higher  proportion  where  the  value 
is  small,  and  for  this  obvious  reason,  that  in  pro- 
perty of  small  value  a  small  proportion  would  not 
hold  out  a   sufficient  consideration;  whereas  in 
oases  of  considerable  value  a  smaller  proportion 
would  afford  no  inadequate  compensation. 

Applying  these  principles,  their  Lordships,  with 
the  most  anxious  desire  not  to  infringe  the  whole- 
some rule  which  allows  great  latitude  to  the 
discretion  of  the  court  of  first  instance  in  cases  of 
this  description,  have  been  unable  to  resist  the 
conclusion  that  the  learned  judge  has  given 
undue  weight  in  this  case  to  the  value  of  the 
property  salved,  and  has  consequently  awarded  a 
sum  which,  having  regard  to  the  services  rendered, 
their  Lordships  must  pronounce  to  be  excessive. 
Taking  into  consideration  all  the  circumstances  of 
the  case,  the  nature  and  duration  of  the  services, 

2H 


466 


MARITIME    LAW  CASES. 


Pkiv.  Co.] 


The  Henbt  Mobtok. 


[Priv.  Co. 


and  also  the  fact,  dwelfc  upon  by  the  learned  jadge, 
that  the  merit  6f  the  salvors  was  eohanced  by 
their  remoying  what  might  have  proved  a  danger- 
oas  obstacle  to  navigation,  and  giving  the  utmost 
•  weight  dne  to  the  valae  of  the  property  salved, 
their  Lordships  are  of  opinion  that  18,0002.  is  the 
utmost  amonnt  that  can  be  given  consistently  with 
j  ustice  to  the  owners  of  the  Ameriqtie,  and  the  rules 
which  govern  the  ordinary  practice  of  courbs  of 
admiralty  in  England.  And  they  will  hnmbly 
advise  Her  Majesty  that  the  sum  awarded  be 
reduced  to  that  amount.  Following  the  precedents 
of  the  Inca  and  the  Ghetah,  they  think  that  each 
party  should  bear  their  own  costs  of  this  appeal. 
They  do  not  propose  to  alter  the  proportions  in 
'which  the  judgment  under  appeal  has  apportioned 
^e  sum  awarded  amongst  the  different  classes  of 
salvors,  and  the  result  of  their  Lordships'  judg- 
ment will  be  that  the  sum  awarded  to  each  class 
will  be  diminished  by  two-fifths. 

Appeal  (Mowed ;  amount  reduced. 
Solicitors  for  the  appellants,  Stokes,  Saunders, 
and  Stokes,    Solicitor  for  the  Auburn  and  J^.  T. 
Barry,  Thomas  Cooper.    Solicitors  for  the  Spray, 
Priichard  and  Sons, 


Dee.  3  and  12,  1874. 

(Present :  The  Bight  Hons.  Sir  J.  W.  Col  vile. 
Sir  Barnes  Peacock,  Sir  Montague  Smith, 
Sir  B.  P.  Collier.) 

The  Henry  Morton. 

Collision — Tune  bye-laws — Vessels  crossing  river — 

Vessel  overtaking  another. 
By  the  hye-laws  in  force  regulating  the  navigation 
of  the  river  Tyne{clause  17)  ail  vessels  proceeding 
to  sea  must  keep  to  the  south  side  of  mid  Channel 
and  (clause  20)  "  vessels  crossing  the  river,  and 
vessels  turning  take  upon  themselves  the  responsi' 
bHity  of  doing  so  safety  with  reference  to  the  pass* 
ing  traffic;*'  wnder  th^se  bye-lcms  a  vessel  otUward 
bound  coming  atfuU  speed  out  of  the  Tyne  dock 
(on  the  south  side  of  the  river  Tune),  and  crossmg 
the  river  to  the  north  side  whether  intentionally, 
in  violation  of  clause  17,  or  unintentionally  by 
reason  of  the  force  of  the  tide,  is  hound  to  use  the 
Htmost  caution  to  avoid  the  passing  traffic,  and  to 
contemplate  before  cUtempting  to  corns  out  any 
contingencies,  su^h  as  tide,  stoppage  of  the  traffic, 
4'C..  wnieh  may  arise,  and  she  should  only  cross 
if  it  can  be  dofne  without  risk  to  that  traffic ;  if  a 
collision  occurs  by  want  of  such  caution  the  ship 
will  be  responsibie, 
Semble,  that  the  2\st  clause  of  the  above  bys'laws, 
providing  that  *^when  steam  vessels  are  proceeding 
in  the  same  direction  but  with  unequal  speed,  the 
vesseV*  which  steams  slowest  shall  when  over- 
taken take  certain  m>easures  to  allow  the  over- 
taking steamship  to  pass  her,  applies  only  to  a 
vessel  overtaking  ana  passing  another  actually 
upon  the  same  course  with  itself. 
These  were  appeals  from  decrees  of  the  High  Court 
of  Admiralty  of  England  in  cross  causes  of  damage 
brought  respectively  by  the  respondents  as  owners 
of  a  screw  steam  ship  called  the  Harefield,  against 
a  screw  steam  ship   called   the   Henry   Morton, 
owned  by  the  appellants,  for  the  recovery  of  dam- 
ages in  respect  of  a  collision  between  the  two  ships, 
and  by  the  appellants  against  the  Harefield  in 
respect  of  the  damages  sustained  by  the  Henry 
Morton. 


The  collision  happened  at  about  a  qaarter-psst 
foar  p.m.  on  the  afternoon  of  the  2l8t  Jan.  1874, 
a  little  below  the  entrance  of  the  Tyne  dock,  in 
the  river  Tyne.  The  tide  was  flood,  and  the 
weather  was  fine.  The  Henry  Morton  was  proceeding 
slowly  down  the  Tyne  in  about  mid-river  and  wis 
following  another  steamer  called  the  Elemore, 
which  was  also  going  down  at  the  distance  of  aboot 
three  times  the  length  of  the  Henry  Morton  ahead 
of  her.  When  the  Henry  Morton  was  nearly  off 
the  entrance  of  the  Tyne  dock,  which  is  on  the 
south  or  Durham  side  of  the  river,  the  Elemore 
stopped  on  account  of  a  sailing  vessel  which  was 
in  her  way,  and  the  engines  dt  the  Henry  Morton 
were  also  stopped. 

The  Harefield,  which  was  proceeding  to  sea, 
came  out  of  the  Tyne  dock  and  crossed  over  from 
the  south  to  the  north  side  of  the  river,  and 
although  the  engines  of  the  Henry  Morton  were 
reversed  and  her  helm  put  hard  a-starboard,  the 
Harefield,  with  her  port  side,  between  her  bridge 
and  forerigging,  came  into  collision  with  the  star- 
board side  of  the  seem  of  the  Henry  Morton.  The 
Harefield  then  went  on,  and  with  her  stem  struck 
the  Elemore  in  the  centre  of  her  stern. 

The  following  clauses  of  the  bye-laws  for  the 
regalation  of  the  navigation  of  the  river  Tyne  were 
admitted  to  be  in  force  at  the  time  and  place  of 
the  collision  in  question  in  this  cause :-» 

Clause  17. —AH  vessels  navigating  the  river  when  pro- 
ceeding towards  sea  shall  keep  to  the  south  of  mid- 
channel  ;  and  when  ooming  from  seaward,  ahall  keep  to 
the  north  of  mid  channel,  so  that  the  port-bdm  may 
always  be  applied  to  clear  vessels  proceeding  in  the 
opposite  direction. 

Ciaase  19.— AU  vessels  when  under  weigh,  leqairiog  to 
pass  over  a  part  of  the  channel  which  is  not  nithin  that 
half  reserved  for  their  navigation,  for  the  purpose  of  pro- 
oeedlng  to  or  from  landings,  moorings,  or  other  plaoee, 
mnct  take  noon  themselves  the  respon8ibili|^  of  doing  to 
in  safety  wiui  reference  to  the  pasting  traffic ;  and,  any 
vessel,  continoing  its  navigation  after  reaching  tach 
landing,  mooring^  or  other  place,  mast  again  proceed  to 
the  side  of  the  nver  specified  as  the  proper  side  for  its 
navigation,  so  soon  as  practicable,  and  ^e  upon  itself 
the  responsibility  of  doing  so  in  safety,  with  respect  to 
the  pasainff  trafiio. 

Clause  20.— Vessels  crossing  the  river,  and  veeieU 
turning,  must  take  upon  themseWes  the  responsibility  of 
doing  so  safely  with  reference  to  the  passing  traffic. 

Ciaase  21. — When  steam  vessels  are  prooeeding  in  the 
same  direction,  bat  with  oneqaal  speed,  the  vessel  which 
steams  slowest  shall,  when  overtaken,  keep  sufficiently 
to  the  left,  or  port  side,  and  shall  offer  no  obitraction 
whatever,  by  crossing  the  channel  or  otherwise,  to  the 
free  passage  of  the  faster  vessel ;  and  shall  ease,  and,  if 
necessary,  stop  the  engine  as  soon  as  a  faster  vessel 
comes  within  thirty  yards ;  and  in  like  manner  the  faster 
veeeel  shall  ease  its  engine  when  it  comes  within  thirty 
yards  of  the  slower  vessel,  until  it  has  passed  the  vesasl 
so  overtaken ;  and,  that  ignorance  of  tiie  approach  of  the 
faster  vessel  may  not  be  pleaded  by  the  master  of  the 
slower  vessel,  it  shall  be  sufficient  intimation  of  sooh 
approach  if  the  steam  whistle  of  the  fasten  vessel  be  three 
times  sounded,  but  no  vessel  overtaking  any  oUier  vessel 
will  be  justified  in  passing  such  veesel  at  any  of  the  points, 
or  other  dangerous  turnings  of  the  river,  or  at  the  dook 
entrances. 

On  the  part  of  the  appellants,  it  was  contended 
that  the  Harefield  was  to  blame  for  ooming  out  of 
the  Ty^e  dock  when  she  did,  regard  being  had  to 
the  positions  of  the  Henry  Morton  and  Elemore, 
and  other  vessels,  and  that  the  Harefield  could  and 
should,  in  accordance  with  the  said  bye-laws,  and 
with  careful  navigation,  have  been  kept  on  the 
south  side  of  the  river,  and  that  her  engines 
OQght  to  have  been  stopped  and  reversed  befbre 
the   collision,    in   time  to   have  prevented  \k» 
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ooUirion.  For  the  respoDdents  it  was  conteoded 
that  the  Henry  Morton  neglected  to  stop  and  reverse 
and  improperly  attempted  to  pass  the  Harejield 
contrary  to  the  bye-laws  of  the  river  Tyne. 

The  canse  was  heard  in  the  court  below  on  oral 
evidence  before  the  learned  jndge,  assisted  by 
Trinity  Masters. 

The  learned  jndge  of  the  court  below,  however, 
pronoanoed  the  collision  to  have  been  solely 
occasioned  by  the  improper  navigation  of  the 
Henry  Morion^  and  made  aeorees  condemning  the 
appellants,  and  their  bail,  in  the  damages  preceded 
for  and  in  costs,  and  dismissing  the  cross  snit  of 
the  appeUants.  The  reasons  for  the  judgment  and 
the  evidence  sufficiently  appear  in  the  judgment  of 
the  Judicial  Committee. 

From  this  decree  the  appellants  appealed  for  the 
following,  amongst  other  reasons. 

1.  Because  thope  in  charge  of  the  Hare  field  did 
not  keep  a  proper  look-out,  and  the  collision  was 
thereby  occasioned. 

2.  Because  the  Harefield  proceeded  to  leave  the 
Tyne  dock  at  an  improper  time  and  in  an  improper 
manner,  without  due  resrard  to  the  position  of  the 
Henry  Morton  and  the  Elemore,  and  the  collision 
was  thereby  occasioned. 

3.  Because  the  Harefield  did  not  take  proper 
measures  to  keep  on  the  south  side  of  the  river  in 
accordance  with  the  bye-laws  as  to  navigation  of  the 
Tyne  and  with  careful  navigation,  and  improperly 
neglected  to  keep  on  the  south  side  of  the  river, 
and  the  collision  was  thereby  occasioned. 

4.  Because  the  Harefield  did  not  duly  stop  and 
reverse  her  engines,  and  the  collision  was  thereby 
occasioned. 

5.  Because  the  said  collision,  if  not  wholly 
occasioned  by  the  several  acts  and  defaults 
hereinbefore  stated,  was  contributed  to  thereby  or 
by  some  of  them. 

6.  Because  the  judgment  and  decree  of  the  court 
below  were  in  favour  of  the  respondents,  whereas 
they  ought  to  have  been  in  favour  of  the  appellants. 

Butt,  Q.C.  and  E,  0.  Glarkeon,  for  the  appellants. 

MUtuard,  Q.O.  and  Qaineford  Bruce,  for  the 
respondents. 

Bee,  12,  1874— The  judgment  of  the  court 
was  delivered  by 

Sir  Barhbs  Pbacock.— This  is  a  case  of  collision 
between  two  screw  steamers  which  took  place  in 
the  river  Tyne  at  about  4.15  on  the  21st  Jan.  last, 
a  little  above  what  is  known  as  Whitehill  point  on 
the  northern  bank  of  the  river.  The  weather  was 
dear  and  fine ;  the  wind  wintrv ;  and  the  tide 
about  two-thirds  flood,  and  running  pretty 
strongly.  The  Henry  Morton  had  come  from  a 
place  called  Jarrow,  higher  up  the  river.  As  she 
approached  the  entrance  of  the  Northumberland 
dock,  which  is  on  the  northern  bank  of  the  river, 
she  bad  to  give  way  to  a  third  steamer,  the  Elenv 
ore,  also  outward  bound,  which  came  out  of  that 
dock ;  and  afterwards  continued  her  course  down 
the  river  in  the  wake  of  that  vessel  somewhat  to 
the  north  of  mid-channel.  Shortly  before  the 
collision  the  Elemore  stopped  her  engines  in  order 
to  avoid  a  brig  running  up  the  river  in  tow  of  a  tug. 

About  the  same  time  the  Harefield  came  out  of 
the  Tyne  dock,  which  is  on  the  southern  bank, 
crossed  the  river  at  full  speed  in  a  transverse  direc- 
tion intending  to  straighten  her  course  for  her 
passage  down  the  river ;  and  in  so  doing  came  in 
contact  first  with  the  Henry  Morton,  and  after- 
wards with  the  Elemore, 


So&rthe  facts  are  undisputed.    Upon  the  other 
parts  of  the  case  the  evidence  is  very  conflicting. 

The  case  of  the  Harefield  is,  that  she  was  hauling 
out  of  the  Tyne  dock,  and  was  in  the  act  of 
straightening  down  the  river,  her  engines  going 
a-head,  and  her  helm  being  hard  a-port,  when  the 
HenryMorton  came  down  the  river  at  a  rapid  speed, 
and  with  her  stem  struck  the  Harefield  a  violent 
blow  on  her  port  side,  nearly  amidships ;  and  that 
bavin flr  got  clear  she  came  on  again,  striking  the 
Harefield  a  second  blow  on  the  port  side  further 
aft ;  and  by  means  of  this  second  blow  forced  the 
Harefisld  into  collision  with  the  Elemore, 

The  case  of  the  Henry  Morion  is,  that  shortly 
before  the  collision  she  was  about  or  nearly  off  the 
entrance  of  the  Tyne  dock,  and  nearly  in  mid- 
stream ;  that  having  previously  stopped  in  order 
to  allow  the  Elemore  to  come  out  of  the  Northum- 
berland dock,  she  was  following  the  vessel  at  the 
rate  of  about  two  knots  an  hour,  when  the  Elemore^ 
having  to  stop  on  account  of  a  sailing  vessel  in  her 
way,  she  also  stopped  her  engines.  That  in  these 
circumstances,  the  Harefield,  having  come  out  of 
the  Tyne  dock,  was  seen  coming  athwart  the  river 
towards  the  Henry  Morton,  causing  danger  of 
collision;  that  the  Henry  Morton  thereupon 
reversed  her  engines  and  took  other  means  to 
avoid  the  collision  or  break  its  force ;  but  that  the 
Harefisld  with  her  port  side,  between  the  bridge 
and  the  fore-rigging,  came  into  collision  with  the 
starboard  side  of  the  stem  of  the  Henry  Morton^ 
passed  on  and  struck  the  Elemore  on  her  stern, 
and  coming  astern  again  came  into  collision  with 
the  Henry  Morton.  And  the  chief  fault  which  the 
pleading  of  the  Henry  Morton  imputes  to  those  on 
board  the  Harefield  is,  that  they  improperly 
neglected  so  to  navigate  her  as  to  enable  her  to 
keep  to  the  south  of  mid-channel. 

The  learned  jndge  of  the  Admiralty  Court  came 
to  the  conclusion  that  the  Harefield  was  not  to 
blame  for  coming  out  of  dock  at  the  time  when  she 
did  come  out ;  that  it  was  the  duty  of  the  Hewry 
Morton,  not  only  by  the  law  of  the  river,  but  also 
by  the  common  rules  of  navigation,  having  the 
tide  assisting  her  for  this  purpose,  to  stop  to  let 
the  Harefisld  come  out,  in  the  same  manner  as  the 
Henry  Morton  had  stopped  just  before  to  allow  the 
Elemore  to  come  out  of  the  Northumberland  dock ; 
that  the  collision  was  due  to  the  want  of  a  proper 
and  careful  look-out,  and  to  the  Harefisld  not 
having  been  seen  until  it  was  too  late  on  the  part 
of  the  Henry  Morton  to  avoid  the  collision ;  and 
that  the  Henry  Morton  was  alone  to  blame  for  that 
collision. 

Their  Lordships,  in  dealing  with  the  appeal  from 
this  decision,  propose  to  consider  first,  how  far  the 
evidence  justifies  the  finding  that  the  Henry 
Mgrton  was  at  all  to  blame  for  this  collision. 

In  order  to  arrive  at  a  just  conclusion  upon  this 
point  it  is  necessary  to  determine  with  more  or  less 
precision  two  questions  which  were  much  debated 
at  the  bar,  viz.,  what  was  the  position  of  the  Henry 
Morton  when  the  Harefisld  was  coming  out  of 
dock  ?  and,  at  what  speed  she  was  then  proceeding 
down  the  river  P 

The  witnesses  for  the  Harefield  place  the  Henry 
Morton  considerably  above  the  entrance  of  the 
Tyne  dock  at  the  time  when  their  own  vessel  came 
out  of  the  dock.  Some,  as  e.g.,  John  Wood,  the 
second  mate.  p.  22,  and  William  Bird,  p.  37,  place 
her  as  high  up  the  river  as  the  Northumberland 
dook«    In  this  their  Lordships  consider  there  is 
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some  exaggeration.  It  is  admitted  tbat  the 
Elemore  was  then  below  the  entrance  of  the  Tjne 
dock.  It  is  sworn  on  the  part  of  the  Henry  Morton 
that  she  had  stopped  in  order  to  allow  the  Elemore 
to  oome  ODt  of  the  Northumberland  dock ;  and  the 
fact  that  she  had  so  stopped  seems  to  have  been 
fonnd  by  the  Jadge  of  the  Admiralty  Conrt.  The 
witnesses  on  her  side  also  depose  that  she  after- 
wards followed  the  Elemore  at  a  distance  of  abont 
three  ships'  length ;  she  would  naturally  keep  as 
near  the  Elemore  as  she  could  with  safety ;  and 
the  distance  between  them  can  hardly  have 
exceeded  that  at  which  the  pilot  of  the  Elemore 
puts  it,  viz.,  six  ships'  length.  On  the  other  hand, 
it  is  to  be  observed  that  in  their  preliminary  act 
the  owners  of  the  Henry  Morton  have  stated  that 
*^he  Harefield  was  first  seen  coming  out  of  the  Tyne 
dock  board  on  the  starboard  bow  of  the  Henry 
Morton^  which  was  a  Utile  above  the  Tyne  dock 
entrance,  and  about  or  near  mid-channel."  And 
upon  the  whole  evidence  on  this  point  their  Lord- 
ships have  come  to  the  conclusion  that,  when  the 
Hairefield  came  out  of  dock,  or  was  seen  by  the 
pilot  of  the  Henry  Morton  as  about  to  come  out  of 
dock,  the  latter  vessel  was  still  above  the  entrance 
of  the  Tyne  dock. 

As  to  the  speed  at  which  the  Henry  Morton  was 
going  down  the  river  when  the  Harefield  was  first 
seen,  their  Lordships  see  no  reason  to  doubt  that 
it  was  that  stated  in  the  preliminary  act,  viz., 
about  two  knots  an  hour.  It  is  part  of  her  case 
that  when  the  Elemore  stopped  in  order  to  avoid 
the  steam  tug  and  the  brig  Isabel  in  tow  of  her, 
the  Henry  Morton  did  the  same.  The  time  at 
which  this  manoeuvre  was  executed  is  material. 
Her  captain's  evidence  as  to  tl^e  different  orders 
given  to  the  engineer  is  confused,  and  almost  in- 
explicable. That,  however^  of  Robert  Brown,  the 
pilot  in  charge  of  the  Henry  Morton,  makes  it  clear 
that  it  was  not  until  after  he  had  seen  the  masts  of 
the  Harefield  coming  through  the  piers  that  this 
second  stoppage  of  the  Henry  Morton's  engines 
took  place ;  and  that  between  that  and  the  previous 
stoppage,  in  order  to  let  the  Elemore  out  of  the 
Northumberland  dock,  they  had  gone  slowly 
a-head.  The  engines  were  not^  reversed  and  put 
full  speed  astern  until  the  collision  was  imminent. 
And  upon  the  whole  evidence  their  Lordships  have 
oome  to  the  conclusion  that  the  Henry  Morton, 
after  passing  the  Northumberland  docks,  and  when 
the  HarefieUl  came  through  the  piers,  was  going 
at  the  rate  of  two  knots  an  hour ;  that  she  after- 
wards stopped  her  engines,  and  immediately  before 
the  collision  reversed  them ;  but  that  up  to  and  at 
the  time  of  the  collision  she  continued  to  have 
some  way  upon  her. 

Another  question  which  was  debated  at  the  bar 
was  whether  the  collision  between  the  Elem^ore  and 
the  Harefisld  took  place  before  or  after  the  second 
collision  between  the  latter  vessel  and  the  Henry 
Morton,  There  is  a  direct  conflict  of  evidence  on 
this  point ;  but  their  Lordships  are  of  opinion  that 
the  account  given  by  those  on  board  the  Ha/refisld, 
confirmed  as  it  is  by  those  on  board  the  Elemore, 
and  other  independent  testimony,  is  more  credible 
than  that  of  the  witnesses  for  the  Henry  Morton ; 
and  that  the  Henry  Morton  and  the  Harefield  were 
in  collision  twice  before  the  latter  struck  the 
Elemore.  They  are  also  disposed  to  think  that, 
before  striking  the  second  below,  the  Henry  Morton 
must  have  began  to  go  a-head  again,  probably  in 
the  hope  of  getting  clear,  and  so  proceeding  to  sea.  1 


And  this  is  consistent  with  what  one  of  the  wit- 
nesses has  sworn  as  to  the  cry  from  the  Henry 
Morton  to  the  Harefield  to  pat  out  the  cork  fender. 

The  bye-laws  which  govern  the  navigation  of 
the  river  Tjme  have  been  invoked  by  both  parties. 
The  particular  clauses  insisted  upon  are  the  3rd, 
which  requires  all  vessels  proceeding  to  sea  to  keep 
to  the  south,  and  those  coming  from  seaward  to  the 
north  of  raid-channel ;  the  19th  and  20th,  which 
throw  upon  vessels  requiring  to  pa^s  over  a  part 
of  the  channel  which  is  not  within  the  half  reserved 
for  their  navigation,  and  upon  vessels  crossing  the 
river,  or  turniog,  the  responsibility  of  doing  sn 
safely,  with  reference  to  tne  passing  traffic;  and 
the  21st,  which  contains  the  following  passage, 
viz.,  *'  but  no  vessel  overtaking  any  other  vessel 
will  be  justified  in  passing  such  vessel  at  any  of 
the  points,  or  other  dangeroas  part  of  the  river,  or 
at  the  dock  entrances." 

Upon  the  facts  as  proved  above,  their  Lordships 
are  of  opinion  that  the  judgment  under  appeal,  io 
so  far  as  it  finds  that  the  Henry  Morton  was  guiltj 
of  culpable  negligence,  is  correct.  Looking  to  the 
position  of  the  Henry  Morton  when  her  pilot  first 
saw  the  Harefisld,  they  think  that  the  collision 
might  have  ben  avoided  if  the  Henry  Morton  had 
either  ported  so  as  to  pass  astern  of  the  Harefield 
to  the  southern,  which  it  is  to  be  observed  was  the 
proper,  side  of  the  river;  or  had  stopped  aod 
reversed  her  engines.  Their  Lordships  think  that 
either  measure  was  within  the  power  of  those  on 
board  that  vessel,  and  that  it  was  their  duty  to 
adopt  one  of  them.  Instead  of  doing  this  they 
appear  to  have  assumed  that  the  Harefield  would 
not  come  so  far  across  the  river,  and  to  have  paid 
no  Attention  to  her  movements  until  the  collision 
was  imminent.  In  this  their  Lordships  think  they 
were  not  justified,  whether  the  Harefield  was  or 
was  not  to  blame  for  coming  so  far  across  the  river 
a  point  to  be  considered  presently.  The  evidence 
of  the  different  pilots  examined  in  the  cause 
satisfies  their  Loidships  that  the  practice  of  so 
crossing  the  river,  whether  right  or  wrong,  is  so 
frequent,  that  the  contingency  of  the  Harefield 
doing  so  was  one  which  those  on  board  the  Henry 
Morion  ought  to  have  contemplated,  and  therefore 
that  they  were  not  justified  in  neglecting  to  take 
the  means  in  their  power  of  avoidmg  its  probable 
consequences.  It  is  further  to  be  observed  that 
her  master  himself,  and  her  chief  mate,  admit 
that  the  collision  might  have  been  avoided 
if  the  course  of  the  Harefisld  had  been  ob- 
served in  time.  Their  Lordships  think  it  right 
to  sav  that  they  have  come  to  the  conclusion  that 
the  Henry  Morton  was  in  fault  independently  of 
the  2l8t  clause  of  the  bye*laws,  which  they 
are  disposed  tio  think  applies  only  to  a  vessel  over- 
taking and  passing  another  actually  upon  the  same 
course  with  itself. 

Their  Lordships  have  now  to  consider  whether 
there  was  not  also  contributory  negligence  on  the 
part  of  the  Harefisld, 

It  is  admitted  that  the  proper  course  for  an  out- 
ward bound  steamer  leaving  the  Tjme  dock  is  to 
straighten  her  course  as  soon  as  possible,  so  as  to 
proceed  down  the  river  on  the  southern  side  of  mid- 
channel.  There  is  a  strong  body  of  evidence 
corroborated  by  proof  of  what  the  Anne  Webster 
did  to  show  that  this  may  be  done  without  mnning, 
like  the  Harefisld,  across  the  mid-channeL 

The  judgment  under  appeal  assumes  that  it  was 
the  daty  of  the  Harefield  to  get  to  the  south  side 
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as  soon  as  poBsible,  bat  finds  that  she  was  delayed 
iu  doing  so  by  accidental  circumstanoes,  of  which* 
one  was  the  presence  of  the  raft  of  which  mnch 
was  said  in  the  argument.  This  raft,  notwithatand* 
log  what  was  argued  to  the  contrary  by  Mr.  Brace, 
thttir  Lordships  mast  take  upon  the  endenoe  to 
have  nltimately  gone  np  the  river.  Ic  is  not  likely 
that  it  should  have  been  towed  against  the  tide 
down  the  river.  Their  Lordships,  however, 
conceive  it  to  be  possible  that,  in  order  to  allow 
the  Harefield  to  pass  it,  it  may  in  the  first  instance 
have  been  towed  towards  the  eastern  pier  of  the 
basin  into  the  slack-water  there.  If  this  be  so  it 
would  not  very  materLally  affect  the  subseqaent 
movements  of  the  Harefield^  which  is  pretty  well 
proved  to  have  come  out  from  between  the  piers 
wi&h  her  head  N.E.  by  E.  Had  the  raft  really 
altered  the  coarse  of  the  Harefield  it  would,  their 
Lordships  apprehend,  have  been  a  grave  question 
whether  she  ought  not  to  have  waited  until  that 
obstacle  was  out  of  the  way.  But  on  the  whole 
their  Lordships  are  disposed  to  think  that  the  rafb 
had  little  or  nothing  to  do  with  whati  subsequently 
happened. 

Then  it  is  said  she  came  out  with  her  head  in 
the  right  direction,  but  the  action  of  the  tide  on 
her  starboard  bow  gave  a  fling,  which  canted 
her  more  to  the  northward,  and  impeded  the  action 
of  her  port  helm.  There  does  not,  however,  seem 
to  have  been  anything  exceptional  in  the  strength 
of  the  tide  on  that  day.  « 

Either  she  intended,  or  she  did  not  intend,  to 
go  as  far  across  the  river  as  she  went.  Li  either 
case  the  bye-laws  seem  to  cast  upon  her  the 
responsibility  of  crossing  the  river,  or  of  going  out 
of  her  prescribed  ground  without  danger  to  the 
passing  traffic.  If  she  did  this  intentionally  (and 
the  fact  that  all  three  steamers  are  found  on  the 
northern  instead  of  the  southern  side  of  mid-  channel 
begets  a  suspicion  that  vessels  may  intentionally 
violate  the  17th  clause  in  this  part  of  the  river  in 
order  to  escape  the  strength  of  tide)  she  was  doubly 
hound  to  caution.  If  she  were  forced  into  that 
position  by  the  tide,  she  ought  to  have  contem- 
plated that  contingency.  But  in  either  case  it 
seems  to  their  Lordships  that  those  in  charge  of 
her  ought  to  have  watched  their  opportunity  for 
crossing  the  river  at  full  speed,  and  to  have 
observed  carefully  what  passing  traffic  was  likely 
to  come  in  her  way.  Had  they  done  this  they 
would  have  seen  that  the  Elemore  was  but  a  little 
below,  and  the  Hewry  Morton  but  a  little  above  the 
opening  of  the  dock ;  and  they  ought  further  to 
have  contemplated  the  contingency,  which  actually 
happened,  of  the  downward  course  of  these  vessels 
beinic  arrested  by  vessels  ascending  the  river,  as 
they  ought  to  ascend  it,  on  the  northern  side.  Upon 
tbe  evidence,  those  on  board  the  Harefisld  seem  to 
have  paid  very  little  attention  to  the  movements  of 
the  other  two  vessels.  And  their  Lordships  cannot 
acquit  them  of  having  recklessly  crossed  the  river 
at  the  risk  of  collision  with  one  or  both.  Nor  are 
they  satisfied  that  if  the  Harefield  had  carefully 
observed  the  movements  of  the  iwo  other  steamers, 
and  seen  that  they  had  been  stopped  by  the  brig, 
sho  might  not  have  extricated  herself  from  the 
position  in  which  she  had  placed  herself  without 
farther  danger  by  reversing  her  engines.  Upon 
tbe  whole,  therefore,  their  Lordships  cannot  acquit 
the  Harefield  of  blame,  and  they  hiave  come  to  the 
conclusion  that  it  will  be  their  duty  to  advise, Her 
Majesty  to  reverse  both  the  judgments  under 


appeal,  and  in  each  suit  to  pronounce  both  vessels 
to  blame,  and  to  direct  that  each  party  shall  bear 
their  costs,  both  in  the  Court  of  Admiralty  and  on 
this  appeal. 

JudgmenU  reversed  and  appedU  allowed. 

Solicitors  for  the  appellants,  Gellatlyt  Son,  and 
Wa/rton. 

Solicitor  for  the  respondent,  H.  0.  Ooote. 


COUBT  OF  QUEEN'S  BENCK. 

B^ported  by  J.  Shosit  and  M.  W.  McKxllab,  Eiqrs.« 

BaRister»«t>Law* 


Tuesday,  Jan,  19,  1875. 

Edwabds  V,  Aberatboh  Mutual  Smr  Ihsubancb 

SociETr  (Limited). 

Policy  of  marine  insurance — Bdsh  or  adventure-^ 
Time  policy^^Member  by  estoppel — Agreement  to 
decide  disputes — Condition  precedent — 30  ^  31 
Vict,c.2Z. 
Flaintiff   had    an  eqtdtdble  interest  in    a   ship, 
and  afterwards  recisived  a  transfer  of  the  legal 
interest  from  the   registered   owner,  who    was 
a    memiher   of    the    defendants*  society.      The 
owner  insured  the  ship  with  the  defendants  in 
the  plaintiffs  na/me  by  a  policy  incorporating 
the  rules  o/the  society,  and  providing  among  other 
things  that  every  insurance  effected  should  be  valid 
and  binding  from  noon  on  that  day  until  noon  of 
the  1st  Jan.  then  next  following  ;  by  the  rules,  per^ 
sons  became  members  only  by  signing  the  articles, 
and  none  but  members  could  xnsure  their  ships. 
The  rules  cUso  required  certain  notice  upon  sale  of 
a  ship  or  shares  thereof     The  plaintiff  had  never 
signed  the  articles,  nor  given  notice  of  the  transfer 
to  him  of  the  legal  interest,  but  had  paid  corUri' 
butions  claimed  from  him  as  owner  by  the  society. 
It  was  also  provided  by  the  rules  thcU  the  directors 
sJMtUd  decide  claims  and  disputes  ofmemhers,  and 
that  aggrieved  members  might  appeal  for  recon^ 
sideration  of  decisions,  first  to  the  diretiors  them* 
selves,  and  then  to  the  whole  society ;  and  also 
thai  no  member  should  be  allowed  to  bring  or  ha^e 
any  action,  suit,  or  proceeding,  or  other  remedy 
against  the  society  for  any  claims  or  demands 
upon  or  in  respect  of  the  society  or  the  members 
thereof,  except  as  therein  provided. 
Upon  loss  of  the  ship  plaintiff  was  refused  his  claim 
upon  this  policy  by  the  directors  twice,  hut  made 
no  appeal  to  the  whole  society. 
Held :  That  the  above  clause  in  the  policy  was  a  suM' 
dent  compliance  with  sect,  7  of  the  Stamp  Act 
1867 ;  that  the  defendants  were  estopped  from  dis' 
puting  the  plaintiff's  interest  inthepoUoy,  and 
his  right  as  member  to  sue  upon  it ;  btU  that  the 
clause  for  settlement  of  disputes  rendered  a  resort 
to  all  the  appeals  provided  therein  a  condition 
precedent  to  an  action  against  the  society  by  a 
member. 
Tins  was  an  action  brought  to  recover  the  sum  of 
lOOOL  in  respect  of  a  total  loss  of  a  vessel  called 
the  Hermione,  alleged  to  have  been  insured  for 
that  amount  by  the  defendants.    The  cause  came 
on  for  trial  at  the  sittings  after  Hilaiv  Term  1873, 
before  the  Lord  Chief  Justice  Cockburn  and  a 
special  jury,  when  by  the  consent  of  the  parties, 
and  by  order,  the  following  case  was  stated  for  the 
opinion  of  the  court. 

The  plaintiff  is  a  farmer  residing  at  Troedyr- 
hiw,  between   Aberayron   and   Abei7stwitb,  in 
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Cardiganshire,  and  the  defendants  are  a  mntual 
Booiety,  incorporated  under  the  Joint  Stock  Com- 
paniee'  Acts,  and  established  at  Aberayron  in  the 
same  county.  A  copy  of  the  memorandum  and 
articles  of  association  accompanied  the  case,  and 
was  to  be  taken  as  part  thereof.  In  the  month  of 
December  1868,  the  platntifTs  brother-in-law 
Daniel  Davis,  was  about  to  purchase  the  vessel 
Hermione,  and  the  plaintiff  agreed  to  make  him 
advances  to  enable  him  to  purchase  and  repair 
the  vessel.  The  terms  upon  which  the  advances 
were  agreed  to  be  and  were  afterwards  made  were 
embodied  in  a  written  agreement,  dated  22nd 
Dec.  1868 :  a  copy  of  this  agreement  accompanied 
the  case,  and  was  to  be  taken  as  part  thereof,  but 
it  is  not  material  to  the  Questions  raised.  The 
vessel  was  insared  for  tne  first  time  with  the 
defendants'  society  in  January  1869.  The  insurance 
was  effected  by  Daniel  Davies,  who  gave  directions 
to  the  defendants'  secretary  that  the  policy 
should  be  made  out  in  the  plaintiff's  name  and 
be  handed  to  him.  Davies  did  not  inform  the 
defendants  of  the  arrangement  made  with  the 
plaintiff.  The  document,  a  copy  of  which  accom- 
panies this  case,  marked  "0.,"  was  afterwards 
forwarded  by  post  by  the  defendants  to  the 
plaintiff.  It  is  the  nsnal  form  of  policy  issued  by 
the  defendants  to  their  members. 

In  Jan.  1870  the  vessel  was  on  a  foreign  voyage 
under  the  command  of  Daniel  Davies,  and  the 
plaintiff  in  his  absence  applied  for  a  renewal  of  the 
insurance  with  the  defendants.  The  premium  of 
171.  lOs,  was  paid  by  the  plaintiff,  and  in  March 
1870  the  defendants  forwarded  by  post  to  the 
plaintiff  the  document  a  copy  of  which  marked  "D," 
accompanied  this  case,  and  was  to  be  taken  as  part 
thereof.  No  copy  of  the  rules  or  articles  of  the 
association  was  furnished  to  the  plaintiff,  and  it  is 
to  be  taken  for  the  purposes  of  this  case  that  he 
had  not  read,  and  did  not  know  of  the  provisions 
contained  in  them  until  after  the  loss  of  the  vessel. 
In  March  1870  an  application  was  made  to  the 
plaintiff  for  a  sum  of  17Z.  108.,  being  the  contri- 
bution to  the  losses  of  the  year  1869,  payable  in 
respect  of  the  vessel  Hermione.  This  amount  was 
paid  by  the  plaintiff  on  the  31st  March  1870. 
Copies  of  the  notice  of  call,  and  of  the  receipt, 
marked  E  and  F,  respectively,  accompanied  this 
case,  and  were  to  be  taken  as  part  thereof,  but  need 
not  be  further  referred  to.  In  Oct.  1870  a  further 
call  was  made  on  the  plaintiff  for  the  losses  in  1870, 
and  the  plaintiff  paid  the  amount  and  obtained  a 
receipt.  The  notice  of  call  had  bnen  mislaid,  and 
a  copy  of  the  receipt,  marked  '*  H,"  accompanied 
the  case,  and  was  to  be  taken  as  part  thereof,  but 
need  not  be  further  referred  to.  On  14th  May  1870 
Daniel  Davies,  by  bill  of  sale,  which  was  soon 
afterwards  registered,  transferred  the  Hermione  to 
the  plaintiff.  No  notice  of  this  transfer  was  given 
to  the  defendants.  In  June  1870  Daniel  Davies 
made  a  claim  upon  the  society  for  the  amount  of 
the  loss  of  an  anchor  and  chain  of  the  Hermione. 
The  claim  was  for  2001.,  and  was  resisted  by  the 
society  on  the  ground  that  the  loss  was  one  which 
should  be  contributed  for  in  general  average,  and 
that  the  ship's  proportion  was  only  71.  A  copy  of 
the  rules  was  then  furnished  to  Daniel  Davies  by 
the  defendants'  secretary,  and  the  sum  of  71.  was 
ultimately  received  by  the  plaintiff  in  payment  of 
the  claim. 

The    Hermione  was    wrecked    and   became  a 
total  loss  off  Pernambuco  in  Nov.  1870.    On  the 


2od  Dec.  1870  the  plaintiff  sent  in  to  the  defendants 
a  claim  for  the  amount  of  the  insurance  of  the 
Hermione,  viz.,  10002.,  and  soon  after  Daniel  Davies 
was    requested    to    attend    a    meeting    of    the 
board  of    directors  on   the  6th  Jan.  1871.     He 
attended  accordingly,  and  was  questioned  as  to  the 
circumstances  of   the  loss  of    the    vessel     The 
directors  expressed  to  Davies  their  opinion  tbit 
his  account  of  the  wreck  was  not  satisfactory,  and 
that  the  loss  was  not  shown  to  have  been  caused 
by  perils  of  the  seas.    When  he  had  withdrawn 
from  the  room  they  came  to  the  resolution  **  That 
the  owners  of  the  Herm^ione  had  no  claim  upon 
the  society."    The  plaintiff  had  no  notice  of  the 
meeting,  and  neither  Davies  nor  the  plaintiff  had 
notice  of  this  resolution,  or  was  required  to  attend 
the  directors  on  any  subsequent  occasion.    On  the 
6th  April  1871  a  notice,  signed  by  ten  members 
Of  the  association,  but  not  signed  by  the  plaintiff 
or  Davies,  was  sent  to  the  defendants'  office.  This 
notice  was  submitted  to  the  next  quarterly  meet- 
ing of  the  directors.     No  notice  to  attend  was 
given    either    to    the    plaintiff    or    Davies,  and 
in  their  absence  the  directors,  without  further 
inquiry,  came  to  the  same  resolution  as  before,  viz., 
that  the  owners  of  the  Hermione  had  no  claim 
upon  the  society.    The  defendants  now  admit  the 
total  loss  of  the  vessel  by  perils  of  the  seas,  hot 
contend  that  they  are  not  liable  in  this  action  on 
several  grounds — amongst  others,  upon  the  ground 
that  the  document  upon  which  the  plaintiff  brings 
this  action  does  not  specify  the  risk,  and  is  there- 
fore void  as  a  policy  of  insurance  under  30  &  31 
Vict.  c.  23,  8S.  7  &  9.    They  also  contend  that  the 
rules  and  articles  of  association  are  to  be  treated 
as  incorporated  with  the  policy,  and  that  under  the 
rules  the  plaintiff  is  not  a  member  of  the  de- 
fendants' society,  and  is  not  entitled  to  recover  in 
respect  of  any  loss.    There  was  no  evidence  to 
show  that  persons  insuring  with  the  society  were 
always  required  to  sign  the  articles  of  association, 
and  neither  Davies  nor  the  plaintiff  had  been  re- 
quested to  do  so,  either  before  or  after  the  regis- 
tration of  the  society.  Tbo  defendants  also  contend 
that  the  resolution  come  to  by  the  directors  was  a 
decision  upon  the  plaintiff's  claim,  and  that,  not 
haviuflc  been  appealed  from  in  the  manner  pointed 
out  by  rule  84,  the  decision  has  beoome  final  and 
binding. 

It  was  agreed  that  the  court  should  have  power 
to  draw  all  such  inferences  of  fact  as  might  have 
been  drawn  by  a  jury.  It  was  also  agreed  that  the 
court  should  have  power  to  make  all  such  amend- 
ments as  may  be  made  under  the  Common  Law 
Procedure  Acts,  and  to  amend  the  particulars  if  the 
court  should  think  fit,  so  as  to  enable  the  plaintiff 
to  reoover  all  or  any  of  the  moneys  paid  by  him  to 
the  defendants. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  court  was 
whether  or  not  the  plaintiff  has  any  cause  of  action 
against  the  defendants.  If  the  court  should  be  of 
opinion  in  the  affirmative,  the  judgment  was  to  be 
entered  for  the  plaintiff  for  such  amount  as  the 
court  should  direct,  with  costs  of  suit.  If  the 
court  should  be  of  opinion  in  the  negative,  then 
judgment  of  nonsuit  was  to  be  entered  with  costs. 

The  memorandum  and  articles  of  association 
were  printed  together,  and  it  appeared  from  the 
third  paragraph  of  the  former  that 

The  objeots  for  which  the  company  is  established  an 
the  mataal  insurance  of  ships  belonging  to  members  « 
the  company,  and  the  doing  of  all  such  other  things  •■ 
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are  inoidepUl  or  oondaoive  to  the  attaininenta  of  the 
abore  obieote. 

By  Article  3, 

£?ex7  person  shall  be  deemed  to  haye  agreed  to 
beoome  a  member  of  the  oompany  who  inenres  anv  ship 
or  share  in  a  i>hip  in  pnrsnanoe  of  the  regulations  herein- 
after contained. 

By  Article  4, 

That  no  person,  except  the  persons  who  haye  signed 
the  eopy  of  these  aricles  kept  for  that  purpose  at  the 
offioe  of  the  oompany,  previonely  to  the  complete  regis- 
tration of  the  society,  shall  become  a  member  of  the 
society,  until  his  admittance  shall  haye  been  consented 
to  by  a  Kwrd  of  directors,  and  he  shall  haye  eiffned  the 
eopy  of  these  articles  kept  for  that  purpose  at  the  office 
of  the  oompany. 

By  Article  39, 

Tl^  the  directors  shall  haye  full  power  to  enter  into 
and  execute,  and  also  to  modify,  alter,  or  release  any 
eontimct  or  agreement  respecting  any  matter  in  which 
the  society  may  be  interested ;  and  to  adjust,  settle,  and 
decide  all  olauns  and  demands  upon  the  society  by  the 
members  thereof;  or  to  decide  and  determine  aQ dis- 
putes, oontroyersies,  and  matters  arising  between  the 
society  and  members  of  the  society  conoeming  insur- 
ances or  claims  upon,  or  liabilities  by  and  to  the  society, 
and  concerning  the  laws,  rules,  regulations  and  bye- 
laws  of  the  tociety ;  and  the  decision  of  the  directors 
shall  be  final  and  condusiye,  as  well  upon  the  society  as 
the  members  thereof;  and  no  member  of  the  society 
shall  be  allowed  to  bring  or  haye  an  action,  suit,  or  pro- 
ceeding or  other  remedy  against  the  society  or  the  mem- 
bers thereof,  for  any  claims  or  demands  upon  or  in  re- 
spect of  the  society  or  the  members  thereof,  exceot  as  is 
prorided  by  these  presents ;  but  no  director  who  shall  be 
mtereeted  in  the  particular  matter  which  shall  be  referred 
to  the  directors,  further  or  otherwise  than  a  general  mem- 
ber of  the  society,  or  whose  claims  upon  the  society  shall 
be  submitted  to  the  decision  of  the  directors,  shall  be 
allewed  to  yote  or  interfere  in  such  matter  or  claims  ; 
and  in  case  any  question  shall  arise  as  to  any  director 
bfliog  allowed  to  yote  in  such  matter  or  daim,  such 
queraon  shall  be  finally  decided  by  the  directors 
present  at  any  board,  exdusiye  of  the  director  whose 
yote  shall  be  questioned  ;  and  the  directors  may,  if  they 
shall  think  fit,  cause  an^  of  such  claims  and  demands, 
and  the  amount  to  be  paid  to  any  member  of  the  society, 
to  be  submitted  and  referred  to  the  decision  of  any 
person  practising  as  an  ayertge  adjuster  of  marine 
assuimnoes,  who  uiall  be  attended  by,  and  haye  the  same 
powers  of  calling  for,  and  enforcing  the  attendance  of 
ekdmaiits  and  other  eyidence,  as  the  directors  would  ; 
and  the  directors  or  any  person  on  the  part  of  the  society, 
and  the  claimant,  or  any  person  on  his  behalf,  shall  be 
at  Uberty  to  attend  and  produce  any  eyidence  before 
such  ayerage  adjuster ;  and  in  eyery  such  case  the 
deciaipn  or  award  of  such  ayerage  adjuster  shall  be  final 
and  oondnsiye  on  the  sodei^  and  claimant,  and  eyery 
person  interested  in  such  chum,  and  no  appeal  shall  be 
alloired  therefrom. 

By  Article  63, 

That  if  any  member  of  the  society  shall  sell  any 
yoaeel,  or  shares  of  any  yessel  insured  by  the  sodety, 
his  claims  upon  the  society,  and  liability  to  contribute 
to  the  losses  or  damages  of  otiier  members  of  the  sodety 
in  respect  of  such  yessel  or  shares  shall  cease  as  soon 
as  the  possession  of  such  yessel  or  shares  shall  be 
deliTered  to  the  purchaser  thereof,  or  the  sale  shall  be 
otherwise  completed,  and  notice  in  writing  of  the  sale 
shall  haye  been  giyen  by  the  member  so  selling  to  the 
seoretary,  but  not  before ;  and  the  purchaser  of  such 
yessel  or  shares,  if  not  a  member  of  the  sodety,  shall 
haye  no  daim  upon  the  society  in  respect  thereof ;  and 
if  the  purchaser  be  a  member  of  the  sodety,  such 
member  shall  haye  no  claim  upon  the  society  in  respect 
thereof,  until  he  shall  haye  entered  such  yessd  or  share 
in  his  own  name  in  the  books  of  the  society,  and  in  all 
respects  haye  conformed  to  the  laws,  rules,  and  regu- 
lations of  the  sodety  in  respect  of  such  yetsd  or  shares. 

By  Article  74^ 

That  eyery  yessel  insured  in  the  sodety  shall  haye  an 
agent  or  ship's  husband,  whose  name  and  address  shall 
be  deliyered  by  the  owner  or  owners  thereof  to  the  sec- 
retary, and  be  entered  by  him  in  the  books  of  the  sodety ; 


and  eyery  sudi  agent  or  ship's  husband  shall  haye 
full  power  to  transact  and  settle  all  matters  of  business 
with  the  society  relating  to  such  yessel,  and  to  p%y  and 
receiye  andgiye  discharges  for  all  moneys  which  shall  be 
payable  from,  er  reodyable  by,  the  owner  or  owners  of 
such  yessel  to  or  from  the  society;  and  to  whom  all 
notices  and  demands  affecting  the  owner  or  owners  of 
such  yessd  may  be  deliyered,  and  when  deliyered  shaU 
be  binding  on  such  owner  or  owners. 

By  Article  83, 

That  in  all  cases  of  any  yessel  or  shares  thereof 
insured  by  the  sodety  being  lost,  wreoked,  stranded, 
burnt,*  abandoned,  captured,  damaged,  or  injured,  by 
being  run  down,  or  otherwise  injured  by  any  other  yessel, 
the  owner,  master,  or  mate,  or  some  of  the  crew,  shall  as 
soon  as  circumstances  will  permit,  giye  notice  thereof  to 
the  secretary  of  the  society,  who  shall  thereupon,  by 
letter  to  the  seyeral  directors,  summon  a  board  of 
directors  on  the  first  oonyenient  day,  not  exceeding  seyen 
days  from  the  receipt  of  such  notice ;  and  the  directors 
shall  proceed  to  examine  the  owner,  master,  and  mate, 
and  such  of  the  crew  as  they  shall  think  necessary,  as  to 
the  cause  of  such  loss  or  damage,  and  shall  make  such 
further  inquiries,  and  take  such  measures  and  make  such 
decisions  and  regulations  thereon,  as  in  their  judgment 
the  case  shall  require ;  and  the  owner  or  master  of  any 
yessel  so  lost,  wrecked,  stranded,  burnt,  abandoned, 
captured  damaged  or  injured,  shall  not  commence  any 
repairs  except  such  as  shall  be  deemed  necessary  for  the 
immediate  B%fety  of  such  yessel,  or  settle  or  compromise 
any  claims  or  disputes,  or  prosecute  or  defend  any  action 
or  suit  in  relation  thereto,  without  thepreyious  consent 
of  the  directors. 

By  Article  84, 

That  if  any  member  of  the  sodety  shall  be  dissatisfied 
with  the  decision  of  the  directors  as  to  the  settlenient  of 
any  loss  or  damage  sustained  by  such  member,  or  ba  to 
any  claim  or  other  matter  settled  or  adjusted,  or  dedded 
by  the  directors  ;  and  such  member  so  dissatisfied  shall 

Srocure  ten  other  members  of  the  society,  not  being 
irectors,  to  join  with  him  in  a  written  requisition  to  the 
directors  to  reconsider  and  reyise  their  dednon.  The 
directors  shall  thereupon  call  a  Board  of  Directors  of  not 
less  than  tsTi,  and  consider  and  reyise  such  dedsion ; 
and  in  case  such  member  shall  be  dissatisfied  with  the 
further  decision  of  such  Board  of  Directors,  such  mem- 
ber BO  dissatisfied,  together  with  twenty  other  members 
of  the  society,  may,  by  writing  under  their  hands,  require 
the  secretai^  to  summon  a  Special  General  Meeting  of 
the  Sodety,  to  be  held  at  any  time  not  exceeding  four- 
teen days  from  the  recdpt  oi  such  writing  by  the  secre- 
tary, and  such  Special  General  Meeting  shall  haye  full 
power  to  confirm  or  yary  the  deddon  of  the  directors, 
and  whateyer  shall  be  decided  by  the  Spedal  General 
Meeting  shall  be  final  and  binding,  as  well  upon  the 
sodety  as  upon  all  the  parties  interested  in  the  deddon. 

The  policy  marked  C,  referred  to  the  articles 
of  association,  bat  contained  no  specification  of  the 
particular  risk  or  adventure  other  than, — *'Tbat 
every  insurance  effected  shall  be  valid  and  binding 
from  twelve  o'clock  of  the  noon  on  that  day  on 
which  the  insaranoe  shall  be  effected  until  twelve 
o'clock  of  the  noon  of  the  first  d»y  of  January 
then  next  following." 

The  document  marked  D.  was  the  same  printed 
policy  as  C.    The  part  following  the  printed  sen- 
tences was,  when  filled  up,  as  follows  :^ 
No.  1.  Offices,  Quay-parade,  Aberayron, 

Feb.  24, 1870. 

This  is  to  certify  that  Mr.  Evan  Edwards,  as  ship's 
husband  for  the  Hermionet  162  tons,  A  1,  red,  whereof  is 
master  at  the  present  time  Daniel  Dayies,  has  this  day 
paid  171. 10«.  for  the  insurance  of  fifty-two  shares,  lOOOl. 
on  the  said  yessel. 

Value  of  whole  ship,  as  per  rule  for  this  class,  171.  lOs. 
per  ton,  12L  15s,  lOOOl. 

r  J.  N.  Evans,  Chairman. 
Signature  of  Directors.   ]  W.  J.  Bbbs. 

C  David  Jonis. 

Premium  171.  lOs.  Secretary,  John  Jamxs. 

Duty  58,  Treasurer,  Thomas  JoNKS. 

171. 158. 
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The  following  were  the  plaintiff's  points  of 
argument  .*  First,  that  the  vessol  Hermione  was 
in  fact  insared  by  the  defendants;  secondly,  that 
the  plaintiff  had  a*  sufficient  interest  in  the  vessel 
to  sue  on  the  contract  of  insurance;  thirdly, 
that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  sue  on  the  con- 
tract of  insurance  on  behalf  of  Daniel  Davies ; 
fourthly,  that  the  defendants  are  estopped  from 
denying  that  they  had  insured  the  ship,  or  that 
the  plamtiff  or  Daniel  Davies  had  an  insurable 
interest ;  fifthly,  that  the  plaintiff  is  a  member  of 
the  defendants'  association,  and  is  entitled  to  re- 
cover; sixthly,  that  there  is  nothing  in  the  rules  or 
articles  of  the  .defendants'  association  disentit- 
ling the  plaintiff  to  recover;  seventhly,  that  there 
has  been  no  such  proper  and  final  decision  of  the 
directors  as  disentitles  the  plaintiff  to  recover. 

The  following  were  the  defendants'  points  of 
argument :  First,  that  the  document  upon  which 
the  plaintiff  sues  in  this  action  is  void  as  a  policy 
of  insurance,  because  it  does  not  specify  the  risk 
insured  against  (30  &  31  Yict,  c.  23,  ss.  7  and 
9) ;  secondly,  that  the  alleged  policy  was  issued 
subject  to  the  rules  and  articles  of  defendants' 
society,  and  that  the  plaintiff,  not  having  been  a 
member  of  the  said  society,  is  not  entitled  to 
recover  in  this  action  (see  Article  3  oE  Memo- 
randum of  Association,  and  Eules  3,  4*,  and 
63);  thirdly,  that  the  defendants  never  re- 
ceived notice  of  any  assignment  of  Daniel 
Davies'  interest  in  the  vessel  to  the  plaintiff,  and 
that  the  plaintiff,  after  such  assignment,  never 
having  become  a  member  of  the  society,  is  not 
entitled  to  recover,  (see  Bule  63) ;  fourthly  that  the 
defendants  dealt  with  the  plaintiff  as  ship's  hus- 
band, and  never  as  the  owner  of  the  vessel,  or  as  a 
member  of  the  said  society,  (see  form  of  alleged 
policy,  and  rule  74) ;  fifthly  that  the  decision  of  the 
directors  given  in  this  matter  against  the  claim 
for  the  loss  of  the  Hermione  made  upon  the 
society,  not  being  appealed  against  in  the  way 
provided  by  the  rules,  is  conclusive,  (see  Bules 
39,  83,  and  84.) 

KeneUn  Dighy  argued  for  the  plaintiff. — The 
words  of  the  7th  section  of  the  Stamp  Act  1867, 
npon  which  the  defendants'  first  objection  is  bRsed 
are : — "  No  contract  or  agreement  for  sea  insurance 
shall  be  valid  unless  the  same  is  exprensed  in  a 
policy;  and  every  policy  shall  specify  the  parti- 
cular risk  or  adventure,  the  names  of  the  sub- 
scribers or  underwriters,  and  the  sum  or  sums  in- 
sured, and  in  case  any  of  the  above  mentioned 
particulars  shall  be  omitted  in  any  policy,  such 
policy  shall  be  null  and  void  to  all  intents  and 
purposes.  This,  however,  is  a  time  policy,  and  it 
cannot  be  maintained  that  more  than  the  descrip- 
tion of  the  exact  time  covered  by  the  insurance  is 
required  by  this  section.  If  the  particular  voy- 
age were  required,  it  would  be  impossible  generidly 
to  enter  into  time  policies,  and  the  following 
section  shows  that  it  was  not  intended  to  abolish 
them-  [Blackbubn,  J. — This  policy  seems  clearly 
to  satisfy  that  enactment.  At  all  events,  you  need 
say  no  more  on  that  point  until  we  have  heard  the 
other  side.]  As  to  the  defendants'  second  point  of 
argument,  I  do  not  dispute  the  assertion  that  the 
policy  was  issued  subject  to  the  rules  and  articles 
of  the  defendants'  company,  but  I  contend  there  is 
nothing  in  them  to  prevent  the  plaintiff  recover- 
ing in  this  action.  The  defendants  are  estopped 
from  denying  his  being  a  member  of  their  com- 
pany.   By  the  3rd  rule,  '*  Every  person  shall  be 


deemed  to  have  agreed  to  become  a  member  of  the 
company  who  insures  any  ship  or  share  in  a  ship, 
in  pursuance  of  the  regulations  hereinafter  con- 
tained."   Although   the  plaintiff  had  not  signed 
the  articles  as  required  by  Bule  4,  yet  the  defend* 
ants  twice  called  npon  him  to  pay  oontribatioos, 
and  he  was  accepted  by  them  as  the  insurer  of  the 
ship.      Lindley,   in   summing   up   the   cases  on 
estoppel,  says  (p.  139  of  The  Law  of  Partnership, 
Yol.  1): — "These  cases  show  conclusively  that 
companies  cannot,  any  more  than  individuals,  take 
advantage  of  the  non-observance  of  formatities 
which  they  have  not  insisted  npon,    and   have 
tacitly  at  least  dispensed  with;    and  they  show 
further,  that  if   the  directors  of  a  company,  in 
transacting  such  business  cf  the  company  as  they 
are  authorised  to  transact,  neglect  to  observe  the 
formalities  prescribed  by  the  regulations  of  the 
company,  and  treat  an  informal  act  as  a  formal 
one,  and  thereby  induce  others  to  do  the  same,  the 
company  is  estopped  from  afterwards  disputing 
the  validity  of  what  has  been  treated  as  valid  hj 
all  parties."     [Lush,  J. — Besides,  if  the  defen- 
dants enter  into  a  policy  of  insurance  with  a  non- 
member,  why  should  they  not  pay  P]     Another  de- 
fence is  based  on  Bule  63  of  the  articles,  which  re- 
quires   certain    formalities    upon     the    sale    of 
a  ship.    What  was  done  in  this  case  was  a  mere 
transfer    of   the    legal    interest,    the   equitable 
interest  being  in  the  plaintiff  before.  [Bla.ckburk, 
J. — That  rule  does  not  seem  to  touch  this  tran* 
saotion.]    Another  defence  is  raised  upon  Bales 
39,  83,  and  84,  and  it  is  contended  that,  however 
right  the  plaintiff  may  be,  he  cannot  enforce  his 
claim  by  action,  bat  in  the  first  place  the  case  finds 
that  the  plaintiff  had  no  notice  of  the  directors' 
meetings.    [Blackbubn,  J.— Notice  to  Davies  was 
notice  to  plaintiff,  and  Davies  was  present.]    In 
the  next  place,  no  contract  is  valid  which  ousts  the 
jurisdiction  of  the    Superior    Courts.     [Black- 
burn, J. — Is  not  the  adoption  of  the  course  pro- 
vided  merely   a    condition   precedent  to  an  ac- 
tion PJ    The  words  of  Bule  39  are  absolute ;  "  the 
decision  of  the  directors  shall  be  final  and  con- 
clusive as  well  upon  the  society  as  the  members 
thereof ;  and  no  member  of  the  society  shall  be 
allowed  to  bring  or  have  any  action,  suit,  or  pro* 
ceeding,  or  other  remedy  against  the  society  or  the 
members  thereof,  for  any  claims  or  demands  npon 
or  in    respect  of  the   society   or  the    members 
thereof,    except  as   is    provided   by   these  pre- 
sents."   The  principle   of   law    was    laid  down 
in  Scoit  V.  Avery  (5  H.  L.  Cas.  811),  that  parties 
cannot  by  contract  oust  the  courts  of  their  juris* 
diction;    but  any  person  may  contract  that  no 
right  of  action  shall  accrue  till  a  third  person  has 
decided  on  any  difference  that  may  arise  between 
himself  and  the  other  party  to  the  covenant.    Id 
that  case  the  decision  of  arbitrators,  who  were  to 
aecertain  the  sum  to  be  paid  to  an  insurer  for 
loss,  was  declared  a   condition  precedent  to  the 
maintaining  of  an  action;  and  it  was  held  that 
was  a  lawful  condition.     Subsequent  cases  have 
also  gone  to  increase  the  exceptions  to  the  prin- 
ciple, but  none  of  them  have  been  decided  on 
words  so  clearly  ousting  the  jurisdiction  as  these 
do.    The  strongest  case  of  exception  is  Elliott  v. 
The  Boyal  Exchange  Assurance  Company  (L.  Bep. 
2  Ex.  237),  where  a  covenant  in  a  policy  of  fire 
insurance  provided  that  "in  case  any  difference 
shall  arise  touching  any   loss  or  damage,  such 
difference   shall    be    submitted   to   arbitrators, 


MARITIME    LAW  CASES. 


473 


Q.B.] 


Edwards  v.  Abebatron  Mutual  Ship  Insurance  Society  ( Limited). 


[Q.B. 


whoee  award  in  writiDg  shall  be  conclnBive  and 
binding  OQ  all  parties ;  bat  if  there  shall  appear 
soy  fraud  or  false  swearing*  the  claimant  snail 
forfeit  all  benefit  of  his  claim."  Bramwell,  B., 
dissented  from  the  conclasion  of  the  majority, 
that  this  was  only  a  covenant  to  pay  the  adjnsted 
losp,  and  that  the  plaintiff  had  no  cause  of  action. 
The  arUde  in  this  case  goen  further  than  that ; 
and  if  it  prevents  this  action,  it  will  render  the 
decision  of  the  directors  final  on  the  question  of 
whether  the  ship  was  lost.  Before  Scott  v.  Avery, 
the  cases  are  still  more  opposed  to  any  effect  being 
fdven  to  such  an  answer  to  an  action  as  this.  In 
Thompson  ▼.  Ohamook  (8  T.  Bep.  139),  it  was  held 
that  to  a  covenant  in  a*deed,  made  for  the  per- 
formance of  several  matters,  the  defendant  cannot 
plead  that  in  the  deed  there  is  a  covenant  that  in 
case  any  difference  should  arise  between  the  parties 
respecting  any  part  of  the  agreement,  it  should  be 
settled  by  three  arbitrators,  and  that  he  offered  to 
refer  the  matter  in  dispute,  but  that  the  plaintiff 
refnsed.  The  previous  cases  were  all  discassod, 
and  Lord  Kenyon  afterwards  said:  "It  is  not 
necessary  now  to  say  how  this  point  ought  to  be 
determined  if  it  were  re«  integra,  it  having  beefi 
decided  again  and  again  that  an  agreement  to 
refer  all  matters  in  differenc9  to  arbitration  is  not 
Rnfficient  ta  oust  the  courts  of  law  or  equity  of 
their  jurisdiction."  The  covenant  in  Horton  v. 
Sayer,  (4  H.  &  N.  6i3),  was  held  to  be  au  absolute 
agreement  to  oust  the  Superior  Courts  of  their 
jurisdiction,  and  therefore  void;  the  form  of  it 
was  very  similar  to  this,  except  that  it  did  not  con- 
Htitate  so  absolute  an  agreement  to  oust  the  juris- 
diction; it  was  that  if  any  difference,  variance, 
controversy,  doubt,  or  question  should  arise  be- 
tween the  parties  touching  or  concerning  any 
covenant,  clause,  proviso,  matter,  or  thing  in  the 
said  indenture  of  lease  contained,  then  all  and 
every  such  matter  in  difference  should  be  dis- 
oossed,  resolved,  and  finally  ended  by  arbitrators 
chosen  as  therein  provided,  and  that  the  parties 
shonld  not  prosecute  any  suit  or  seek  any  remedy 
either  in  law  or  equity  for  relief  in  the  premises 
without  first  submittiufl:  to  such  arbitration  and 
reference.  In  Eoper  v.  Lendon  (I  E.  &  E.  825),  an 
Bgreement  to  resort  to  arbitration  was  held  to  be 
merely  collateral  to  the  agreement  to  pay.  Lord 
Campbell  said:  '*The  court  will  not,  therefore, 
treat  the  agreement  to  refer  as  ousting  their  juris- 
diction until  there  has  been  a  reference.  The 
distinction  between  the  present  case,  and  cases 
like  Scott  ▼.  Avery  is  plainly  pointed  out  in  the 
judgment  there  delivered  in  the  House  of  Lords. 
The  present  case  does  not  fall  within  that  decision, 
snd  the  defendant  could  have  enforced  the  agree- 
ment to  refer  only  by  an  application  under  the 
Common  Law  Procedure  Act  1854,  s.  11."  Here 
the  words  of  the  d9th  article  neither  express  a 
ooUateral  agreement  nor  make  a  reference  a  con- 
dition precedent  to  an  action;  they  absolutely 
cost  the  jnrisdiotion  of  the  courts.  1,Bi«ackbuen, 
i'^Tredvoen  v.  Holman  Q  H.  &  C.  72),  seems  to 
be  very  like  this  case.  That  was  an  action  for  a 
total  loss  against  a  Mutual  Marine  Insurance 
Association,  one  of  the  rules  of  which  was  that  all 
average  claims  and  claims  of  abandonment  should 
be  adjnsted  and  settled  by  arbitration,  the  award 
to  be  final,  and  that  no  action  at  law  should  be 
brought  until  the  arbitrators  had  given  their  deci- 
sion. It  was  held  that  no  action  could  be  main- 
tttned  on  the  policy  for  a  total  lose  until  the  claim 


had  been  adjnsted  and  settled  by  arbitration  in 
pursuance  of  the  rule.]  That  clause  made  arbitra- 
tion a  condition  precedent  tu  an  action,  but  here 
all  action  is  excluded  entirely.  If  this  article  is 
held  to  be  a  bar  to  legal  proceedings,  the  court 
will  be  going  beyond  any  case  hitherto  decided 
At  all  events  the  resolution  of  the  directors  to  be 
a  binding  decision  must  have  been  upon  notice  to 
the  plaintiff.  [Blackbukn  J. — If  resort  to  the 
directors  and  the  general  company  is  a  condition 
precedent,  it  cannot  matter  to  you  whether  there 
was  an  improper  decision  or  none  at  all.  At  all 
events  there  has  been  no  appeal  to  a  general 
meeting.] 

B,  T.  WiUiatns  (with  Luah)  for  defendants. — 
No  interpretation  has  been  put  upon  these  words, 
''risk  or  adventure,"  in  the  Stamp  Act  1867;  but 
if  the  court  consider  this  form  of  policy  sufficient 
I  will  not  press  the  objection.  [Bl&ckbuun,  J. — 
It  is  manifestly  a  dishonourable  point  to  take,  and 
the  proceeding  is  aggravated  by  the  point  being 
untenable.]  With  regard  to  the  plaintiff  being 
entitled  to  recover,  the  case  finds  that  his  name 
appears  on  all  the  documents  issuing  from  the 
company  only  as  ship*s  husband :  until  after  the 
loss  the  defendants  had  no  information  of  any  other 
interest  he  had  in  the  ship.  The  insurance  was 
effected  by  Davies.  [Blackburn,  J. — But  two  con- 
tributions were  claimed  upon  and  made  by  the 
plaintiff;  the  defendants  are  therefore  estopped 
irom  denying  his  interest,  and  from  taking  advan- 
tage of  any  informality.]  The  important  point, 
no  doubt,  is  as  to  the  decision  of  the  directors. 
This  39th  article  contains  an  important  conditiou 
of  the  formation  of  the  society ;  it  would  be  im- 
possible to  transact  their  business  without  an 
arrangement  for  settling  the  claims  and  disputes 
of  the  members.  [Blackburn,  J.— You  may  take 
it  that  the  policy  and  the  rules  are  to  be  read 
together,  and  also  that  it  was  in  the  defendants' 
power  to  make  their  mode  of  reference  a  condition 
precedent  to  this  action  ;  the  question  is  whether  it 
IS  so  made  by  this  rule.]  By  section  84  two  appeals 
are  given  to  a  member  dissatisfied  with  the  first 
decision  of  the  directors,  and  for  this  reason  the 
oases  relied  on  by  the  plaintiff  have  no  applica- 
tion. Further,  Tredwen  v.  Hohnan  is  exactly  in 
point. 

Dighy  in  reply. — In  all  the  cases  where  arbitra- 
tion has  been  held  to  be  a  condition  precedent  to 
an  action,  it  has  been  so  stated  in  the  agreement 
6.  g.f  Braunatein  v.  Accidental  Death  AMaurance 
Company  (1  B.  &  S.  782).  Here,  on  the  contrary, 
the  39th  rule  distinctly  provides  that  there  shall 
be  no  appeal  to  any  other  tribunal  than  the 
directors. 

BiiACKBUfiN,  J. — I  think  in  this  case,  on  the  whole 
our  judgment  must  be  in  favour  of  the  defendants, 
and  a  nonsuit  must  be  entered.  There  are  four 
points  which  have  been  raised. 

As  to  the  first,  we  think  this  is  a  time  policy, 
which  is  not  affected  by  this  provision  of  the 
Stamp  Act.  The  point  ought  not  to  have  been 
raised  by  the  defendants,  and  is,  moreover,  a  bad 
one. 

The  second  point  is  raised  upon  the  articles 
of  association,  which  are  incorporated  into  the 
contract,  by  the  references  to  them  on  the 
policy.  The  memorandum  of  association  states 
the  objects  for  which  the  company  was  estab- 
lished to  be  the  mutual  insurance  of  ships 
belonging  to  members  of  the  company ;  and  tne 
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fourth  article  requires  persons,  before  they  become 
members,  to  sign  the  articles.  Now,  it  appears 
that  the  plaintiff  had  an  equitable  interest  in  the 
ship,  but  his  name  wa<>  not  entered  on  the  register ; 
Davies,  the  registered  owner,  acting  for  the  plain- 
tiff, effected  this  insurance  with  the  defendants  in 
his  own  name.  The  company  made  calls  yearly 
upon  the  members,  and  twice  the  plaintiff 
was  asked  for  and  made  payments  for  calls. 
The  second  point  was  that  the  plaintiff  never 
having  signed  the  articles  of  association  was 
not  a  member,  and  therefore  had  no  contract 
with  the  defendants ;  but  the  answer  is,' the  defen- 
dants by  their  claiming  calls  upon  the  plaintiff, 
and  receiving  payment  from  him  as  owner  of  the 
ship,  are  estopped  from  saying  that  he  is  not  a 
member. 

The  third  point  is  that,  by  the  63rd  article, 
even  if  the  plaintiff  were  at  any  time  a  member 
of  the  society,  he  forfeited  his  rights  by  the 
transfer  of  the  legal  interest  in  the  ship  to  him  by 
Davies,  and  his  neglect  afterwards  to  take  the  steps 
required.  That  article,  however,  only  relates  to 
when  any  member  of  the  society  shall  sell  any 
vessel,  or  shares  of  any  vessel,  insured  by  the 
society ;  and,  to  my  mind,  this  transfer  of  the 
legal  interest  was  no  such  sale  of  the  ship. 

These  three  points  we  determine  in  favour  of 
the  plaintiff,  but  the  fourth  must  go  the  other 
way. 

Amongst  the  rules  of  the  society  incorporated  in 
the  contract  are  the  39th,  83rd,  and  84th ;  by  the 
first  of  these  the  directors  are  empowered  to  exe- 
cute contracts,  **and  to  adjust,  settle  and  decide 
all  claims  or  demands  upon  the  society  by  the 
members  thereof;  or  to  decide  and  determine 
all  disputes,  controversies  and  matters  arising 
between  the  society  and  members  of  the  society 
concerning  insurances  or  claims  upon,  or 
liabilities  by  or  to  the  society,  and  concern- 
ing the  laws,  rules,  regulations,  and  bye-laws 
of  the  society;  and  the  decision  of  th^  directors 
shall  be  final  and  conclusive,  as  well  upon  tho 
society  as  the  members  thereof;"  then  comes  the 
clause,  the  effect  of  which  we  must  decide  as 
bearing  upon  this  fourth  objection — "and  no 
member  of  the  society  shall  be  allowed  to  bring 
or  have  an  action,  suit,  or  proceeding,  or  other 
remedy  against  the  society  or  the  members 
thereof  for  any  claims  or  demands  upon  or  in  re- 
spect of  the  society  or  the  members  thereof,  ex- 
cept as  is  provided  by  these  presents."  Further 
on  the  article  provides  that  "  the  directors  may, 
if  they  shall  think  fit,  cause  any  of  such  claims 
and  demands,  and  the  amount  to  be  paid  to  any 
member  of  the  society  to  be  submitted  and  re- 
ferred to  the  decision  of  any  person  practising  as 
an  average  adjuster  of  marine  assurances."  who 
shalllhear  evidence ;"  and  in  every  such  case  the 
decision  or  award  uf  such  average  adjuster,  shall 
be  final  and  conclusive  on  the  society  and  claimant, 
and  every  person  interested  in  such  claim,  and  no 
appeal  shall  be  allowed  therefrom."  Article  83 
provides  for  the  investigation  of  any  loss  by  the 
directors,  and  their  decision  thereon.  And  by  the 
following  Article  84,  if  any  member  be  dissatisfied 
with  a  decision  of  the  directors,  he  may  procure 
ten  members  of  the  society  to  join  in  a  written  re- 
quisition to  the  directors  to  reconsider  and  revise 
such  decision,  and  if  dissatisfied  with  the  directors' 
further  decision,  he  may,  if  twentv  members  will 
join  him  in  a  requisition,  obtain  the  decision  of  a 


special  general  meeting  of  the  society,  which 
shall  be  final  and  binding  as  well  upon  the  society 
as  upon  all  parties  interested  in  the  decision. 

Taking  these  provisions  together,  what  did  the 
parties  who  formed  the  society  really  mean  by 
themP  8coU  v.  Avery  decided  that  an  agreement 
to  refer  a  disputed  amount  of  claim  did  not  nec<«- 
sarily  mean  to  oust  the  courts'  j  urisdiction.  and  was 
not,  therefore  void ;  but  if  it  was  intended  that  do 
action  should  lie  except  for  the  amount  which 
must  be  previously  fixed  by  an  arbitrator,  a  refer- 
ence was  made  a  condition  precedent  only,  and 
the  agreement  was  valid ;  in  which  case  the  action 
mnst  fail  unless  the  amount  of  claim  has  been 
fixed  by  arbitration.  Here  the  articles  say  an 
aggreived  member  may,  with  the  help  of  tea 
others,  go  to  the  directors  a  second  time,  and  if  he 
likes  he  may,  with  the  help  of  twenty  others,  take 
the  opinion  of  a  general  meeting.  It  seems  to 
me  that  the  members  of  this  Mutual  Insurance 
Society  have  agreed  that  all  these  steps  shall  be 
taken  before  a  member  shall  resort  to  law  or 
equity.  I  think  the  case  of  Tredwen  v.  Hotman  is 
very  near  this,  and  the  decision  is  applicable  here. 
The  special  case  finds  that  the  plaintiff  has  not 
exhausted  all  the  power  to  appeal  provided  by  the 
84th  article,  and  therefore  the  present  action  will 
not  lie.  I  see  nothing  to  prevent  the  plaintiff 
from  now  going  to  a  general  meeting  of  the 
society,  nor  from  obtaining  a  reconsideration  of 
what  is  now  admitted  to  have  been  a  wrong  deci- 
sion of  the  directors. 

MeIlok,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  Mr. 
Digby  has  disposed  successfully  of  all  points 
except  the  last.  Tredwen  v.  Holman  is,  I  think, 
applicable  to  that  point,  and  rightly  decided.  It 
is  quite  competent  to  a  society  for  mutual  insurance 
to  agree  to  do  their  utmost  to  settle  their  own 
differences.  The  language  of  these  rules  is  some- 
what obscure,  and  there  is  some  difficulty  in  ool< 
lecting  its  meaning ;  but  I  think  the  members 
must  have  intended  to  require  a  reference,  first  to 
the  directors  again,  and  then  to  a  seneral  meeting, 
as  a  condition  precedent  to  action.  The  plaintifE 
was  bound  to  abide  by  those  rules,  and  therefore  a 
nonsuit  mnst  be  entered.  I  agree  with  my  brother 
Blackburn,  that  now  it  has  been  disoovered  there 
really  was  a  loss  of  the  ship,  the  decision  of  the 
directors  ought  to  be  reconsidered. 

Lush,  J. — ^I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  agree 
with  what  has  been  said  on  the  first  three  points, 
and  I  have,  especially,  no  doubt  that  after  what 
has  oocured,  the  defendants  are  estopped  from 
disputing  the  plaintiff's  bein^  a  member  of  the 
company.  The  real  question  in  the  case  is  what 
was  the  nature  of  the  contract  concerning  the 
settlement  of  differences.  I  think  that  the  articles 
do  not  form  an  absolute  agreement  to  oust  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  courts,  but  merely  impose  the 
condition  of  appealing  first  to  the  two  tribunals  of 
their  own,  before  a  member  can  resort  to  litigation 
against  the  society.  I  agree  that  there  seems  to 
be  nothing  to  prevent  now  the  appeal  to  a  general 
meeting  which  the  plaintiff  has  omitted. 

Judgment  for  drfendante. 

Attorneys  for  plaintiff,  Pateraony  Snow  and 
BuriMy. 

Attorneys  for  defendants,  Haye$,  Twi$dent 
Parker  and  Go, 
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Beported  by  J.  P.  Abpihall,  Eiq.,  BazriBter-at'Law. 


Monday,  Nov.  30, 1874 

The  Lemington. 

CnUuion — Ship  wholly  under  control  of  charterera 

— Proceeding  in  rem — Liahility  of  the  res, 
A  ship  chaHered  hy  her  owners  so  tnat  the  whole 
control  and  management  of  ship  and  crew  are 
vetted  in  the  charterers,  is  liable  in  a  proceeding 
in  rem  for  da^nage  done  to  another  ship  hy  the 
negligence  of  her  crew,  aUhou>gh  they  are  the 
charterer's  servants.{a) 
This  was  a  oaaee  of  collisioo  insbibated  on  behalf 
of  the  owners  of  the  sbeamship  Conservator  againsb 
the  steam  wherry  Lemington,  and  her  owner  inber- 
Tening.    The  petibion,  so  far  as  is  maberial,  was  an 
follows  :— 

1.  At  a  liitae  after  4  a.m.,  on  the  23td  July  1874,  the 
screw  steamship  Conservator ^  of  580  tons'  register,  was 
lying  in  the  looks  of  the  Tyne  Dock,  moored  fore  and  aft 
to  the  quay. 

2.  At  snoh  time  the  above-named  yessel  Lemington 
droTe  against,  snd  with  her  stem  stmok  the  Conservator 
on  her  starboard  side,  between  the  bridge  and  the  fore 
rigging,  and  did  her  considerable  damace. 

3.  The  said  collision  was  ocoasioDedoy  the  Xreminyton 
having  been  insufficiently  and  insecurely  moored  or 
fastened,  and  otherwise  by  the  neglect  of  those  in  charge 
of  her,  to  take  proper  measures  for  keeping  her  clear  of 
the  Conaervator, 

The  answer  filed  by  the  defendants  alleged  that 
the  Lemington  was  a  screw  wherry  of  about  forty 
tons,  and  was  manned  by  a  crew  of  two  hands,  one 
Joseph  Forster  being  master,  and  one  Edward 
Forster  engineer;  and  thecoUiRionwas  occasioned 
by  neglect  of  the  dock  master  of  the  Tyne  Dock  in 
casting  of  the  Lemington*s  mooring  ropes  and 
opening  the  sluices  of  the  dock,  and  that  the  dock 
master  was  in  charge  under  the  Harbour,  Docks, 
and  Piers  Glauses  Act  1847,  and  so  far  as  the 
Lemington  was  concerned,  the  collision  was  an  in- 
evitable accident ;  the  second  and  sixth  articles  of 
the  answer  were  as  follows : 

2.  At  the  time  of  the  said  collision,  and  for  some  time 
previously,  the  Lemington  was  and  had  been  let  by  the 
defendants  to,  snd  hired  from  the  defendants,  by  the 
■aid  Joseph  Forster,  for  the  purpose  of  oarrving  cargo  on 
the  river  Tyne,  under  an  agreement  by  which  the  said 
Joseph  Forster  agreed  to  and  did  pay  to  the  defendants 
one-tff th  part  of  the  gross  earnings  of  the  said  wherry, 
and  all  disbursements  and  expenses  incurred  and  oon- 
neotfld  with  the  management,  working,  employment,  and 
navigation  of  the  said  wherry  were  agreed  to  be  and  were 
paid  by  the  said  Joseph  Forster,  and  the  said  Joseph 
Forster  had  absolute  control  over  the  management,  work* 
ing»  employment,  and  voyages  of  the  said  wherry,  and 
over  the  navigation  of  the  said  wherry  during  the  said 
vc^ages  ;  and  the  wherry  was  not  in  any  way  under  the 
control  of  the  defendants  during  the  said  letting  and 
hiring,  and  the  said  Joseph  Forster,  in  the  said  manage- 

^■■■»  II  I  ■■■nil  ■■■■■!  I  I  ■  ^111.^  »■■■!  » 

(a)  It  being  a  fact  in  the  case  that  the  Lemington  was 
not  a  seagoing  vessel,  it  was  contended  on  behalf  of  the 
defendants  that  no  maritime  lien  attached  for  damage 
done  by  her,  because,  previous  to  3  and  4  Vict.  o.  65,  s.  6, 
the  High  Court  had  no  jurisdiction  within  the  body  of  a 
connty,  and  that  consequently  there  was  no  maritime 
Hen  enforceable  by  the  law  of  England  for  damage  done 
within  the  body  of  a  county,  and  that  the  above  Act 
gave  no  maritime  lien  for  such  damage,  and  if  there  were 
no  such  lien  there  was  only  a  personal  liability,  and  the 
owners  were  not  persoaally  responsible  for  the  negligent 
aots  of  other  persons'  servants.  The  learned  judge,  how- 
ever, held  that  the  point  was  not  sufficiently  raised  upon 
the  pleadings,  and  refused  to  entertain  it.  He  at  the  same 
time  declined  to  express  any  opinion  upon  it  either  one 
way  or  the  otiier.— Ed. 


ment,  working,  employment,  and  navigation  acted  on  his 
own  behalf  as  principal,  and  not  in  any  way  as  agent  or 
servant  of  the  defendants  in  that  behalf. 

6.  The  Lemington  was  not  under  the  management  or 
control  of  the  defendants,  so  as  to  render  them  liable  for 
any  loss  or  damage  sustained  by  the  plaintifrs  in  the  said 
collision. 

The  plaintiffs  now  moved  the  court  to  reject  the 
second  and  sixth  articles  of  bhe  answer,  upon  the 
ground  that  they  disclosed  no  ground  of  defence 
to  the  acbion,  and  were  irrelevant. 

E.  C.  Olarkson,  in  support  of  the  mobion. — As- 
suming bhe  facts  stated  in  the  second  article  of  the 
answer  to  be  true,  the  Lemington  was  in  effecb 
chartered  to  Joseph  Forster  so  as  to  be  actually 
demised  to  him  for  bhe  time  being.  The  question 
then  arises,  does  a  ship  so  chartered  continue  to 
be  responsible  for  damage  done  negligenbly  whilst 
she  is  in  bhe  possession  of  the  charterer.  I  admib 
bhab  the  owners  would  not  be  personally  responsible, 
bub  I  submib  that  the  demise  of  the  ship  does  not 
take  away  the  responsibility  of  the  res.  A  maritime 
lien  attaches  to  a  ship  for  damage  done  through 
the  negligence  of  those  who  are  in  charge  of  the 
ship,  unless  they  are  acting  unlawfully  or  cub  of  bhe 
scope  of  bheir  anbhoriby.  This  lien  cannob  be  dis- 
placed by  means  of  chartering  bhe  ship,  otherwise 
every  owner  would  entirely  avoid  liability  by  de-* 
mising  his  vessel  to  another  person.  Albhongh 
bbis  quesbion  has  never  been  decided  formally.  Dr. 
Lushingbon  has  clearly  intimated  his  opinion  on 
it  in  The  Ticonderoga  (Swab.  215) ;  that  case  was 
a  cause  of  damage  iosbibnbed  againsb  a  vessel  which 
was  charbered  bo  the  French  Grovernmenb  during 
the  Crimean  war,  and  by  the  terms  of  the  charter- 
party  she  was  bound  to  employ  a  particular  tug 
for  tov^age  purposes,  and  the  tug  whilst  towing 
her,  negligently  broughb  her  inbo  collision  wibh  the 
plaintiif 's  vessel,  and  the  owners  of  bhe  Ticonderoga 
ROughb  to  conbesb  the  liabiliby  of  bheir  ship  upon 
bhe  ground  bhab  the  negligence  was  not  that  of 
those  on  board  the  Ticonderoga,  bub  of  the  sbeamer 
abbaohed  to  her,  which  was  not  in  any  sense  her 
servant ;  Dr.  Lushingbon  bhere  said :  *'  Supposing 
a  vessel  is  chartered  so  that  the  owners  have 
divested  themselves,  for  a  pecuniary  consideration, 
of  all  power,  righb,  and  authoriby  over  the  vessel 
for  a  given  time,  and  have  left  to  the  charterers 
the  appointment  of  the  master  and  crew,  and  sup- 
pose in  that  case  the  vessel  had  done  damage  and 
was  proceeded  against  in  this  court — I  will  admib, 
for  the  purpose  of  argumenb,  that  the  charterers 
and  not  bhe  owners  would  be  responsible  elsewhere, 
albhough  I  give  no  opinion  upon  bhaD  point — but 
still  I  should  say  here  to  the  parbies  wno  had  re- 
ceived the  damage,  that  they  had  by  the  maritime 
law  of  nations,  a  remedy  against  the  ship  itself; " 
and  it  was  held  that  the  Ticonderoga  was  liable  for 
the  acts  of  the  tug.  Again,  in  The  Buhy  Qiteen 
(Lush.  266),  a  yacht,  doing  damage  thrpugh  the 
negligence  of  the  servants  of  a  yachting  agent  in 
whose  hands  she  had  been  placed  for  sale,  was  held 
liable  in  rem.  Owners  cannob  divesb  their  ships  of 
liabiliby  by  any  volunbary  acbs  of  bheir  own,  and 
the  possession  of  charberers  is  the  possession  of  the 
owners  where  a  question  of  liabiliby  for  acbs  of  negli- 
gence occurring  in  bhe  ordinary  course  of  the  ship's 
employment  arises.  When  a  maritime  line  once 
attaches  to  a  ship,  ib  cannot  be  gob  rid  of  by  change 
of  ownership;  consequenbly,  when  the  owners 
resume  possession  of  their  ship  out  of  the  hands  of 
the  charberers — as  they  have  done  for  the  purposes  of 
this  case  by  appearing  as  owners  absolutely — they 
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take  it  back  subject  to  the  lien  whioh  attaches  to 
it  The  charterers  are  nothiag  else  but  pro  hdo 
vice  ownerp,  and  their  acts  as  owaers  bind  the  ship. 
The  charterers  mast  be  in  the  position  either  of 
agents  for  the  owners  or  of  absolute  owners  for  the 
time  being,  and  in  either  case  their  acts  will  render 
the  ship  responsible. 

JcMnes  P.  A»pinM,  for  the  defendants,  in  sapport 
of  the  answer. — It  being  admitted  that  the  defen- 
dants would  not  be  liable  in  an  action  in  personam 
for  the  damage  sastained  by  the  plaintiffs,  the  only 
question  is,  whether  their  ship  is  liable  in  a  pro- 
ceeding in  rem  in  respect  of  that  damage.  To  give 
a  right  of  proceeding  in  rem  against  the  ship,  as 
apart  from  the  right  of  proceeding  in  personam 
against  the  owners,  the  plaintiffs  must  have  a 
maritime  lien  upon  the  ship  for  the  damage  done ; 
otherwise  the  proceedings  in  rem  would  be  a  mere 
process  of  the  court  to  enforce  a  personal  liability 
which  does  not  exist.    Il  was  decided  in  The  Bold 
Buccleugh  (7  Moore  P.  G.  C.  267).  that)  a  ship 
damaging  another  in  collision  is  subject  in  respect 
of  that  damage  to  a  maritime  lien,  which  travels 
with  the  thing  into  whosesoever  possession  it  may 
come,  but  that  decision  only  applies  to  oases  where 
the  lien  has  attached.    In  this  case,  I  submit,  that 
no  lien  has  attached  upon  this  ship.    No  lien  at- 
taches upon  a  vessel  for  damage  done,  unless  that 
damage  is  done  by  the  default  of  persons  who 
are  at  the  time  of  the  damage  the  owners  or  their 
servants,  and  so  done  that  the  owners  would  be 
persocally  responsible  for  what  is  done.    A  lien 
which  has  attached  to  a  vessel  before  it  oomes  into 
the  poEsession  of  owners,  no  doubt  continues  whilst 
in  their  possession ;  but  if  damage  be  done  whilst 
they  are  owners,  their  ship  is  only  responsible  if 
they  themselves  would  be  responsible  in  an  action 
in  personam.    In  The  Druid  (1  W.  Bob.  392,  398). 
Dr.  Lnshington  says :  *'  Now  in  some  cases  it  is 
obvious  that  a  ship  may  ba  liable  where  the  owners 
would  not  be  personally  responsible,  as,  for  in- 
stance, in  cases  of  lien  upon  a  ship  for  seamen's 
wages  or  bottomry  bonds,  when  the  lien  has  been 
acquired  before  the   existing  owners  made  their 
purchase.    Against  such  liabilities  the  purchasers 
must  protect  themselves  by  caution  or  by  contract 
at  the  time  of  sale,  as  against  the  enforcement  of 
the  outstanding  lien  in  a  proceeding  against  the 
ship,  in  this  court  they  would  have  no  legal  de- 
fence upon  the  plea  that  the  existence  of  the  lien 
was  unknown  to  them  at  the  time  the  purchase 
was  effected.    Again,  it  might  possibly  be  that  an 
innocent  purchaser  may  be  liable  to  have  his  ship 
arrested  and  sold  for  the  payment  of  damages  in  a 
case  where  the  former  owners  would  have  been 
responsible,  and  the  damage  was  occasioned  before 
the  pumhase  was  made ;  but  upon  this  point  I 
give  no  opinion  whatever.  In  the  case  above  men- 
tioned, it  is  to  be  remembered  that  the  liability 
must  be  assumed  to  have  attached  upon  the  ship 
prior  to  the  time  when  the  ownership  rested  in  the 
existing  owners.    In  all  the  causes  of  action  which 
may  arise  from  circumstances  occurring  during 
the  ownership  of  the  persons  whose  ship  is  pro- 
ceeded against,  I  apprehend  that  no  suit  could  ever 
be  maintained  against  a  ship  where  the  owners 
were  not  themselves  personally  liable,  or  where 
their  personal  liability  had  not  being  given  up,  as  in 
bottomry  bonds,  by  taking  a  lien  on  the  vessel 
The  liability  of  the  ship,  and  the  responsibility  of 
the  owners  in  such  cases,  are  convertible  terms. 
The  ship  is  not  liable  if  the  owners  are  not  respon- 


sible; and  vice  versa,  no  responsibility  can  attach 
upon  the  owners  if  the  ship  is  exempt,  and  not 
liable  to  be  proceeded  against."  The  collision  here 
complained  of  occurred  during  the  ownership  of 
the  defendants,  and  it  is  conceded  that  they  are 
not  personally  liable;  hence  it  follows  from  The 
Druid  that  their  ship  is  not  liable.  It  is  true  that 
in  the  case  of  The  Druid  the  master  was  acting 
illegally,  as  well  as  out  of  the  scope  of  his  aotho- 
rity  ;  but  in  The  Orient  (3  Mar.  Law  Cas.  0.  S. 
321)  it  was  held  that  an  agent  for  the  oompletioo 
and  sale  of  a  ship,  who,  acting  out  of  the  scope  of 
his  authority,  had  placed  the  ship  into  a  certain 

Eosition  to  assort  his  own  right  to  foreshore,  and 
ad  so  damaged  another  vessel,  was  not  the  agent 
of  the  owners  for  that  purpose,  and  did  not  by  his 
act  render  the  vessel  liable ;  in  that  case  there  was 
no  illegality;  simply  an  unauthorised  act  of  anagent, 
and  yet  the  ship  was  not  responsible,  and  clearly 
upon  the  ground  that  there  was  no  personal  respon- 
sibility on  the  part  of  the  owners.  The  cases  cited 
by  the  plaintiff  cannot  be  taken  as  overruling  the 
considered  judgment  in  The  Druid  and  the  judg- 
ment in  The  Orient,  Moreover,  they  are  distin- 
guishable upon  two  grounds:  First,  that  they 
are  really  not  decisions  upon  the  point  now  under 
discussion ;  secondly,  because  they  relate  to  cases 
in  which  the  person  doing  the  damage  was  an 
agent  of  the  shipowner,  whilst  in  the  present  case 
there  was  no  such  agency.  The  Ticonderoga 
(Swabey,  217)  is  not  a  decision  in  point;  what 
was  said  in  that  case,  as  to  ships  in  the  hands  of 
charterers,  was  entirely  an  obiter  dictum,  and  bad 
nothing  to  do  with  the  decision  which  proceeded 
upon  the  ground  that  the  shipowner,  by  entering 
into  the  charter-party,  bad  unaertaken  voluntarily 
to  employ  as  his  servant,  and  to  assist  him  in  per- 
forming his  contract,  a  tug  named  by  the  French 
Government,  and  that  the  ship  was  responsible 
for  the  negligence  of  that  tug.  But  I  submit  that 
even  that  ground  of  decision  is  erroneous;  the 
mere  voluntary  entering  into  an  agreement,  which 
obliges  a  shipowner  to  obey  the  orders  of  another 
person,  will  not  render  him  responsible  for  the  acts 
of  that  other  person :  an  owner  whose  ship  is  char- 
tered to  the  British  Government  as  a  transport,  and 
is  bound  to  obey  the  orders  of  the  offioer  in  command 
of  a  transport  fleet,  is  not  responsible  for  damage 
done  through  obeying  the  orders  of  that  offioer; 
(Hodgkvnson  v.  Ferme,  2  0.  B.,  N.  S.  415).)  The 
Ticonderoga  does  not  apply  in  any  way  to  the  pre- 
sent case,  save  in  so  far  as  it  expresses  an  uoneoes- 
sary  opinion,  and  that  opinion  is  in  direct  contra- 
diction to  the  considered  judgment  in  The  Drmd 
(ubi  sup.)  The  Euby  Queen  (Lush.  266)  is  wrong 
upon  the  same  grounds,  and,  moreover,  the  ques- 
tion  of  liability  in  rem  was  not  raised  upon  the 
pleadings,  and  Only  arose  incidentally,  and  the 
court  declined  to  entertain  it  at  the  hearing  upon 
that  ground. 

The  charterers,  in  such  a  case  as  the  pre- 
sent, are  not  in  any  sense  the  agents  of  the 
shipowners,  but  they  rather  hold  the  position 
of  independent  contractors  who  undertake  the 
whole  management  and  working  of  the  ship, 
free  from  the  control  of  the  owners;  for  such 
contractors  the  shipowners  cannot  be  held  respon- 
sible, even  through  their  ship,  fn  the  case  of  tow- 
age contracts  the  general  rule  in  this  country  is 
that  the  tow  is  responsible  for  the  negligence  of 
the  tug,  but  that  proceeds  upon  the  ground  that 
the  tug  remains  during  the  performaooe  of  the 
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aerrioe  under  the  control  of  the  master  or  pilot  oE 
the  tag,  and  is  obliged  to  obey  bin  orders.  Bat  in 
m  case  where  a  tug  is  volantarilj  employed  by 
shipowners  to  tow  their  vessel  under  such  cir- 
camstances  that  the  tug  has  the  absolute  control 
over  the  navigation  of  both  tug  and  tow,  and  in  fact 
acted  as  both  tug  and  pilot,  I  submit  that  the  tow 
woold  not  be  liable  for  the  negligence  of  the  tug. 
In  The  American  and  the  Syria  (31  L.  T.  Rep. 
N.  8.  42  ;  2  Asp.  Mar.  Law  Gas.  350)  it  was  held 
that  a  disabled  steamship,  towed  by  another  in 
snch  a  manner  that  the  "  governing  power  "  was 
wholly  in  the  towing  ship,  was  not  liable  for  the  neg- 
ligence of  the  towing  ship,  and  several  American 
oases  holding  this  doctrine  were  approved.  In 
The  Owners  of  ike  hrig  James  Gray  v.  The  Owners 
^dyhs  ship  John  Fraser  and  the  steamer  General 
GUneh  (21  Howard  U.  S.  Sup.  Ct.  Ilep.  184)  it  ap- 
peared that  the  brig  was  at  anchor  in  harbour,  and 
the  ship  coming  into  harbour  in  tow  of  the  steam 
tog  ran  into  her,  and  it  was  found  that  the  collision 
was  occasioned  by  the  sole  default  of  the  steamer, 
and  that  the  steamer  was  not  under  the  control  of 
the  ship ;  the  proceedings  were  in  rem  against  the 
ship  and  steam  tug.  It  is  there  said  by  the  conrt : 
"  It  is  true  tbat  the  John  Fraser  was  the  res,  or 
thing  which  struck  the  James  Oray,  and  did  the 
damage.  But  the  mere  fact  that  one  vessel  strikes 
and  damages  another  does  not  of  itself  make 
her  liable  for  the  injury;  the  collision  must  in 
some  degree  be  occasioned  by  her  fault.  .  .  . 
And  as  this  collision  was  forced  upon  the  James 
Fraeer  by  the  controlling  power  and  mismanage- 
ment of  the  steam  tug,  and  not  by  any  fault  or 
negllffence  on  her  part,  she  ought  not  to  be  answer- 
able ror  the  consequences."  In  Sturgis  v.  Bayer 
(24  Howard,  110, 121),  which  was  also  a  proceeding 
m  retn^  it  appeared  that  a  ship  was  negligently 
towed  into  a  lighter  by  a  tug,  which  had  the  sole 
control  over  her  for  the  purpose  of  removing  her 
from  one  part  of  a  harbour  to  another,  the  crew  of 
the  ship  not  being  on  board ;  it  is  there  said : 
**  Cases  arise,  undoubtedly,  where  both  the  tow 
and  tug  are  jointly  liable  for  the  consequences 
of  a  collision ;  as  when  those  in  charge  of  the 
respective  vessels  jointly  participate  in  their 
control  and  management,  and  the  master  or 
crew  of  both  vessels  are  either  deficient  in 
skill,  omit  to  take  due  care,  or  are  guilty  of 
negligence  in  their  navigation.  Other  cases  may 
well  be  imagined  when  the  tow  alone  would  be 
responsible,  as  where  the  tug  is  employed  by  the 
master  or  owners  of  the  tow  as  the  mere  motive 
power  to  propel  their  vessels  from  one  point  to 
another,  and  both  vessels  are  exclusively  under  the 
control,  direction,  and  management  of  the  master 
and  crew  of  the  tow.  Fault  in  that  case  cannot  be 
impnted  to  the  tug,  provided  she  was  properly 
equipped  and  seaworthy  for  the  business  in  which 
she  was  engaged  ;  and  if  she  was  the  property  of 
third  persons,  her  owners  cannot  bo  held  respon- 
sible for  the  want  of  skill,  negligence,  or  mis- 
management of  the  master  and  crew  of  tbe  other 
vessel,  for  the  reason  that  they  are  not  the  agents 
of  the  owners  of  tbe  tug,  and  her  owners  in  tbe 
case  supposed  do  not  sustain  towards  those  in- 
trusted with  the  navigation  of  the  vessel  the 
relation  of  principal.  But  whenever  the  tog,  under 
tbe  charge  of  her  own  master  and  crew,  and  in  the 
ordinary  course  of  such  employment,  undertakes 
to  transport  another  vessel,  which,  for  the  time 
being,  has  neither  her  master  nor  crew  on  board. 


from  one  point  to  another  over  waters  where  such 
accessory  motive  power  is   necessary  or  usually 
employed,  she  must  be  held  responsible  for  the 
proper  navigation  oi  both  vessels ;  and  third  per- 
sons suffering  damage  through  the  fault  of  those 
in  charge  of  the  vessels  must,  under  such  circum- 
stances, look  to  the  tug,  her  masters  or  owners, 
for  the  recompense  which  they  are   entitled  to 
claim  for  any  injuries  that  vessels  or  cargo  may 
receive  by  such  means.  .  .  .  Vessels  engaged  in 
commerce  are  held  liable  for  damage  occasioned  by 
collision,  on  account  of  the  complicity,  direct  or 
indirect,  of  their  owners,  or  the  negligence,  want 
of  care  or  skill  on  the  part  of  those  employed  in 
their  navigation.    Owners  appoint  the  master  and 
employ  the  crew,  and,  consequently,  are  held  re- 
sponsible for  their  conduct  in  the  management  of 
the  vessel.    Whenever,  therefore,  a  culpable  fault 
is  committed,  whereby  a  collision  ensues,  that  fault 
is  imputed  to  the  owners,  and  tbe  vessel  is  just  as 
liable  for  the  consequences  as  if  it  had  been  com- 
mitted by  the  owner  himself.  No  such  consequences 
follow,  however,  when  the  person  committing  the 
fault  does  not,  in  fact  or  by  implication  of  law, 
stand  in  relation  of  agent  to  the  owners.    Unless 
the  owner  and  the  person  or  persons  in  charge  of 
the  vessel  in  some  way  sustain  towards  each  other 
the  relation  of  principal  and  agent,  the  injured 
party  cannot  have  his  remedy  against  tbe  colliding 
vessel.      By  employing  a  tug  to  transport  their 
vessel  from  one  point  to  another,  the  owners  of  the 
tow  do  not  necessarily  constitute  the  master  and 
crew  of  the  tug  their  agents  in  performing  the 
service.    They  neither  appoint  the  master  of  the 
tug  or  ship  the  crew ;  nor  can  they  displace  either 
the  one  or  the  other.    Their  contract  for  the  ser- 
vice, even  though  it   was   negotiated    with    the 
master,  is,  in  legal  contemplation,  made  with  the 
owners  of  the  vessel,  and  the  master  of  the  tug, 
notwithstanding  the  contract  was  negotiated  with 
him,  continues  to  be  the  agent  of  the  owners  of 
his  own  vessel,  and  they  are  responsible  for  his 
acts  in  her  navigation :  {Sprovl  v.  Hemmingway, 
14  Pickering,  1 ;  1  Parsons  on  Maritime  Law,  208 ; 
The  hrig  James  Oray  v.  The  John  Fraser,  et  al.^ 
21  How.  184).  .  .  .  Without  repeating  the  testi- 
mony, it  will  be  sufficient  to  sa^  that  it  clearly 
appears  in  this  case  that  those  m  charge  of  the 
steam  tug  had  the  exclusive  control,  direction,  and 
management  of  both  vessels,  and  there  is  not  a 
word  of  proof  in  the  record  either  that  the  tug 
was  not  a  suitable  vessel  to  perform  the  service 
for   which   she  was   employed,  or  that  anvone 
belonging    to    the    ship  either  participated    in 
the  navigation    or  was   guilty    of    any    degree 
of  negligence  whatever  in   the  premises."      If, 
then,  a  tug  having  the  sole  control  of  a  ship 
she  is   towing   is   not  the    asrent   of   the  ship- 
owners so  as  to    render    their  ship   liable  for 
damage  done  by  the  ship  through  the  negligence  of 
the  tug,  charterers  having  the  sole  control  of  the 
ship  they  hire  are  equally  not  the  agents  of  the 
owners  of  the  ship,  and  cannot  by  their  negligent 
acts  render  the  ship  responsible.    There  can  be  no 
distinction  between  persons  controlling  a  ship  by 
a  motive  power  outside  of  her,  and  persons  con- 
trolling her  by  means  of  her  own  motive  force ;  if 
owners  by  their  ship  are  not  responsible  for  the 
acts  of  persons  they  employ  to  render  towage  ser- 
vices they  cannot  be  responsible  for  the  acts  of 
persons  who  are  in  no  way   employed  by  them, 
out  who  are  wholly  independent  of  their  controli 
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I  sabmit  that  tbe  second  paragraph  of  the  answer 
shows  a  ^ood  dnfenoe  to  the  action. 

E.  0.  Clarkson  in  reply, — The  Druid  (uhi  8up.) 
was  a  decision  proceedinn);  upon  the  pecnliar  cir- 
oamstumces  of  the  case ;  besides  when  Dr.  Lnsh- 
ington  spoke  of  '*  owners'*  he  must  be  taken  to 
baye  meant  not  merely  the  actaal  owners,  bat  fyro 
hoc  vice  owners,  that  is  to  say,  persons  whom  tbe 
owners  allow  to  be  in  position  of  owners  for  a 
reward  to  themselves.  If  the  owners  are  damnified 
by  this  suit  they  will  have  their  remedy  oyer  against 
the  charterers.  The  American  tug  oases  are  dis- 
tinguishable because  there  either  tug  or  tow  was 
responsible,  and  there  was  therefore  a  ree  to  satisfy 
the  damage  done ;  here,  however,  if  the  ship  is 
not  liable  for  tbe  act  of  the  charterers  there  will 
be  no  res  as  security  for  tbe  plaintiffs  and  the 
defendant  cannot  deprive  the  plaintiffs  of  their 
security  by  chartering  their  vessel. 

Sir  B.  Phillimobe. — I  think  the  law  was  cor- 
rectly laid  down  by  Dr.  Lushington,  and  the  elabo- 
rate and  ingenious  argument  of  Mr.  Aspinall  has 
not  availed  to  convince  me  that  I  ought  to  come  to 
a  decision  at  variance  with  that  given  in  tbe  case 
of  The  TiconderoQa  {uhi  »up). 

The  words  of  Dr.  Lush  ington  in  that  case  are 
these : — *'  We  mast  recollect  that  this  is  a  proceed- 
ing in  rem,  I  am  not  aware,  where  there  has  been 
any  proceeding  in  remt  and  the  vessel  so  proceeded 
against  has  been  clearly  guilty  of  damage,  that 
any  attempt  has  been  made  in  this  court  to 
deprive  the  party  complaining  of  the  right  he  has 
by  tbe  maritime  law  of  the  world  of  proceeding 
against  the  property  itself  P*'  This  is  the  language 
in  the  year  1857  of  that  learned  and  experienced 
jadge,  and  must  be  taken  to  be  his  deliberate 
opinion  upon  the  law  applicable  to  the  subject. 
He  goes  on  to  say  as  if  anticipating  this  very 
case  :  *'  Supposing  a  vessel  is  chartered  so  that  the 
owners  have  divested  themselves,  for  a  pecuniary 
consideration,  of  all  power,  right,  and  authority 
over  the  vessel  for  a  given  time,  and  have  left  to 
the  charterers  the  appointment  of  tbe  master  and 
crew,  and  suppose  in  that  case  the  vessel  had  done 
damage,  and  was  proceeded  against  in  this  court 
— I  will  admit,  for  the  sake  of  argument,  that  the 
charterers,  and  not  tbe  owners,  would  be 
respoudible  elsewhere,  althoagh  I  give  no  opinion 
upon  that  point ; — bat  still  I  should  say  to  the 
parties  who  had  received  the  damage,  that  they 
had,  by  the  maritime  law  of  nations,  a  remedy 
against  the  ship  itself."  Then  Dr.  Lushington 
refers  to  the  case  of  compulsory  pilotage  as  being 
the  only  case  in  which  a  vessel  is  exempt  from  the 
damage  he  has  inflicted,  on  the  groand  that  the 
pilot,  being  forced  on  the  owners  by  compulsion, 
is  by  implication  of  law  not  the  latter'a  servant ; 
and  then  he  says :  *'  It  is  impossible  to  contend 
that  because  a  person  has  entered  into  a  voluntary 
contract,  by  which  he  is  finally  led  into  mischief, 
that  that  can  relieve  him  from  making  good  the 
damage  he  has  done. 

It  is  true  that  in  The  Druid  {ubi  «i4p.), 
Dr.  Lushington  ssid,  "tbe  liability  of  the  ship 
and  the  responsibility  of  the  owners  are  con- 
vertible terms.  The  ship  is  not  liable  if  the 
owners  are  net  responsible.  And  vice  versd  no  re- 
sponsibiliuy  can  attach  upon  the  owners  if  the  ship 
is  exempt  and  not  liable  to  be  proceeded  against." 
In  that  case  however  it  should  be  remembered  that 
the  learned  judge  was  dealing  with  damage  done  by 
the  ship  tlurough  the  act  of  a  mere  servant  or 


agent  acting  not  only  without  authority  but  unlaw- 
fully. And  moreover  the  true  interpretation  of 
the  general  proposition  of  law,  there  laid  down, 
depends  very  much  upon  the  sense  in  which  the 
word  '*  owners  "  is  used.  A  vessel  placed  by  its 
real  owners  wholly  in  tbe  control  of  charterers  or 
hirers,  and  employed  by  the  latter  for  the  lawfol 
purposes  of  the  hiring,  is  held  by  the  charterers 
as  pro  hdc  vice  owners.  Damage  wrongfully  done 
by  the  res  whilst  in  possession  of  the  charterers 
is,  therefore,  damage  done  by  "  owners  "  or  their 
servants,  although  those  owners  may  be  only  tem- 
porary. Vessels  suffering  damage  from  a  chartered 
ship  are  entitled  primd  facie  to  a  maritime  lien 
upon  that  ship,  and  look  to  the  res  as  secnritj  for 
restitution.  I  cannot  see  how  the  owners  of  the 
res  can  take  away  that  security  by  having  tem- 
porarily transferred  the  possession  to  third  parties. 
A  maritime  lien  attaches  to  a  ship  for  damage  done, 
through  the  negligenoe  of  those  in  charge  of  her 
in  whosesoever  possession  she  may  be,  if  thai 
damage  is  inflicted  by  her  whilst  in  the  coarse  of 
her  ordinary  and  lawful  employment,  authorised 
by  her  owners.  Whether  the  damage  is  done 
through  the  default  of  the  servants  of  the  acsaal 
owners,  or  of  the  servants  of  the  chartering 
owners,  the  res  is  equally  responsible,  pro?ided 
that  the  servant  making  default  is  not  acting  on- 
lawfully,  or  out  of  the  scope  of  bis  authority.  I 
am  of  opinion  that  the  second  and  sixth  articles  of 
the  answer  must  be  struck  out. 

Solicitors  for  the  plaintiffs,  OellaUy,  Son,  and 
Warion. 

Solicitors  for  the  defendants,  Clarkson,  Son,  and 
OreenwelL 


Dec.  19  1874,  Jan.  15, 16,  and  19, 1875. 

The  Magnet. 

The  Duke  of  Suthebland. 

The  Fanny  M.  Cabvill. 

CoUision—Merchwnt  Shipping  Act  1873  (36  <S;  37 

Viet  c.  85)  s.  17 — Infringement  of  regulation 

for  preventing  collisions  at  sea — Materiality  to 

case — Lights — Visibility    of^Obstruction    of^ 

Screens. 

A  ship,  to  be  deemed  in  fault  under  ihe  Merehant 
Shipping  Act  1873  (36  fl-  37  Vict.  c.  85)  sect.  17, 
for  having  infringed  any  of  the  regulations  for 
preventing  collisions,  must  have  infringed  those 
regulations  in  such  a  manner  that  the  infringt- 
ment  is  material  to  the  ease  before  the  court,  cind 
is  such  as  might  by  possibility  have  caused  or 
contributed  to  the  particular  collision ;  a  mere 
infringement  which  by  no  possibility  could  have 
anythirhg  to  do  with  the  collision,  will  not  render 
the  ship  lial)le. 

A  ship  ca/rrying  side  lights  which  are  visible  only  at 
the  distance  of  about  a  mile,  instead  of  at  a  dis* 
lance  of  two  miles,  a«  rehired  by  the  regulations, 
infringes  those  regulations  so  cu  to  make  her 
liable  to  be  deemed  in  fault  under  ihe  statute. 

Semble,  that  a  ship  carrying  sttch  lights  must  he 
deefnied  in  fault,  whether  the  deficiency  of  the  Uglil 
did  or  did  not  contribute  to  the  collision. 

Semble,  that  where  lights  are  so  fiaed  that  they  are 
partly  obscured  from  a  particiUar  point  riaht 
ahead  by  the  catheads  of  a  ship  carrying  them,hut 
are  visible  both  above  and  below  the  calheads, 
there  is  no  such  infringement  within  the  statute  as 
wiU  render  the  ship  liable  in  a  coUision  with 
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another  tikip  approaching  broad  on  the  elarboard 

how  of  the  former. 

The  reaulation  as  to  the  length  of  the  screens  of  the 

thip  s  side  lights,  being  for  the  purpose  of  pre^ 

venting  those  lights  from  being  seen  across  the 

hotos  of  the  ship  carrying  them,  and  being  merely 

ttkbsidiary  for  the  purpose  of  securing  the  visibility 

of  each  distinct  Ught,  a  ship  carrying  screens 

shorter  than  these  required  by  the  regulations,  is 

not  guilty  of  any  infringment  within  the  msan- 

ing  of  the  Act,  if  the  lights  are  not,  in  fact,  seen 

across  her  bows,  and  it  %s  shoton  thcU  hy  reason  of 

the  construcHon  of  the  ship,  she  coutd  not  haM>e 

carried  large  screens  with  safety, 

A  steamer  seeing  lights  close  (ihead  of  her,  carried 

by  some  ship,  ana  being  unable  to  make  out  those 

lights,  or  the  course  of  the  ship  ca/rrying  them, 

MMidd  slacken  speed  until  she  is  able  to  ascertain 

ihe  meaning  of  the  lights,  and  to  avoid  the  vessel 

carrying  them. 

These  were  three  caases  of  colliBion,  io  which  the 

main  qaestion  was  the  constraction  of  the  17th 

Mction  of  the  Merchant  Shipping  Act  1878  (86  & 

37  Yict.  0.  85).    By  that  Act  (sect.  33),  the  2dth 

Motion  of  the  Merchant  Shipping  Act  1862  (25  & 

26  Yict.  3.  63),  the  section  which  enforces  the  ob- 

Kr?uioeof  the  regulation  for  preventiog  oollisions 

at  sea,  is  repealed,  and  the  following  enactment  is 

snbstitated  therefor  :— 

Sect  17. — ^If  in  any  oase  of  ooUision  it  was  preyed  to  the 
eoort  before  whioh  the  case  is  tried,  that  any  of  the  regu- 
lations for  prerentiiig  oollision,  oontained  or  made  nnder 
tlw  Merchant  Shippiog  Acts,  1854  to  1878,  has  been  in- 
frio^,  the  ship  by  whioh  such  regulation  has  been 
iafrmged  shall  be  deemed  to  be  in  fanlt,  unless  it  is 
shown  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  oonrt  that  the  oironm- 
■tancea  of  the  oaae  made  a  depMrtnre  from  the  regulation 
seoesMzy. 

The  Magnet. 

This  was  a  cause  of  damage  instituted  on  behalf 
of  the  owners  of  the  Swedish  bark  Eugenie,  a^nst 
the  British  steamship  Magnet  and  her  owner  mter- 
Teniog. 

The  case  on  behalf  of  the  barque  was,  as  appeared 
by  their  petition,  as  follows : — At  about  12.30  a.m. 
on  the  15lh  Not.  1874,  the  Eugenie,  a  barque  of 
398  tons  English  measurement,  boupd  upon  a  voy- 
age from  Liverpool  to  Buenos  Ayres  with  cargo, 
was  about  four  or  five  miles  to  the  eastward  of  the 
Donh-weet  lightship,  off  the  entrance  of  the  river 
Mersey.  The  wind  was  about  N.W.  by  W.,  a 
BtroDg  breeze,  the  tide  was  flood,  the  weather  was 
^k  and  rainy,  and  the  Eugenie  was  close  hauled 
op  the  port  tack,  heading  N  by  E,  and  going  about 
^ht  knots  an  hour.  Her  proper  regulation  lights 
were  duly  exhibited  and  burning  brightly,  and  a 
ffood  look  out  was  kept.  At  such  time  the  mast 
head  and  green  lights  of  two  steamships,  about  a 
^iisrter  of  a  mile  apart,  were  seen  at  the  distance 
of  aboat  two  miles  from  the  Eugenie,  and  bearing 
broad  on  her  port  bow.  The  Eugenie  was  kept 
dose  hauled  on  the  port  tack,  and  the  headmost  of 
the  two  steamers  passed  clear  ahead  of  her,  but  the 
Btemmost  one,  which  proved  to  be  the  Magnet^  in- 
stead of  taking  proper  measures  for  keeping  out  of 
tbe  way  of  the  Eugenie,  improperly  attempted  to 
pMs  ahead  of  her,  and  rendered  a  collision  inevit- 
^^,  and,  althoagh  the  helm  of  the  Eugenie  was 

ap  to  ease  the  blow,  the  Magnet  with  her  star- 
side  came  into  violent  collision  with  the 
port  bow  of  the  Eugenie,  The  Magnet  snbse- 
qoentlytowedthe^ti^snee  into  the  Mersey.  The 
^•gt^ns  of  negligence  against  the  Magnet  were 


that  she  improperly  neglected  to  keep  out  of  the 
way  of  the  Eugenie;  that  she  improperly  attempted 
to  go  ahead  of  the  Eugenie ;  and  that  the  Magnet 
did  not  duly  observe  and  comply  with  the  provi- 
sions of  Article  16  of  the  Regulations  for  Prevent- 
ing Collisions  at  Sea. 

The  case  on  behalf  of  the  Magnet  appeared  in 
the  defendant's  answer,  which,  so  far  as  is  material, 
was  as  follows : — 

1.  The  Magnet  is  a  screw  steamer  belonging  to  the 
pott  of  Dabhn,  of  the  registered  tonnage  of  378  tons.  A 
uttle  before  0.40  a.m.  on  the  15th  day  of  November,  1874, 
the  Ma^et.  naTigated  by  a  orew  of  20  hands,  all  told, 
was  proceeding  in  the  prosaoution  of  a  voyage  from  Dub- 
lin to  Liyerpool  between  the  North-West  iJightship  and 
the  Bar  lightBhip. 

2.  There  was  fresh  breese  from  the  North- West^ 
with  thiok  cloudy  weather  and  showers  of  rain,  and  a 
heavy  sea  was  running.  The  Magnet  was  proceeding  at 
full  speed,  heading  about  East  South  East,  having  her 
regulation  lights  duly  exhibited  and  burning  brightly, 
and  a  look-out  being  kept  on  board  her. 

3.  At  the  time  and  under  the  circumstanoes  aforesaid, 
those  on  board  the  Magnet  observed  a  faint  glimmer  or 
refleotion  of  a  ship's  h^ht  a  little  on  the  starboard  bow 
of  the  Magnet,  but  it  immediately  disappeared.  The 
waster  of  the  Magnet  supposed  the  light  to  be  the  light 
of  a  vessel  proceeding  in  the  same  direction  as  the 
Magnet,  and  yawing  in  the  heavy  sea,  and  he  ordered 
the  helm  of  the  Magnet  to  be  starboarded,  and  the  course 
of  the  Magnet  was  altered  about  a  point  under  the  star- 
board helm. 

4.  YHien  this  had  been  done,  the  port  light  of  a  vessel, 
whioh  proved  to  be  the  Eugenie,  suddenly  opened  out 
close  to  the  Magnet  on  her  starboard  bow.  The  helm  of 
t\i!e  Magnet  was  immediately  put  hard-a- starboard,  but  it 
was  too  late  to  avoid  a  colhsion,  and  the  two  vessels  came 
into  contact,  the  bowsprit  of  the  Eugenie  striking  the 
Mckonet  on  her  starboard  side  of  the  fore  part  of  the 
bridge.  The  Eugenie  dragged  along  the  starboard  side 
of  the  Magnet,  tearing  away  the  rails,  bulwarks,  and 
davits  of  ^MoMa^net,  and  causiDg other  damage  to  her. 

5.  The  Eugenie  neglected  to  have  her  side  ughts  pro- 
perly exhibited,  aoooMJing  to  the  regulations  in  force  for 
preventing  o<misions  at  sea,  and  was  in  fault  for  such 
neglect. 

6.  The  said  collision  was  occasioned  by  the  negligence 
of  those  on  board  the  Eugenie. 

7.  The  said  collision  was  not  occasioned  or  contributed 
to  by  any  negligence  of  thoae  on  board  the  if  ayn«^ 

8.  The  allegations  oontained  in  the  petition  save  as 
admitted  by  this  answer  are  denied. 

Dec.  19,  1U74 — The  cause  came  on  for  hearing 
before  the  judge,  assisted  by  Trinity  masters. 
The  case  stated  by  the  plaintiffs  in  their  petition 
was  Bobstantiated  by  their  evidence.  The  plaintiffs' 
witnesses  were  chiefly  cross-examined  with  a  view 
to  show  that  their  lights  were  defective. 

The  defendants'  witnesses  proved  the  facts  stated 
in  their  answer.  In  cross-examination  the  master 
and  mate  of  the  Magnet  admitted  that  the  glim- 
mer of  the  lights  of  the  Eugenie,  mentioned  in  the 
pleadings,  was  seen  from  half  to  three  quarters  of 
a  mile  away  on  the  Magnet's  starboard  bow,  and 
that  no  step,  except  starboarding  a  point,  was  then 
taken  to  get  out  of  the  way  of  the  Eugenie,  the 
master  of  the  Magnet  believing  the  Eugenie  to  be 
going  in  the  same  direction  as  himself,  and  yawing 
about.  As  the  Magnet  was  g^ing  ten  knots  and 
the  Eugenie  eight  knots,  and  the  vessels  going 
nearly  at  right  angles  to  each  other,  the  time 
between  the  sighting  of  the  Eugenie's  light  and 
the  collision,  was  not  more  than  three  minutes. 
The  defendants  called  two  Board  of  Trade  survey 
ors  who  had  inspected  the  Eugenie's  lights  after 
the  collision ;  they  gave  evidence  as  to  the  position 
and  as  to  the  visibility  of  the  lights.  Ais  to  the 
visibility,  they  said  that  the  lights  were  deficient ; 
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the  lamps  ihemselyeB  were  of  a  proper  size,  bat 
by  reBPon  of  the  pmallness  of  the  wicks  and  the 
want  of  proper  reflectors,  the  lif^hts  woald  not  show 
at  a  greater  distance  than  one  mile  from  the  ship'; 
as  to  the  position  of  the  lights  they  said  that  the 
lights  were  fixed  abaft  the  broadest  part  of  the 
ship,  and  were,  in  oonseqaence  thereof,  obscared 
partly  by  the  dead  eyes  of  the  foremast  backstays, 
and  partly  by  the  body  of  the  ship,  and  oonld  not  be 
seen  right  ahead  of  the  barqae ;  when  lights  are  so 
fixed,  the  Board  of  Trade  rei;olations  always  re- 
quire them  to  be  removed ;  they  also  said  that  the 
screens  were  too  short  by  six  inches.  The  effect 
of  this  evidence  is  sufficiently  stated  in  the  judg- 
ment hereafter. 

It  was  objected  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiffs  that 
tbe  fifth  article  of  the  defendant's  answer  did  not 
sufficiently  apprise  them  that  any  question  as  to 
the  smallness  or  non-visibility  of  the  Eugenie*8 
light  would  be  raised,  and  that  the  Eugenie  being 
a  foreign  vessel,  was  not  subject  to  tbe  new  enact- 
ment. The  court  desired  the  question  of  the 
liability  of  the  two  vessels,  apart  from  the  Mer- 
chant Shipping  Act  1873,  to  be  argued  before  going 
into  the  construction  of  that  statute. 

Dec.  18  and  19, 1873.— jBti«,  Q.O.  (E.  C,  ClarJcson 
with  him)  for  the  plaintiffs,  contended  that  the 
lights  of  the  Eugenie  were  visible  to  the  Magnet 
at  a  snfficient  distance  to  have  enabled  that  vessel 
to  keep  out  of  the  way  of  the  Eugenie,  and  that 
she  was  solely  to  blame  for  having  neglected  to 
keep  out  of  the  way. 

Milward^  Q.G.  (Qaintiford  Bruee  with  him)  for 
the  defendants  contended  that  the  Eugenie  was 
solely  to  blame,  apart  from  the  statute,  because 
those  on  board  the  Magnet  were  entitled  to  have 
the  lights  of  the  ^v^ente  visible  for  at  least  two 
miles,  and  the  collision  was  occasioned  by  tbe  de- 
fault of  the  Eugenie  in  not  giving  the  Magnet  the 
opportunity  of  seeing  the  light)  distinctly  at  a 
greater  distance  than  three  qoarters  of  a  mile, 
when  owing  to  faintness  of  the  light  and  the  speed 
of  the  two  vessels,  sufficient  time  did  not  elapse 
before  the  collision  to  enable  the  Magnet  to  take 
the  necessary  steps  to  keep  out  of  the  way  of  the 
Eugenie, 

Butt,  Q.O.,  in  reply. 

Sir  B.  Phillihore,  after  shortly  stating  the 
facts: — The  steamer  was  clearly  bound  to  keep 
out  of  the  way  of  the  sailing  vessel.  The  steamer 
has  admitted  that  she  saw  the  glimmer  of  a  light 
about  two  points  on  her  starboard  bow,  about  half 
a  mile  or  three-quarters  distant,  and  she  seems  to 
have  continued  her  course  and  to  have  gone  at  the 
same  speed  without  taking  any '  precaution  to 
ascertain  what  the  glimmer  was  by  easing  or 
stopping,  or  taking  any  precautions  at  all  to  get 
out  of  the  way  on  seeing  the  glimmer,  as  she 
says,  about  half  a  mile  off  on  her  starbcmrd  bow. 
But  upon  the  evidence  I  am  satisfied,  first  of  all, 
that  the  barque  carried  a  perfectly  good  port  light 
— that  is  to  say  so  far  as  concerns  this  part  of  the 
case — and  that  it  was  visible  at  least  a  mile  off. 
Upon  that  point  I  think  that  there  can  be  no 
doubt  at  all,  because  the  master  of  the  steamer 
has  himself  very  properly  admitted  that  when  he 
saw  the  lit^ht  iti  was  a  very  good  light :  and  the 
master  also  said,  **  The  light  looked  very  well.  I 
saw  no  difference  between  that  and  any  other 
light."  Whether  the  light  came  within  the  pre- 
scription of  the  regulations  in  the  sailing  rules  is 
another  question  which  will  have  to  be  hereafter 


discussed.  At  present  I  am  satisfied  upon  the 
evidence,  and  the  Elder  Brethren  agree  with  me, 
that  the  red  light  of  tbe  vessel  onght  to  have  been 
visible  at  least  a  mile  off  on  the  starboard  bow  of 
the  steamer,  and  that  she  oaght  to  have  ported 
and  got  out  of  the  way.  I  must  therefore  pro- 
nounce, so  far  fis  this  part  of  the  case  is  oonoemed, 
that  the  steamer  is  to  blame  for  this  colllision. 
Whether  the  subsequent  argument  may  convince 
me  in  regard  to  the  statute  and  the  sailing  rales, 
that  the  other  vessel  is  also  to  blame,  I  say  nothing. 
At  present  I  pronounce  under  the  advice  of  the 
Trinity  Masters,  that  the  steamer  is  to  blame  for 
not  getting  out  of  the  way  of  the  barque. 

The  question  of  theliability  of  the  Eugenie  under 
the  statute  then  came  on  for  argument. 

Milward,  Q.G.  and  Cfainfjvrd  Bruee  for  the 
defendants. — ^The  question  of  fact  to  be  considered 
here  is  not  whether  these  lights  were  in  accordance 
with  the  Board  of  Trade  instructions,  but  whether 
they  were  in  accordance  with  the  regulations  for 
preventing  ooUiHions  which  alone  are  of  binding 
authority.  By  Arts.  3  <fe  5  of  the  regulations, 
sailing  ships  under  weish  must  carry  side  lights 
"  so  oonstmcted  as  to  show  an  uniform  and  on- 
broken  light  over  an  arc  of  the  horizon  of  ten 
points  of  the  compass ;  so  fixed  as  to  throw  the 
light  from  right  ahead  to  two  points  abaft  the 
beam ;  and  of  such  a  character  as  to  be  visible  on 
a  dark  night,  with  a  clear  atmosphere,  at  a  dis- 
tance of  at  least  two  miles ; "  and  that  the  side 
lights  '*  shall  be  fitted  with  inboard  screens,  pro- 
jecting at  least  three  feet  forward  from  the  light, 
so  as  to  prevent  these  lights  from  being  seen 
across  the  bow."  The  Merchant  Shipping  Act, 
1862)  25  &  26  Vict.  o.  63),  sect.  29,  enacted  thai  if 
it  should  appear  that  a  collision  "  was  occasioned 
by  the  non-observance  of  any  -r^alation,"  the 
ship  by  which  such  regulation  has  been  infringed 
should  be  deemed  to  be  in  fault.  This  enactment 
is  repealed,  and  the  Merchant  Shipping  Act  1873 
has  substituted  for  it  sect.  17.  by  which  the  mere 
infringement  of  the  regulation,  although  not 
occasioning  the  collision,  renders  a  ship  to  blame. ' 
The  Legislature  has  imposed  a  penalty  on  vessels 
infringing  the  sailing  rules,  the  effect  of  which  is 
that  although  their  infringment  does  not  contri- 
bute to  the  collision,  they  cannot  recover  anything 
at  common  law,  and  in  this  court  can  only  recover 
half  the  damage  done,  if  the  other  vessel  is  also 
to  blame.  An  infringement,  however  small  or 
minute,  entails  the  penalty.  According  to  the 
evidence,  these  lights  were  not  visible  from  right 
ahead  in  consequence  of  their  position  in  the  ship; 
although  the  Magnet  was  broad  on  the  port  how 
of  the  Eugenie,  and  this  infringement  coald  not 
in  any  way  have  occasioned  the  collision,  we 
submit  that,  it  being  an  infringement,  the 
Eugenie  must  be  held  to  blame  therefor.  Bat  io 
addition  to  this  the  lights  were  not  so  constructed 
as  to  show  a  light  for  a  distance  of  two  miles ;  a 
mile  was  the  longest  distance  they  would  show. 
This  is  an  infringement  of  the  regulations  bearing 
upon  this  very  case.  In  The  Hibemia  {ante  p.  45i; 
31  L.  T.  Rep.  N.  S.  805)  the  Privy  Council  foond 
as  a  fact  that  the  sailing  vesseFs  lights  were  not 
burning,  but  that  the  steamer  oaght  to  and  coold 
have  avoided  her,  and  consequently  that  the  want  of 
lights  did  not  contribute  to  the  collision;  it  was 
nevertheless  held  that  the  sailing  vessel  was  liable 
to  be  condemned,  because  she  had  no  lights,  and 


MARITIME  LAW  OASES. 


481 


AoicJ 


The  Magnet;  The  Duke  of  Suthebland;  Thb  Fahnt  M.  Garvill. 


[Adx. 


tbe  tendeooy  of  the  decision  is  to  show  that  any 
infriDgement  is  enoagh  to  oaase  a  vessel  to  be 
foand  in  faulc  It  is  admitted  here  that  the 
■creeDs  are  not  too  short.  [Sir  B.  Phillimore. — 
Suppose  this  mie  is  not  complied  with,  and  yet 
the  lights  are  not  seen  across  the  bow,  what 
follows  P3  Even  if  they  were  an  inch  too  short, 
that  wonld  be  an  infringement  making  the  ship  in 
faalt.  It  is  absnrd,  however,  to  sappose  that  these 
Ecreens  must  be  parallel ;  if  they  were,  there 
would  be  some  point  between  the  lights  from 
which,  however  far  off  a  person  might  stand,  he 
conld  not  see  the  lights ;  the  screens  mast  incline 
inwards  so  as  to  allow  the  rays  of  light  to  meet  at 
some  point  well  ahead  of  the  bow.  [Sir  B. 
PmixixoKB. — Bat  even  granting  that  there  is  an 
infringement  of  the  regulations  which  would  be 
enough  to  condemn  an  English  ship,  can  this  affect 
a  foreign  ship  P]  The  plaintiffs  have  come  to  this 
court;  they  have  chosen  their  own  forum,  and 
must  therefore  be  bound  by  the  lex  fori.  The 
court  ia  not  asked  to  condemn  the  plaintiffs  for 
the  breach  of  a  rule  which  the  Legislature  has  made 
and  can  make  binding  only  on  British  ships  when 
outside  British  waters,  but  it  is  asked  to  condemn 
the  ship  for  the  breach  of  a  rule  which  is  of  inter- 
national obligation.  The  breach  of  the  rule  is  not 
conteeted,  but  it  is  said  that  the  consequences  of 
that  breach  ought  not  to  be  visited  on  a  foreign 
ship;  tbe  consequences  of  a  breach  of  the  law  are 
essentially  soch  as  we  prescribed  by  the  lex  fori, 
and  this  law  the  court  must  administer. 

The  Amalia,  1  Moore,  P.C.C.  K.S.  484 ; 

The  Halley,  L.  Bep.  2  P.O.  198 ;  18  L.  T.  Bop.  N.S. 
879 ;  8  Mar.  Law  Oat.  O.S.  131 ; 

The  Childfiuee,  L.  Bep.  2  Adm.  &  Eoo.  325  ;  19  L.  T. 
Bep.  N.S.  741 ;  3  Mar.  Law  Oas.  O.S.  201 ; 

The  Emlorer,  L.  Bep.  8  Adm.  &  Eoo.  289 ;  3  Mar. 
Law  Gas.  O.S.  501. 

Butt,  Q.C.  and  E.  0,  Glarkeon  for  theplaintiff.— 
Firaty  the  section  does  not  apply  to  foreign  vessels. 
Sect.  17  of  the  Merchant  Shipping  Act  1873  was 
substituted  for  the  29th  sect,  of  the  Merchant 
Shipping  Act  Amendment  Act  1862,  which  was 
incorporated  with  the  Merchanti  Shipping  Act 
18549  and  became  part  of  the  fourth  part  of  that 
Aci ;  bj  sect.  291  of  the  latter  Act,  the  fourth 
part  of  the  Act  applies  to  all  British  ships ;  no 
mention  is  made  of  foreign  ships.  In  the  Mer- 
chant Shipping  Act  1873,  wherever  it  is  intended 
that  a  section  shall  apply  to  foreign  ships,  the 
words, "  any  vessel  Bntish  or  foreign  "  are  used. 
Moreover,  this  is  a  statutory  penal  clause,  and  it 
ia  out  of  the  power  of  the  British  Legislature 
to  impose  a  penalty  upon  a  foreign  ship  for  an  act 
committed  out  of  British  jurisdiction.  [Sir  B. 
Phtllimobe.— The  clause  imposes  a  penalty,  no 
doabt,  but  it  is  a  penaltv  for  the  breach  of  a  rule 
binding  bj  international  arrangement.  The  plain- 
tiff has  chosen  to  come  to  a  court  which  enforces 
that  international  rule  in  a  manner  peculiar  to 
itself.  Must  not  the  plaintiff  submit  lo  the  lex 
fori?  In  The  HcUley  (ubi  sup.)  it  was  held  that 
although  the  obligation  to  employ  a  pilot  in 
foreign  waters  was  coupled  by  the  foreign  law  with 
liability  for  his  acts,  the  foreign  law  did  not  apply, 
but  that  the  lex  fori,  which  exempted  owners  from 
the  consequences  of  his  act,  did  apply.  If  the  con- 
sequence of  the  act  or  omission  in  the  case  of 
pilotage  is  to  be  governed,  not  by  the  law  applic- 
able to  the  particular  ship  by  the  universal  law, 
but  by  the  lex  fori,  the  consequence  of  the  breach 
of  the  sailing  rule  must  bo  governed  by  the  l^fori.'] 

Vol.  II.,  N.S. 


The  Halley  was  a  mere  question  of  agency;  a 
question  of  responsibility  for  the  acts  of  a  third 
person ;  this  case,  however,  turns  upon  the  (ques- 
tion whether  a  foreign  ship  can  be,  under  a  Bntish 
statute,  held  liable  for  an  act  for  which  she  would 
not  be  responsible,  either  by  the  common  law  of 
England,  or  by  the  maritime  law  of  nations. 

Secondly,  there  has  been  no  such  infringement 
of  the  rules  as  will  render  the  plaintiff's  ship  in 
fault  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute.  It  is 
impossible  to  comply  absolutely  with  the  regu- 
lations as  to  lights ;  by  the  rules  the  lights  must 
be  seen  from  right  ahead  to  two  points  abaft  tbe 
beam,  and  at  the  same  time  they  must  be  so 
screened  as  not  to  show  across  the  bows ;  if  this 
latter  regulation  as  to  screens  is  strictly  complied 
with  the  screens  ought  to  be  parallel,  so  as  to 
prevent  the  lights  showing  across  the  bows,  but  if 
the  screens  are  parallel  there  will  be  some  point 
right  ahead  of  the  vessel  at  which  neither  light 
can  be  seen,  and  however  far  off  you  go  from  the 
vessel,  keeping  that  point  and  thevessel'B  bows  in 
a  line,  the  lights  will  be  invisible;  hence  it  is 
clear  that  the  screens  must  converge  on  some 
point  ahead  of  the  vessel  in  order  that  the  lights 
may  be  been  from  right  ahead,  but  this  is  not  a 
strict  compliance  with  the  regulations,  ^enee  we 
contend  that  the  act  requires  only  a  substantial 
compliance  with  the  regulations.  An  infringement 
to  bring  a  vessel  within  sect.  17  of  the  last  Act 
must  TO  a  breach  of  the  regulations  which  is 
immaterial  to  the  cause  being  tried,  and  is  material 
in  fact  or  substantial;  an  infringement  which 
might  possibly  have  contributed  to  the  collision. 
The  section  ought  to  be  read  with  the  former 
enactments.  By  the  Merchant  Shipping  Act 
1854  (17  &  18  Vict.  c.  104),  sect.  298,  it  was 
provided  that  if  it  should  be  proved  to  the  court 
that  the  collision  was  occasioned  by  a  non- 
observance  of  a  rule,  the  owner  of  the  ship  by 
which  such  rule  was  infringed  should  not  be 
entitled  to  recover  any  recompence  for  the  damage 
sustained  unless  it  was  shown  to  the  satisfaction 
of  the  court  that  the  circumstances  of  the  case 
rendered  a  departure  from  the  rule  necessary. 
This  was  repealed,  and  the  29bh  section  of  the 
Merchant  Shipping  Act  Amendment  Act  1862, 
substituted  therefor,  and  it  was  enacted  that  if 
the  collision  was  occasioned  by  the  non-observance 
of  any  regulation,  the  ship  by  whioli  such  regu- 
lation was  infringed  should  be  deemed  in  fault, 
unless,  &c.  The  last  enactment  was  unnecessary, 
as  it  was  only  expressive  of  the  common  law,  and 
the  17th  section  of  the  Act  of  1873  was  no  doubt 
intended  to  more  strongly  enforce  the  regulations, 
but  it  was  not  intended  to  render  a  ship  to  blame 
for  a  breach  of  the  regulations  which  could  by  no 
possibility  have  occasioned  tbe  collision.  For 
instance,  a  vessel  approaching  another  in  such  a 
Way  that  she  could  only  show  her  port  light, 
could  not  be  to  blame  for  not  carrying  a  proper 
starboard  light.  If  there  has  been  a  material 
infringement  which  might  have  contributed  to 
the  particular  collision  in  question,  then  the 
ship  would  be  within  the  terms  of  the  Act,  but  not 
otherwise.  In  this  case  the  light  itBelf  could  not 
have  contributed  to  the  collision  as  it  was  visible 
a  mile  away,  nor  could  its  position  as  the  defen- 
dant's ship  approached  the  plaintiff's  ship  broad  on 
her  port  bow,  nor  could  the  screens  for  the  same 
reason.  In  the  Hihemia  (uhi  sup.)^  the  want  of 
lights  did  contribute  to  the  collision,  and  the  case 
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did  not  mle  that  where  there  was  an  infrinc^e- 
ment  not  contributing  a  vessel  is  to  blame.  The 
pleadings  do  not  raise  the  qoestion  of  inefficiency 
of  the  Eutgenie'a  lights  as  to  give  us  doe  notice. 

Milward,  Q.O.,  in  reply. — There  are  no  words 
in  the  Act  which  say  that  the  infringement  must 
be  material  or  contributing  to  the  collision.  I 
submit  that  it  was  intended  to  lay  down  a  hard 
and  fast  rule,  that  if  a  ship  did  not  comply  with 
the  regulations  she  must  take  the  consequence. 

Cur.  adv.  vulL 

The  Duke  op  Sutherland. 

This  was  a  cause  of  collision  instituted  on  bohalf 
of  the  owners  of  the  sailing  ship  Maggie  Trimble 
against  the  steamship  Buke  of  Sutherland  and  the 
London  and  North-Western  Railway  Company, 
her  owners  intervening. 

According  to  the  plaintiff's  petition,  the  Maggie 
Trimble  was  an  iron  ship  of  786  tons  register. 
She  left  Liverpool  on  the  23rd  Aug.,  1873, 
bound  for  Yalparaiso  with  a  cargo  of  coal,  and 
at  about  12.30  a.m.  on  the  24th  Aug.  she  was 
off  Holyhead,  proceeding  on  her  voyage,  her 
regulation  lights  being  duly  -exhibited  and 
burning  brightly,  and  a  good  look  out  on  hoard 
her.  T^p  wind  was  a  moderate  breeze  from  the 
south-east,  and  the  night  was  fine,  but  dark,  with 
a  slight  haze.  At  such  time,  those  on  board  the 
Maggie  7}nmble  observed,  about  four  points  on  her 
starboard  bow,  at  a  distance  of  about  three  miles, 
m  bright  light,  which  proved  to  be  the  masthead 
light  of  the  Duke  of  Sutherland,  and  soon  after- 
wards the  red  side  light  of  the  DuJce  of  Sutherland 
came  into  view.  The  Maggie  Trimble  was  kept  on 
her  course,  but  the  2)uAreo/i9it^W2and approached 
her  under  a  port  helm,  so  as  to  render  a  collision 
inevitable.  The  helm  of  the  jfo^^ie  Trimble  v^m 
thereupon  put  hard  down  in  order  to  ease  the  blow, 
but  the  Buks  of  Sutherland  with  her  port  paddle 
box  struck  with  great  violence  the  starboard  side 
of  the  stem  and  starboard  bow  of  the  Maggie 
Trimble,  and  did  considerable  damage.  The  Duke 
of  Sutherland  was  charged  witli  neglect  in  not 
keeping  a  proper  look-out,  and,  as  a  steamer,  in 
not  keeping  out  of  the  way  of  the  Maggie  Trimble. 

According  to  the  answer  of  the  defendants,  the 
Duke  of  Sutherland  was  a  paddle-wheel  steamer, 
of  409  tons  register,  and  270  horse- power  nominal ; 
she  carried  goods  and  passengers  between  Dublin 
and  Holyhead,  and  left  Dublin  on  Aug.  23rd,  1873, 
bound  for  Holyhead.  At  about  12.50  a.m.  on  Aug. 
24th  the  Duke  of  Sutherland  was  in  St.  George's 
Channel,  the  South  Slack  bearing  about  S.E.  by  E., 
five  or  six  mili^  distant.  The  wind  was  then  blow- 
ing a  fresh  breeze  from  the  B.  by  S.  The  Duke  of 
Sutherland  was  then  steering  her  course  for  Holy- 
head, S.E.  by  E.  i  E.,  her  speed  heing  about 
twelve  knots  ;  her  regulation  lights  were  burning 
hrightly.  In  those  circumstances,  those  on  board 
the  Duke  of  Sutherland  observed  three  bright 
lights  about  four  points  on  the  port  bow  of  the 
Duke  of  Sutherland,  and  took  them  to  indicate  a 
vessel  in  tow  of  a  steamer  going  the  other  way, 
and  while  examining  them,  made  out  that  they 
were  being  carried  by  a  ship  under  sail,  which 
turned  out  to  be  the  Maggie  Trimble,  The  Maggie 
Trimble  was  then  dose  under  the  port  bow  of  the 
Duke  of  Sutherland,  but  no  other  lights  were 
sighted  on  board  the  Maggie  Trimble,  which  was 
heading  S.S.W.,  or  thereabouts.  The  helm  of  the 
Duke  of  Sutherland  was  put  hard-a-port  as  soon 


as  the  Maggie  Trimble  was  seen  to  be  a  sailiog 
vessel,  but  immediately  afterwards  the  Maggie 
Trimble  ran  into  the  Duke  of  Sutherland,  the  cat- 
water  of  the  Maggie  Trimble  striking  the  spring 
beam  of  the  after  port  sponson  of  the  Duke  of 
Sutherland;  and  doing  considerable  damage  to  the 
latter  vessel.  The  engines  of  the  Duke  of  SiUher- 
land  were  thereupon  stopped,  and  an  order  was 
given  to  reverse,  but  the  master  of  the  Duke  of 
Sutherland  finding  that  the  Maggie  Trimble  was 
doing  still  further  damage,  ordered  bis  engines  to 
go  ahead  to  get  clear,  and  this  was  immediatf'ly 
done.  The  defendants  chai-ged  the  Maggie  TrimhU 
with  not  carrying  the  lights  required  by  law,  with 
carrying  lights  other  than  those  allowed  and  re- 
quired by  Taw,  and  with  neglecting  to  take  the 
proper  measures  in  due  time  to  warn  those  on 
board  the  Duke  of  Sutherland  of  the  proximity  of 
the  Maggie  Trimble. 

Jan.  15, 1875. — ^The  cause  came  on  for  hearing 
before  the  Judge,  assisted  by  Trinity  Masters. 
The  facts  alleg^  in  both  the  petition  and  answer 
were  substantially  proved  and  there  was  little 
dispute  about  the  facts  save  as  to  the  Maggie 
TrimbWa  lights.  All  the  plaintiffs'  witnesses 
positively  swore  that  the  Maggie  Trimble*$ 
regulation  lights  were  burning  and  that  they  had 
no  other  lights  on  deck  or  in  use  before  and  at 
the  time  of  the  collision.  The  defendants  proved 
that  they  had  a  good  look  out,  but  none  of  the 
crew  on  board  of  the  Duke  of  Sutherland  e^er  saw 
any  lights,  except  the  three  white  lights  mentioned, 
on  board  the  Maggie  Trimble.  A  passenger  on 
board  the  Duke  of  Sutherland  spoke  of  seeing  the 
green  light  of  the  Maggie  Trimble  as  the  Duke  of 
Sutherland  approached  her.  A  ship's  surveyor 
in  the  employ  of  the  ship's  husband  of  the 
Maggie  Trimble,  was  called  by  the  plaintiffs,  and 
asserted  that,  although  the  Boera  of  Trade 
surveyor  bad  ordered  the  position  of  the  lights  to 
be  altered,  he  considered  they  were  in  a  prop^ 
position  before  the  alteration,  but  he  could  not 
say  positively  that  they  would  show  an  unbroken 
light  from  right  ahead  to  two  points  abaft  the 
b^m  on  either  side.  The  defendants  called  the 
Board  of  Trade  surveyor,  who  ordered  the  position 
of  the  lights  to  be  altered  after  the  accident;  he 
said  that  ho  had  surveyed  the  ship  and  that  he 
had  found  that  the  lamps  were  right,  but  that 
they  were  so  fitted  on  the  break  of  the  forecastle  that 
they  were  obscured  from  right  ahead  to  about  a 
point  and  a  half  on  either  bow  by  the  catheads, 
which  stood  in  front  of  them;  the  lights  woald 
only  be  observed  by  any  person  right  ahead  of 
the  ship  and  in  a  line  with  the  catheads;  they 
could  be  seen  above  and  below  the  catheads.  The 
Duke  of  Sutherland  was  approaching  the  Maggie 
Trimble  four  points  on  the  tatter's  starboard  boir, 
and  therefore  there  was  no  obstruction  to  prevent 
those  on  board  the  Duke  of  Sutherland  from  seeing 
the  barque's  lights. 

The  defendants  contended  that  the 3fa^^te  2Vtin* 
ble  had  no  regulation  lights  burning  at  the  time  of 
the  collision,  but  that  she  was  carrying  some 
white  lights  on  deok  to  enable  the  ship's  decks  to 
be  put  in  order  and  that  these  lights  deceived 
those  on  board  the  Duke  of  Sutherland ;  but  that 
even  if  the  Maggie  Trimble  did  carry  her 
regulation  lights,  they  were  so  placed  that  the 
Maggie  Trimble  was  a  ship  infringing  the  regula- 
tions for  preventing  collisions  at  sea  within  !tbe 
meaning  of  the  Merchant   Shipping  Act  1873 


MARITIME  LAW  CASES. 


483 


Adk.] 


The  Magnet;  The  Dxtke  or  Sutherland;  The  Fanny  M.  Oarvill. 


FAdm. 


(36  &  37  Yict  o.  85.)  s.  17.    The  argnments  were 
the  same  as  in  the  last  case. 

Mihoardt  Q.  C.  and  Oainsford  Bruce  for  the 
plaintiffs. 

BmUy  Q.  C.  and  James  P.  Aspinall  for   the 
defendants. 

Sir  B.  Phujjhobe  (after  setting  out  the  facts  as 
given  above). — There  is  no  disputing  that  it  was 
the  doty  of  the  steamer  to  get  out  of  the  way  of 
the  Maggie  Trimble.  The  collision  took  place, 
however  by  the  port  paddle  box  of  the  steamer 
coming  in  contact  with  the  starboard  side  and  port 
howof  theifa^</te  TrwMe.  The  defence  which 
the  2>tt&6  of  Suthfirkmd  sets  up,  is  that  the  Maggie 
7}rimhie  carried  no  side  lights,  and  that  she  ought 
to  have  shown  a  green  Tight  in  the  position  in 
which  she  then  was.  I  am  of  opinion  that  this 
defence  entirely  fails,  as  it  is  proved  upon  the 
evidence  to  the  satisfaction  of  myself,  and,  I  be- 
lieve, of  the  Elder  Brethren  of  the  Trinity  House, 
that  the  light  was  there.  I  should  observe  benides, 
that,  taking  the  defence  shown  in  the  evidence  of 
the  master  of  the  Duke  of  Sutherland,  namely,  that 
he  saw  some  bright  lights  on  his  port  bow,  and  did 
not  understand  what  they  were,  it  became  his  duty 
whilst  he  was  in  that  state  of  indecision,  to  have 
taken  steps  to  get  out  of  the  way  of  the  vessel 
carrying  those  lights,  and  to  give  hnr  a  wider 
berth ;  if  he  was  uncertain  whether  he  ought  to 
haye  ported  or  starboarded,  he  should  have  slowed 
his  engines  until  he  had  ascertained  what  oouree 
the  vessel  carrying  the  ambiguous  lights  was  upon; 
the  evidence  shows,  beyond  possibility  of  con- 
tradiction, that  he  took  no  steps  whatever,  that  he 
did  not  port — the  mode  he  adopted  of  getting  out 
of  her  way — ^nntil  he  was  close  upon  her.  Upon 
this  evidence,  there  is  no  question  that  he  did  not 
exeoate  the  manoeuvre  which  tho  law  required  him 
to  doy  and  that  the  Duke  of  Rutherland  is  therefore 
aloae  to  blame  for  this  collision,  unless,  indeed, 
the  construction  of  the  Merchant  Shipping  Act 
1873  (36  &  37  Vict.  c.  85),  sect.  17,  should  reftder 
the  Maggie  Trirnble  liable  to  be  also  condemned. 
That  is  a  question  which  depends  upon  the  con- 
stroction  the  court  may  put  the  statute  in  the  case 
of  The  Magnet,  heard  last  sittings,  and  in  which 
judgment  will  be  given  on  Tuesday  next.  If  I 
flhoald  be  of  opinion  that  there  has  been  no  in- 
fringement on  the  part  of  the  sailing  vessel  in 
reepect  of  the  position  of  her  lights,  such  as 
under  the  statute  properly  construed  will  pre- 
vent the  Duke  of  SuiherUtnd  from  being  held 
alone  to  blame,  it  will  not  be  necessary  to  go  into 
this  part  of  the  case.  Therefore,  for  the  present, 
I  pronounce  that  the  Duke  of  Sutherland  is  to 
blame  for  the  collision,  reserving  the  question  of 
law  as  to  Uie  liability  of  the  other  ship. 

Our.  adv,  vuU. 
The  Fanny  M.  Carvill. 
This  was  a  cause  of  damage  instituted  on  behalf 
of  the  owners  of  the  Swedish  barque  Peru,  against 
the  British  barque  JPanny  M.   Oarvill  and  her 
owners  interveniog. 

According  to  the  case  set  up  in  the  plaintiffs' 
petition,  the  Peru,  a  barque  of  589  tons  register, 
was,  shortly  before  9.30  p.m.,  on  the  18th  Nov.  1874, 
about  fifteen  miles  from  Beachy  Head,  which 
bore  about  N.N.W.,  and  was  proceeding  on  a  voy- 
age from  the  Tyne  to  Monte  Video  with  a 
cargo  of  coals.  -  The  wind  was  about  W.N.W., 
the  weather  was  fine  and  clear,  and  the  Peru 
under    easy    sail,    was     sailing    close     hauled 


on  tho  starboard  tack,  heading  S.W.,  and  mak- 
ing about  three  knots  an  hour,  with  her  proper 
regulation  lights  duly  exhibited  and  burning 
brightly.  At  the  time  and  under  these  circam- 
stances  the  green  light  of  a  vessel,  which  after- 
wards proved  to  be  the  Fam^ny  M.  Oarvillt  was  seen 
at  the  .  distance  of  about  a  mile  and  a  half,  and 
bearing  about  two  points  on  the  port  bow.  The 
Fanny  M.  Oarvill  was  on  the  port  tack,  and  the 
Peru  was  kept  close  hauled  on  the  starboard  tack  in 
the  expectation  that  the  Fawny  M,  Oa/rvill  would 
keep  out  of  her  way  as  she  ought  to  have  done ; 
but  the  Fanny  M,  Oarvill  approached,  and  al- 
though loudly  hailed  from  the  Peru,  ran  into  and 
struck  the  Peru  upon  the  port  side,  about  amid- 
ships, and  did  her  so  much  damage  that  she  was 
compelled  to  proceed  to  the  Downs,  and  after- 
wards to  be  towed  to  London  for  repairs.  The 
plaintiffs  charged  those  on  board  the  Fa/nrvy  M, 
Oarvill  with  neglecting  to  keep  a  good  look  out, 
and  with  improperly  neglecting  to  take  in  due 
time  proper  measures  for  getting  out  of  the  way 
of  the  Perti. 

According  to  the  defendants'  answer  the  Fanny 
M,  Oarvill  was  a  barque  of  about  592  tons  regis^* 
ter ;  and  at  about  9.30  p.m.,  on  the  13th  Nov.  1874, 
whilst  on  a  voyage  from  London  to  Barcelona  with 
a  cargo  of  deals  was  about  fourteen   miles  off 
Beachy  Head.    At  such  time  there  was  a  strong 
breeze  from  W.  to  W.  by  N.,  the  weather  was 
clear,  the  Fawny  M,  Oarvill  was  close  hauled  on 
the  port  tack  under   easy  sail,  heading  about 
N.N.W,,  and  sailing  at  the  rate  of  two  and  a  half 
knots  per'  hour,  her  regulation  lights  were  duly 
exhibited  and  burning  brightly,  and  a  good  look- 
out was  being  kept.    Under  these  circumstances 
the  red  light  of  a  vessel,  which  afterwards  proved 
to  be  the  barque  Peru,  was  seen  about  four  points 
on  the  starlK>ard  bow  of  the  Farmy  M.  OarviU, 
and  distant  about  two  miles.    Almost  immediately 
afterwards  the  green  light  came  into  view.   Those 
on  board   the   Fanny  M,   Oa/rvill  continued   to 
watch  the  Pert*  which  approached,  showing  both 
lights,  broad  on  the  starboard  bow  of  the  Fanny 
M,  OarvUl,     About  ten  minutes  after  the  lights 
had  been  first  seen,  and  while  the  two  vessels 
were  a  considerable  way  apart,  those  on  board  the 
Fanny  M.  Oarvill    showed  a    flash    light,    and 
shortly  afterwards  the  red  light  of  the  Peru  was 
shut  m,  and  the  two  vessels  would  have  passed 
clear  of  each  other,  starboard  side  to  starboard 
side ;  but,  when  within  a  short  distance  of  the 
Fanny  M.  Oarvill,  the  Peru  shut  in  the  green 
and  again  opened  the  red  light,  causing  imme- 
diate danger  of  collision.     Thereupon  the  helm  of 
the  Fanny  M.  Oarvill  was  put  hard  aport,  and 
her  main-yard  squared,  but  she  was  unable  to 
clear  the  Peru,  and  the  two  vessels  came   into 
collision,  the  bluff  of  the  port  bow  of  the  Fanny 
M,  Oarvill  striking  the  Pert*  amidships  on  the 
port  side,  doing  considerable   damage   to  both 
vessels.    The  defendants  charged  those  on  board 
the  Peru  with  neglecting  to  keep  a  good  look-out, 
and  with  improperly   neglecting  to  keep  their 
course ;  that  the  lights  of  the  Peru  were  impro- 
perly fixed  and  screened ;  that  the  collision  was 
occasioned  by  the  improper  and  negligent  naviga- 
tion of  those  on  board  the  Peri*,  and  by  the  defec- 
tive condition  of  the  side  lights  of  the  Peru\  and 
that  the  Peru  was  in  fault  within  the  true  intent 
and  meaning  of  the  17th  section  of  the  Merchant 
I  Shipping  Act  1873,  for  infringing  the  regulations 
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for  preventing  collisions,  by  neglecting  to  carry 
proper  side  lights. 

Jan,  16, 1875. — ^Tbe  cause  came  on  for  hearing 
before  the  judge  assisted  by  Trinity  Masters. 
There  were  only  three  points  in  dispute  in  this 
case ;  first,  whether  the  reru  continued  her  course 
on  approaching  the  Fa/nny  M,  Ga/rviU ;  secondly, 
whether  the  green  light  of  the  Peru  was  seen  by 
those  on  board  the  FawM/  M,  CarvUl,  and  led  to 
the  collision ;  thirdly,  whether  the  lights  of  the 
Peru  were  fixed  and  screened  in  accordance  with 
the  regulations.  Evidence  was  given  upon  all 
these  points;  upon  the  first  two  there  is  an 
express  finding  on  the  part  of  the  court  appearing 
in  the  judgment  below;  in  the  third  point  theie 
were  witnesses  called  on  both  sides.  For  the 
plaintiffd  it  was  proved  that  the  lamps  of  the  Peru 
were  fixed  8ft.  forward  of  the  foremast,  on  the  top 
of  the  covering  board  at  the  break  of  the  forecastle 
on  each  side,  and  just  on  the  bluff  of  the  bows;  they 
were  on  a  level  with  the  rail;  the  screens  were 
2ft.  5in.  long  and  17in.  high,  and  ran  as  nearly  as 
possible  parallel  to  the  middle  line  of  the  ship ; 
the  lengtn  of  the  lamps  from  aft  to  forward  was 
5in. ;  tne  lights  could  not  have  been  put  further 
aft  than  where  they  were  unless  they  had  been 
put  abaft  the  foremast,  and  they  would  then  have 
been  obscured  bp  the  foresail  and  the  f  ererigging ; 
and  the  screens  could  not  have  been  made  longer 
without  either  placing  the  lamps  further  inboard, 
or  allowing^  the  fore  end  of  the  screen  to  project 
over  the  side  of  the  ship;  and  in  the  first  case 
the  lamps  would  have  been  obscured  by  the  cat- 
head, and  in  the  second  case  there  would  have 
been  risk  of  the  screens  being  washed  away  in  bad 
weather.  After  the  arrival  of  the  ship  in  the 
Thames  the  lights  were  tested  at  night  on  behalf 
of  the  plaintiffs,  and  it  was  then  proved  that  at 
the  distance  of  a  mile  and  a  half  away  the  green 
light  of  the  Peru  showed  at  half  a  point  across  the 
port  bow  of  that  vessel,  but  that  neither  light 
would  show  at  a  greater  bearing  than  half  a  point 
across  the  opposite  bow.  The  defendants  called 
some  Board  of  Trade  Surveyors,  who  stated  that 
they  had  inspected  the  Peru  after  the  collision,  and 
that  they  were  able  to  see  the  Peru's  starboard  light 
from  the  port  side  of  her  bowsprit,  which  would 
make  the  light  visible  about  a  point  and  a  half  to 
two  points  across  the  bows  of  the  Peru  at  a  dis- 
tance of  a  mile  and  a  half. 

BuU,  Q.O.  {B.  E.  Webster  with  him)  for  the 
defendants,  applied  to  the  court  to  order  an  in* 
spection  by  the  Elder  Brethren  in  order  that  it 
might  be  ascertained  whether  it  was  or  was  not 
true  that  the  lights  of  the  Peru  could  be  seen 
across  her  bow  and  whether  the  light  could  be  seen, 
as  stated  by  the  Board  of  Trade  surveyor,  cutting 
the  bowsprit;  that  was  the  whole  point  in  the 
case,  and  the  vessel  was  still  in  the  port  of  Lon- 
don; the  court  had  before  it  the  sworn  evi- 
dence of  the  surveyor  who  stated  that  he  had 
inspected  the  ship,  and  had  found  the  light 
showing  across  her  bows,  and  if  so  the  light  would 
be  visible  to  the  other  vessel  considerably  across 
her  bows;  that  was  the  main  question  in  the 
cause  and  it  was  important  to  have  it  settled. 

Mihoard,  Q.O.  (j^.  C.  Cla/rkaon  with  him),  for 
the  plaintiffs,  opposed  the  application  on  the 
ground  that  the  defendants  had  had  ample  oppor- 
tunity of  inspecting  the  ship  before  the  hearing. 

Sir  R.  Phillimobe. — I  think  it  i«  a  very  incon- 
venient practice  for  the  Board  of  Trade  anrveyors 


I  to  be  sent  down  to  inspect  vessels,  and  afterwards 
to  be  examined  as  witnesses  in  this  court ;  it  seems 
to  me  very  questionable,  and  worthy  of  the  con- 
sideration of  the  Board  of  Trade,  whether  they 
should  be  allowed  to  inspect  a  ship  on  the  appli- 
cation of  a  party  to  the  cause,  and  afterwards 
be  called  by  him  as  witnesses.  I  don't  think  anj 
injustice  has  been  done  in  this  caae,  but  it  is  an 
inconvenient  practice  that  the  functions  of  the 
Board  of  Trade  should  be  put  in  action  by  a  party 
to  a  cause.  But,  however,  1  think  this  is  a  case 
in  which  1  ought  not  to  accede  to  the  present 
application .  It  appears  upon  the  evidence  already 
given  by  the  look-out-man  of  the  Fanny  M. 
Oarvill  that  these  vessels  were  allowed  to  oome 
within  five  ships'  lengths  of  each  other  before  tbe 
Fanny  M,  CarviU  made  any  attempt  to  bear  away. 
He  says  he  suw  the  green  light  for  the  first  time 
within  five  ships'  lengths ;  even  if  he  is  speaking 
the  truth  on  that  point,  in  my  opinion  that  was 
an  improper  navigation  of  the  ship ;  but  if  I  am 
called  upon  also  to  pronounce  at  this  stage  as  to 
whether  the  green  light  was  visible  or  not,  I  am 
ready  to  do  so,  but  I  would  rather  hear  Mr.  Butt 
upon  that  point  first.  There  remains  also  the 
question  of  the  liability  of  the  Peru  under  tbe 
statute,  if  she  has  infringed  any  regulation.  That 
is  a  question  of  law  that  must  be  reserved  till  next 
Tuesday,  when  I  shall  give  judgment  in  the  other 
cases.  I  refuse  the  present  application.  I  don't 
think  it  is  a  proper  case  for  doing  what  is  very 
rarely  done  by  the  court.  I  must  call  upon  Mr. 
Butt  upon  the  two  questions  I  have  indicated. 

Butf,  Q.C.,  for  the  defendants. — I  submit  that, 
upon  the  facts,  the  Peru  improperly  altered  her 
course ;  that  she  showed  her  green  light  in  such  a 
way  as  to  deceive  the  Foamy  M,  OorriU  as  to  her 
course,  and  that  she  so  contributed  to  the  oollisioD. 
Upon  the  question  of  law  I  submit  that,  even  if 
the  light  was  not  in  this  case  visible,  the  Parti  was 
to  blame  upon  the  facts  proved,  because  she  had 
screens  too  short  by  nearly  a  foot,  and  her  side 
lights  showed  to  some  extent  at  any  rate  across 
her  bow8.  This  is  a  breach  of  the  regulations 
which  will  bring  her  within  the  Merchant  Ship- 
ping Act  1873.  By  the  Bec^ulations  for  Prevent- 
ing Collisions  at  Sea,  Arts.  3  and  5,  certain  side 
lights  are  provided  for  sailing  vessels;  and  by 
Art.  3  (d),  these  side  lights  must  be  fitted  "  with 
inboard  screens,  projecting  at  least  three  feet 
forward  from  the  light,  so  as  to  prevent  these 
lights  from  being  seen  across  the  bow."  This  is  a 
positive  regulation  as  to  the  length  of  the  screens, 
they  must  be  3ft.  in  front  of  the  light;  the 
screens  of  the  Peru  were  only  2ft.  5in.  long 
altogether,  and  only  about  2ft.  in  front  of  t^e  lights. 
Moreover  it  was  proved  by  the  defendants'  wit- 
nesses, and  in  effect  admitted  by  the  plaintiff, 
that  the  lights  would  show  across  the  bows  of  tbe 
Peru^  and  this  again  is  expressly  contrary  to  the 
regulation.  On  this  ground  I  submit  that  tbe 
Peru  must  be  held  to  blame,  even  though  she  did 
not  contribute  to  the  collision. 

Mihoard,  Q.C.,  for  the  plaintiff. — I  submit  that 
the  Peru  did  not  in  any  way  contribute  to  this 
collision  by  reason  of  her  course  or  her  lights. 
On  the  question  of  law,  I  submit  that  the  obgeci* 
of  Art.  o  (d)  is  simply  to  prevent  a  ship's  lights 
from  being  visible  across  the  bow,  and  if  this 
object  is  substantially  attained,  there  is  no  infringe- 
ment that  will  bring  the  ship  within  the  statnte. 
The  evidence  sufficiently  shows  that  the  ligbtn 
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would  only  be  slightly  yisible  aorosB  the  bows,  and 
this  mast  always  be  the  case  in  every  ship  at  some 
point  ahead  of  her,  otherwise  there  woula  be  some 
space  right  ahead  where  no  lights  cnald  be  seen  at 
til.  If  the  screens  were  exactly  parallel,  there 
would  be  a  certain  space  between  them  in  which, 
bowevOT  far  ahead  of  the  ship  a  person  might  be, 
tbe  nys  of  light  coald  not  be  seen.  The  screens 
must  be  slightly  inclined  inwards,  so  that  at  some 
point  both  lights  may  be  seen  at  the  same  time. 
If  tbe  screens  are  so  fitted  that  the  lic^hts  cannot 
be  seen  across  the  bows  in  such  a  way  as  to  deceive 
an  approaching  vessel,  there  is  a  substantial  com- 
pliaooe  with  the  regulations.  The  mere  length  of 
the  screens  is  immaterial ;  the  only  qoestion  to 
be  considered  is  whether  they  prevented  the  light 
from  being  improperly  seen  across  the  bows,  and 
I  submit  that  in  this  case  they  did  so. 

8ir  R.  Fhillimobb. — I  am  of  opinion  that  the 
Peru,  the  starboard  tack  vessel,  continued  her 
oonrse  without  alteration  up  to  the  time  of  the 
collision,  and  it  is  untrue  as  stated  by  the  wit- 
nesses for  the  defendants,  that  the  Peru  came  up 
into  the  wind  two  and  a  half  points,  with  her  sails 
aback.  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  green  light  of  the 
Peru  was  not  seen  by  those  on  board  the  Fanny 
M,  CarviUf  and  did  not  lead  to  the  collision.  The 
Fanny  M.  Oarvill  was  aware  that  the  Peru  was  a 
starboard  tack  vessel,  and  the  Fanny  M,  Oarvill 
waited  too  long  before  she  got  out  of  the  way  of 
the  Peru,  Whether  on  account  of  the  deficiency 
in  tbe  length  of  the  screens  of  the  Peru  she  is  also 
to  blame,  although  she  never  altered  her  bearings, 
isaqaestibn  I  reserve  until  I  give  judgment  in 
the  other  cases  on  Tuesday. 

Our.  adv.  vult 

Jan,  19. — SiK  R.  Phillimobe. — The  first  ques- 
tion which  I  have  to  decide  as  affecting  all  these 
cases  is  the  true  construction  of  a  clause  in  the 
last  Merchant  Shipping  Act,  and  to  do  so  it  is 
necessary  to  consider  the  previous  enactments  on 
the  subject. 

By  the  Merchant  Shipping  Act  1854  (17  &  18 
Vict.  0. 104),  sect.  298,  it  is  enacted :  *'  If  in  any 
case  of  collision  it  appears  to  the  court  before 
which  the  case  is  tried  that  such  collision  was 
occasioned  by  the  non-observance  of  any  rule  for 
the  exhibition  of  lights,  or  the  use  of  fog  signals 
issaed  in  pursuance  of  the  power  hereinbefore 
contained,  or  of  the  foregoing  rule  as  to  the  pass- 
ing of  steam  and  sailing  ships,  or  of  the  foregoing 
rule  as  to  a  steamship  keeping  to  that  side  of  a 
narrow  channel  which  lies  on  tbe  starboard  side, 
the  owner  of  the  ship  by  which  such  rule  has  been 
infringed,  shall  not  be  entitled  to  recover  any  re- 
compense whatever  for  any  damage  sustained  by 
snch  ship  in  such  collision,  unless  it  is  shown  to 
the  satisfaction  of  the  court  that  the  circumstances 
of  the  case  made  a  departure  from  the  rule  neces- 
sary."   This  was  repealed. 

The  next  enactment  on  the  subject  was  the  Mer- 
chant Shipping  Act  Amendment  Act  1862  (25  & 
26  Vict  c.  63)  sect.  29,  which  provided  that  "  if  in 
any  case  of  collision  it  appears  to  the  court  before 
which  the  case  is  tried  that  such  collision  was 
cocasioned  by  the  non-observance  of  any  regula- 
tion made  by  or  in  pursuance  of  this  Act,  the  ship 
by  which  snch  regulation  has  been  infringed  shall 
be  deemed  to  be  in  fault  unless  it  is  shown  to  the 
Batisfaction  of  the  court  that  the  circumstances  of 
the  case  made  a  departure  from  the  regulation  ne- 
oeasary." 


I  The  next  enactment  on  the  subject  was  The 
Merchant  Shipping  Act  1873  (36  and  37  Yiot.  o. 
85),  which  repealed  the  last-mentioned  enactment, 
and  (sect.  17)  provided  as  follows  :  "If  in  any  case 
of  collision  it  is  proved  to  the  court  before  which 
the  case  is  tried  that  any  of  the  regulations  for 
preventing  collision  contained  in  or  made  under 
The  Merchant  Shipping  Acts  1854  to  1873  has 
been  infringed,  the  ship  by  which  such  regulation  • 
has  been  infringed  shall  be  deemed  to  be  in  fault, 
unless  it  is  shown  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  oourt 
that  the  circumstances  of  the  case  made  departure 
from  the  regulation  necessary." 

It  has  been  contended  that  any  infringement  of 
any  regulation  made  under  the  authority  of  the 
statute  compels  the  court  to  pronounce  the  vessel 
which  is  guilty  of  such  inf rin^ment  to  be  in  fault 
unless  the  infringement  was  m  the  circumstances 
necessary ;  that  is  to  say,  to  give  an  instance,  that 
a  vessel  carrying  a  perfect  starboard  light,  and  run 
into  on  the  starboard  side  by  a  vessel  which  ought 
to  have  avoided  her,  is  nevertheless  in  fault,  if  she 
have  no  port  light,  or  a  deficient  one ;  or  that  a 
vessel  directly  ahead  of  another,  which  overtakes 
her  and  runs  into  her  stern,  is  nevertheless  in 
fault  if  she  has  deficient  or  no  side  lights,  which 
lights  could  not  possibly  have  been  seen  by,  or 
have  in  any  way  affected  the  overtaking  vessel.  I 
say  nothing  as  to  the  injustice  of  applying  such  a 
construction  of  an  English  statute  to  foreign 
vessels ;  but,  irrespective  of  any  snob  considera- 
tion J  decline  as  at  present  advised  to  put  a  con- 
struction which  appears  to  me  fraught  with 
absurdity  and  injustice  upon  the  statute,  even  with 
respect  to  British  vessels.  I  think  the  infringe- 
ment spoken  of  must  mean  an  infringement  not 
indeed  necessarily  causing  the  collision,  but  con- 
nected with  it — an  infringement  material  to  the 
case,  and  by  possibility  causing  or  contributing  to 
the  collision;  not  an  infringement  wholly  im- 
material to  the  case,  and  which  by  no  possibility 
could  have  anything  to  do  with  the  collision.  I 
do  not  think  that  this  construotion  of  the  statute 
is  at  variance  with  the  decision  of  the  Privy  Council 
in  The  Hihernia  (ante,  p.  454 ;  31  L.  T.  ftep.  N.  S. 
805),  which  I  have  carefully  perused. 

And  hei*e  it  may  be  convenient  to  say  a  word  on 
the  legal  effect  of  instructions  given  by  the  Board 
of  Trade  to  their  surveyors,  a  matter  much  dis- 
cussed before  me  in  cases  of  this  description. 
Snch  instructions  may  be  prudent  and  proper, 
though  it  appears  that  they  are  frequently  changed, 
but,  except  in  so  far  as  they  are  authorisecf  by 
statute,  they  can  have  no  binding  effect  upon 
English,  much  less  upon  foreign  vessels.  The 
regulations  for  preventing  collisions  are  of  a  dif- 
ferent character,  and,  being  adopted  by  foreign 
states,  have  by  virtue  of  treaties  or  conventions, 
an  international  obligation. 

There  are  three  cases  now  before  the  court  in 
which  I  have  reserved  for  consideration  the  con- 
struction of  this  statute,  and  I  now  proceed  to 
apply  to  them  the  provisions  of  the  statute  con- 
strued upon  the  principles  which  I  have  stated. 
The  first  is  The  Magnet ;  the  second  The  Dvke  of 
Sutherland  ;  the  third  The  Fam,ny  M,  OarviU, 

In  each  of  these  cases  I  have  condemned  one 
vessel ;  the  question  as  to  the  culpability  of  the 
other  being  reserved. 

The  Magnet  was  a  case  of  ooUision  between 
the  Swedish  barque  the  Eugenie  and  the  Magnei, 
an  Irish  screw  steamer,  which  happened  off  the 
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entranoe  to  the  Port  of  Liverpool  somewhere  [ 
hetween  the  north-west  and  the  Bar  Lightship, 
between  twelve  and  one  on  the  night  of  the  15th 
Nov.  last.  The  Eugenie  was  heading  K.  by  E., 
close  haaled  on  the  port  tack,  going  at  a  speed  of 
abont  eight  knots  an  hoar.  The  Magnet  was  pro- 
ceeding at  fall  speed,  about  ten  knots  an  hoar, 
heading  E.S.E.  They  were  crossing  ships.  The 
.  pilot  of  the  Eugenie  saw  the  white  light  of  the 
Magnet  four  or  five  miles  off  five  points  on  her 
port  bow,  and  then  he  saw  the  masthead  and 
green  light  of  two  vessels  both  on  the  port  bow  a 
quarter  of  a  mile  apart.  He  kept  on  his  course. 
The  foremost  of  the  steamers  passed  clear  ahead 
of  him,  but  the  sternmost,  which  was  the  Magnet^ 
starboarded  shortly  before  the  collision,  and  came 
with  her  starboard  side  into  the  port  bow  of  the 
Eugenie, 

The  defence  of  the  Magnet  is  that  she  only  saw 
the  faint  glimmer  of  a  ship's  light  two  points  on 
her  starboard  bow.  It  did  not  continue  in  sight, 
and  a  red  light  opened  almost  alongside  of  her. 
The  master  of  the  Magnet  supposed,  he  says,  the 
vessel  to  be  going  in  the  same  direction  as  he  was, 
ahead  of  him,  and  by  yawing  to  have  shown  her 
light.  He  ordered  first  starboard  a  little,  and  then 
hard  a  starboard.  The  answer  on  behalf  of  the 
Magnet  states  that  the  Eugenie  neglected  to  have 
her  side  lights  properly  exhibited  according  to  the 
regulations. 

At  the  hearing  two  points  were  discussed.  First, 
whether  the  red  light  of  the  barqae  was  visible  at 
a  sufficient  distance  to  apprise  the  steamer  that 
she  ought  to  get  out  cf  the  way.  This  point  I 
decided  in  the  affirmative,  and  adversely  to  the 
Magnet,  which  I,  therefore,  held  to  be  in  fault  for 
the  collision.  The  second  point  was,  whether  the 
Eugenie  was  not  also  in  faalt  under  the  provisions 
of  the  36  &  37  Yict.  c.  85,  s.  17^  for  having  violated 
the  regulations  in  not  carrying  proper  lights  pro- 
perly placed.  It  was  not  denied  by  the  counsel 
for  the  Magnet  that  the  lamps  were  of  the  proper 
size,  but  it  was  contended  that  they  were  not  fitted 
with  proper  magnifying  and  reflecting  power,  and 
that  they  were  not  of  proper  capacity.  Scientific 
evidence  was  produced  on  this  point,  but  the 
captain  of  the  Magnet  admitted  that  when  he  saw 
the  red  light  it  was  a  very  good  light,  and  that 
both  lights  burnt  well.  The  second  mate  said  he 
saw  no  difference  between  them  and  any  other 
lights,  and  the  captain  of  the  Eugenie  swore  that 
when  on  board  the  Magnet  after  the  collision  he 
saw  them  more  than  two  miles ;  while  none  of  the 
witnesses  produced  on  behalf  of  the  Magnet  were 
interrogated  as  to  whether  the  lights  of  the 
Eugenie  were  not  burning  brightly  after  the 
collision. 

It  was  further  contended  that  the  lights  which 
were  in  the  fore  part  of  the  mizen  rigging  on  the 
channel  boards  and  level  with  the  rail  were  not 
so  placed  so  as  to  be  visible  according  to  the  regu- 
lations, becaase  they  were  abaft  the  broadest  parts 
of  the  ship,  because  they  were  obscured  by  the 
foretopraast  backstay,  and  a  dead  eye  came 
before  the  lens  of  the  lamp.  There  was  some 
argument  respecting  the  length  of  the  screens, 
which  I  think  was  not  insisted  upon. 

With  regard  to  the  obscuring  of  the  lights  there 
was  a  conflict  of  scientific  and  positive  testimony, 
and  after  some  consideration  and  conference  with 
the  Trinity  Masters,  I  determined  on  putting  into 
execution  the  authority  which  the  statute  (24  Vict. 


c.  10),  s.  18,  gives  me  of  reqaesting  them  to 
inspect  the  ship,  and  make  the  proper  experiments 
for  ascertaining  whether  the  lamps  were  of  a 
proper  character  to  be  visible  at  a  proper  distance, 
and  whether  they  were  not  obscured  by  any  part 
of  the  rigging.  In  taking  this  course,  1  may  nave 
given  too  favourable  a  constractiou  to  the  pleading 
of  the  Magnet,  in  which  the  question  as  to  the 
position  of  the  lamps  was  perhaps  not  raised  with 
sufficient  distinctness. 

The  Elder  Brethren  have  reported  that  having 
been  requested  by  me  to  report  on  the  sufficiency 
of  the  side  lights  of  the  Eugenie,  and  to  examine 
the  said  vessel  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining 
whether  there  is  anything  in  her  construction  or 
in  the  position  of  her  tackle  or  furniture  which 
would  prevent  the  said  lights  from  being  seen 
when  placed  in  their  respective  positions : 

"  We  proceeded  to  Long  Beach  on  the  afternoon 
of  the  30th  nit.  (Dec.  1874),  and,  anchoring  a  vessel 
abreast  the  lower  mile  mark,  made  arrangements 
whereby  we  could  accurately  fix  the  range  of  the 
lights.  The  evening  was  starlight,  clear  overhead, 
and  perfectly  calm,  but  hazy  over  the  water.  At 
6  p.m.,  it  being  quite  dark,  the  Eugenie's  lights 
were  placed  on  each  quarter  of  the  vessel  so  sta- 
tioned. We  proceeded  in  a  boat  up  the  Beach, 
with  the  reflectors  of  the  lights  turned  directly 
upon  us,  thereby  giving  every  advantage  to  the 
Eugenie,  when  the  green  light  disappeared  to  the 
naked  eye  at  half-a*mile,  and  the  red  light  at  a 
cable's  length  short  of  the  mile.  Upon  a  perfectly 
clear  night  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  green  light 
might  have  been  seen  a  quarter,  and  the  red  light 
half-a-mile  further.  "  The  lights  of  the  Eugenie 
have  been  tested  as  to  their  photometric  power 
with  the  following  results : — 

Naked  flame 3*1  OancUei. 

Ditto,  aided  by  the  reflector 9*0         „ 

Power  of  light  with  red  shade 1.1         „ 

Ditto,  with  green  ditto 0*2         „ 

which,  in  our  opinion,  is  considerably  less  than 
the  lanterns  now  in  use,  and  perfectly  insufficient. 
"  Having  received  information  from  the  Begis- 
trar  that  the  Eugenie  would  be  ready  for  our  in- 
spection on  the  12th  instant,  we  proceeded  to 
Liverpool  on  the  lltb,  and  visited  that  vessel  on 
the  following  morning;  when  the  screens  were 
placed  in  their  regular  position?,  and  the  distance 
across  the  ship  from  light  to  lii^ht  was  found  to  be 
exactly  24ft. ;  at  a  corresponding  height  above  the 
water,  abreast-  the  foretopmast  backstays,  the 
width  across  the  ship  from  backstay  to  backstay 
was  found  to  be  24rt.  6in.,  showing  that  an  obstruc- 
tion of  3in.  intervenes  on  each  side  directly  in  front 
of  the  lights." 

Adding  to  the  evidence  already  before  me,  this 
report  of  the  Trinity  Masters,  and  considering  the 
whole  evidence  together,  I  must  pronounce  the 
Eugenie  to  be  also,  in  the  language  of  the  statute, 
in  fault  for  non-observance  of  the  regulations 
respecting  the  sufficiency  of  lights. 

With  respect  to  the  case  of  the  Duke  of  Suther- 
land,  it  was  not,  I  think,  contended  that  the  lamps 
were  not  '*  so  constructed,"  and  of  such  a  character 
as  to  comply  with  the  regulations.  The  dispute 
was  as  to  their  position.  The  Board  of  Trade 
Surveyor  required  their  position  to  be  altered; 
this  may  have  been  prudent,  but  I  am  not  satisfied 
upon  the  evidence  that  the  lights  were  previously 
"  so  fixed  "  as  to  infringe  the  regulation  with  re- 
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■peck  to  their  visibility.    I  proDounoe,  therefore, 
the  Duke  of  Sutherland  alone  *'  in  fault." 

With  respect  to  the  case  of  The  Fanny  M.  Oarvill, 
the  evidence  was  that  the  screens  projected  2ft. 
din.  instead  of  3ft.  The  object  of  the  regalations 
▼ith  respect  to  screens  is  to  prevent  the  side 
lights  from  beinf;  seen  across  the  bovr;  for  this 
purpose  it  directs  the  screen  to  project  at  least 
3ft.  It  is,  so  to  speak,  a  subsidiary  regulation  for 
the  purpose  of  securing  the  Tisibility  of  the 
distinct  light,  the  general,  visibility  of  the  light 
being  already  provided  for  in  the  former  regula- 
tions. 

I  have  stated  in  my  former  judgment,  at  the 
bearine  of  the  last  case,  that  1  am  satisfied  the 
green  Hght  was  not  seen  across  the  bow  by  those 
on  boaid  the  Fanny  M.  CarviU,  and,  according  to 
the  evidence,  if  the  length  of  the  screens  in  this 
ship  had  extended  further  outside  of  the  bow,  a 
sea  might  have  washed  them  away.  iTpon  the 
whole  I  think  that  I  am  not  compelled  to  say  that 
the  deficiency  in  the  length  of  the  screens  was  an 
infringement  of  the  regulations  according  to  my 
constmction  of  the  statute,  and  that  therefore 
the  Peru  is  legally  in  fault  for  a  collision  which 
her  non-observance  of  the  regulation  certainly  did 
in  no  way  occasion.  I  pronounce  the  Fanny  M. 
CaroiU  alone  in  fault. 

Solicitors  in  The  Magnet:  for  the  plaintiffs, 
Bateeon  and  Oo, ;  for  the  defendants,  Jen/ri/M  and 
Roe. 

Solicitors  in  The  Dtike  of  Sutherland :  for  the 
plaintiffs.  Wood  and  Tinkler ;  for  the  defendants, 
K  F,  Roberts. 

Solicitors  in  The  Fanny  M.  Garvill :  for  the 
plaintiff,  Thomas  Cooper ;  for  the  defendants, 
Stokee,  Sanders,  and  Stokes. 


COUBT  OF  QUEEV'S  BEVCS. 

Bepoftad  hj  J.  Sbobtt  and  M.  W.  McKblulb,  Esqri., 

BMnl>ten-at-Lftw. 

Jan.  12  and  25, 1875. 

Smith  v.  Steele. 

Negligence    by  servants — Filot  comptdsorUy  em* 
ployed — LidbUity  of  owners  for  injury  to  vHoi — 
17  >  18  Vict.  0.  104. 
A  pitot  was  engaged  by  the  defendants  v/ndtr  the 
compulsory  clauses  of  the  Merchant  Skipping  Act 
1854, /or  a  voyage  in  a  vessel  of  which  they  were 
owners.     Whilst  giving  directions  on  board  for 
coming  out  of  dock,  before  the  voyage  commenced, 
the  pilot  was  kiUed  by  the  fall  of  a  boat,  in  con- 
sequence of  the  negligence  of  defendant's  ser' 
vants. 
Held,  in  an  action  by  the  personal  representatives, 
that  there  is  no  implied  contra^  that  a  pilot 
under  such  circumstances  shall  take  upon  himself 
the  risk  of  injury  by  the  shipowners*  servants ; 
and  thai,  therefore,  the  auction  lay  against  the 
defendants. 
This  was  an  action  tried  before  Lush,  J.,  at  the 
Sussex  Spring  Assizes  1874.     The   verdict  was 
found  for  the  plaintiff:!,  leave  to  the  defendants 
being  reserved  to  enter  a  verdict  or  nonsuit* 

The  plaintiff  sued  as  executrix  of  one  J.  G. 
Smith,  deceased,  formerly  a  Thames  pilot.  The 
declaration  stated  that  the  defendants  were  pos- 
sessed of  a  certain  sailing  vessel,  and  of  a  certain 
boat  slung  upon  the  same,  which  sailing  vessel 
and  boat  were  then  under  the  care  and  manage- 


ment of  certain  servants  of  the  defendants,  and 
that  J.  G.  Smith  then  was,  by  the  consent  and  in- 
vitation of  the  defendants,  and  by  virtue  of  their 
retainer,  upon  tbo  sailing  vessel  for  the  purpose  of 
piloting  the  same  down  the  Bi ver  Thames  Never- 
theless the  defendants,  by  their  servants,  so  care- 
lessly, negligently,  and  improperly  slung,  sus- 
pended, and  managed  the  boat,  that  through  their 
carelessness,  negligence,  and  unskilful  conduct 
whilst  J.  G.  Smith  was  upon  the  vessel  under  the 
circumstances  and  for  the  purpose  aforesaid,  the 
boat  fell  upon  J.  G.  Smith  and  injured  him,  inso* 
much  that  he  in  a  few  days  afterwards  died. 

The  defendants  pleaded :  First,  not  guilty;  and, 
secondly,  that  J.  (x.  Smith  was  on  board  the  vessel 
in  the  defendants'  employment  as  piloc,  for  the 
purpose  of  piloting  the  vessel  down  the  Biver 
Thames,  for  which  he  was  so  retained  for  reward 
payable  to  him,  and  the  injury  to  J.  G.  Smith  was 
not  in  any  way  occasioned  by  any  act,  neglect,  or 
default  of  the  defendants  personally,  but  was  solely 
occasioned  by  the  negligence  of  the  servants  of  the 
defendants;  and  the  servants  of  the  defendants 
were  persons  of  reasonable  skill  and  care,  and 
reasonably  competent  to  sling,  suspend,  and  ma- 
nage the  boat,  and  the  servants  of  the  defendants 
and  J.  G.  Smith  were  engaged  in  one  common  em- 
ployment with  a  common  object,  to  wit,in  the  navi- 
gation and  management  of  the  vessel;  and  the 
injury  to  J.  G.  Smith  was  one  of  the  risks  incident 
to  the  employment  of  J.  G.  Smith  as  such  pilot ; 
and  the  alleged  carelessness,  negligence,  unskilful, 
and  improper  conduct  of  the  servants  of  the  de- 
fendants were  wholly  unauthorised  by  the  defen- 
dants. 

At  the  trial  it  appeared  that  a  vessel  belonging 
to  the  defendants  was  lying  in  a  dock  in  the  River 
Thames  ready  to  proceed  to  sea,  and  that  she  was 
within  a  district  within  which  pilotage  is  compul- 
sory upon  her  under  the  Merchant  Shipping  Act 
1854  (17  &  18  Vict.  c.  104),  s.  376,  viz.,  the  London 
district  of  the  Trinity  House.  It  was  also  shown 
that  it  was  customary  for  a  pilot  to  go  on  board  the 
vessel,  which  he  is  engaged  to  pilot  outwards, 
whilst  she  is  in  dock  in  order  that  he  may  give 
instructions  to  the  crew  whilst  getting  the  vessel 
out  of  dock,  and  that,  whilst  the  deceased  was 
so  giving  orders,  one  of  the  ship's  boats,  which 
had  been  negligently  slung  by  the  crew,  fell  upon 
him  and  killed  nim. 

A  rule  nisi  was  obtained  by  the  defendants  in 
pursuance  of  the  leave  reserved,  on  the  ground  that 
they  were  not  responsible  for  the  negligence  of 
their  servants  under  the  circumstances  proved. 

WiUis  showed  cause. 

Thesiger,  Q.C.  and  Wood  HiU  supported  the 
rule. 

The  several  clauses  of  the  Merchant  Shipping 
Acts  1854  and  1872,  relating  to  pilots,  and  the  fol- 
lowing cases  were  cited  and  fully  discussed : 

Indermaury.  Domes,  14  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.  484 ;  L.  Bep. 

1  C.  P.  274;  in  error,  16  L.  T.  Bop.  N.  8.  293; 

L.Bep.  2C.  P.  311; 
Morgan  ▼.  VaU  of  Neath  Ra^xvay  Company ,  5  B.  &S. 

570 ;  in  error,  18  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  8.  564 ;  L.  Bep.  1 

Q.B.  149; 
WiUon  v.  Merry,  19  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.  30 ;  L.  Bep.  1 

So.  App.326; 
Degg  y.  Midland  RaUwoAf  Company,  1  H.  &  N.  773 ; 
General  Steam  Navigation  Company  v.  British  and 

Colonial  Naviga^n  Company,  19  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  8. 

357;  L.  Bep.  4  Ex.  238;  8  Mar.  Law  Cm.  O.  S. 

168, 237. 

Cur,  adv,  vuU, 
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[Q.B. 


Jan,  25. — ^The  jodsment  of  the  court  (Oookbam, 
O.J.,  Blackbaro,  Mellor,  and  Lnsh,  JJ.),  was 
delivered  by 

Blackbubn,  J. — ^Tbis  was  an  action  under  Lord 
Campbell's  Act,  to  recover  damages  in  respect  of 
the  death  of  the  plain tifE's  testator,  who  was  her 
basband. 

At  the  trial  before  my  brother  Lash,  the  fol- 
lowing facts  were  proved :  The  defendants  were 
the  owners  of  a  veseel  lying  in  dock  about  to 
proceed  on  a  voyage  in  which  the  employment  of  a 
pilot  was  compulsory.  The  testator  was  a  pilot 
who  was  engaged  for  that  voyage.  He  (in  com- 
pliance with  what  it  was  proved  was*  always  the 
practice  of  pilots)  went  on  board  the  vessel  in  dock 
to  give  directions  to  the  crew  when  getting  the 
vessel  out  of  dock.  Whilst  doing  so,  a  boat  which 
had  been  negligently  slung  fell  on  him  and  killed 
him.  The  defendants  did  not  personally  interfere 
in  the  matter.  From  the  way  the  case  comes 
before  us  on  a  point  reserved,  we  must  take  it  as  a 
fact  that  the  accident  was  occasioned  by  the  negli- 
gence of  the  servants  of  the  defendants  in  slinging 
the  boat,  without  contributory  negligence  on  tjhe 
part  of  the  deceased. 

Leave  was  reserved  to  enter  the  verdict  for  the 
defendants,  or  a  nonsuit,  on  the  ground  that  the 
defendants  were  not  responsible  for  the  negligence 
of  their  servants  under  the  circumstances  proved 
in  evidence.  A  rale  nisi  was  obtained  accordingly, 
against  which  cause  was  shown  in  this  Term 
before  my  Lord  Chief  Justice,  my  brothers  Mellor, 
Lush,  and  myself,  when  the  case  was  very  ably 
argued  by  Mr.  Willis  for  the  plaintiff,  and  by  Mr. 
Thesiger  and  Mr.  Wood  Hill  in  support  of  the 
rule,  and  the  court  took  time  to  consider  its 
judgment. 

The  law  is  to  a  certain  extent  determined  by 
the  case  of  Indermavr  v.  Dames  (ubi  sup.)  There 
is  an  obligation  on  the  part  of  the  occupier  of 
property,  whether  fixed  or  movable,  to  those  who 
at  his  invitation,  express  or  implied,  come  on 
that  property  to  take  by  himself  and  servants 
reasonable  care  that  the  person  so  coming  shall 
not  be  exposed  to  unusual  danger ;  and  that  obli- 
gation extends  to  the  workmen  sent  by  a  trades- 
man to  repair  part  of  the  machinery.  Mr.  Justice 
Willes,  in  delivering  judgment  in  that  case,  after 
referring  to  the  undisputed  law  that  there  was 
such  an  obligation  on  the  part  of  a  shopkeeper  to 
his  customer,  and  that  there  was  no  such  obliga- 
tion to  a  servant,  proceeds  to  give  the  reason  of 
the  judgment  in  these  terms  :  '*  The  class  to  which 
the  customer  belongs  includes  persons  who  go  not 
as  mere  volunteers,  or  licensees,  or  guests,  or 
servants,  or  i)ersons  whose  employment  is  such 
that  danger  may  be  considered  as  bargained  for, 
but  who  go  upon  business  which  concerns  the  oc- 
cupier.and  upon  his  invitation  express  or  implied." 
In  Morgan  v.  Vale  of  Ntath  Railway  Company^ 
{ubi  sup.)  which  was  earlier  in  date  than  Inder- 
maur  v.  Barnes,  the  reason  why  a  servant  cannot 
sue  his  master  for  negligence  of  a  fellow  servant 
was  put  on  the  ground  that  it  was  an  implied  part 
of  the  contract  between  master  and  servant  that 
the  servant  should,  as  between  them,  take  upon 
himself  such  risks.  In  the  more  recent  case 
of  Wilson  V.  Merry  (ubi  sup.),  the  House  of 
Lords  in  a  Scotch  case  decided  that  the  owners 
of  a  colliery  were  not  responsible  to  their  ser- 
vants for  an  injury  occasioned  by  the  negli- 
gence of  the  general  superintendent  of  the  mine 


to  whom  the  defendants  had  delegated  their 
whole  power  and  authority'.  It  does  not  appear 
from  the  report  tha^<  the  case  of  Morgan  v. 
Vale  of  Neath  Raiivoay  Company  (uhi  sup.),  and 
Indermaur  v.  Dames  [ubi  sup.),  were  brought 
to  their  LordshipR*  notice;  but  the  Lord  Chan- 
cellor (Lord  Cairns)  seems  to  us  to  have  arrived, 
by  independent  reasoning,  at  the  principle  that 
the  exemption  from  liability  was  derived  from 
the  contract  between  the  master  and  his  ser- 
vant, and  to  base  his  judgment  upon  it.  He 
says  (p.  332),  "The  master  is  not  and  cannot 
be  liable  to  his  servant  unless  there  be  neg- 
ligence on  the  part  of  the  master  in  that 
which  he  (the  master)  has  contracted  or  under- 
taken with  his  servant  to  do.  The  master 
bas  not  contracted  or  undertaketi  to  exeonto 
in  person  the  work  connected  with  the  busi- 
ness ...  At  all  events,  a  servant  may  choose 
for  himself  between  serving  a  master  who  does 
and  a  master  who  does  not  attend  in  person  to  his 
business." 

In  the  present  case,  the  accident  happened 
before  the  actual  commencement  of  the  vovage ; 
but  it  is  clear  that  the  deceased  was  onboMurd 
only  because  ho  was  going  on  that  voyage  as 
a  pilot,  and  under  the  same  terms  as  to  nsk  as  if 
the  voyage  bad  begun.  We  think,  therefore,  that 
the  question  in  the  present  case  is  reduced  to  this, 
whether  there  is  between  the  owners  of  a  ship  and 
the  pilot  whom  they  are  compelled  to  employ,  an 
implied  contract  that  the  pilot  shall  take  upon 
himself  the  risk  of  injury  from  the  negligence  of 
the  shipowners'  servants.  Indermaur  v.  Dames 
decides  that  there  is  no  such  implied  contract 
between  the  owner  of  machinery  and  those  who 
are  sent  by  their  masters  to  repair  it.  And  we 
think  that  there  is  no  such  implied  contract  in  the 
case  of  a  pilot.  The  law  as  to  pilots  is  now  reinit- 
iated by  the  Merchant  Shipping  Acts.  The  pilot 
is,  by  17  &  18  Vict.  c.  104,  s«  365,  subject  to  a 
penalty  if  he  refuses  to  take  charge  of  the  ship. 
The  master  is,  by  sect*  353,  bound  under  a  penalty 
to  employ  the  pilot.  The  rate  of  remuneration  is, 
by  sect.  358,  neither  to  be  more  nor  less  than  the 
fixed  rate,  though  both  parties  should  agree.  And 
by  sect.  388,  the  owner  is  not  to  he  liable  for  the 
pilot  as  his  servant.  By  a  subsequent  enactment 
(35  &  36  Vict.  c.  73,  s.  9),  power  is  given  by  bye- 
laws  to  modify  sect.  358,  so  far  as  to  allow  asy 
pilot  or  class  of  pilots  any  rate  less  than  the  rate 
for  the  time  being  demandable  by  law,  but  no 
power  is  given  to  enable  a  pilot  to  demand  more. 
He  .cannot,  therefore,  make  any  special  bargain  to 
receive  larger  pay  in  consideration  of  his  takiog 
this  risk  upon  him.  An  ordinary  servant  has,  as 
Lord  Cairns  points  out  (at  least  theoretically),  the 
power  of  choosing  whether  he  will  enter  into  the 
employment  of  a  master  who  does  not  agree  to  act 
personaUy  in  the  management  of  his  business,  or 
as  an  alternative,  to  be  responsible  for  the  negli- 
gence of  those  be  employs.  The  pilot  has  no  such 
choice,  he  must  conduct  the  ship  on  the  termH 
fixed  by  the  statutes  which  regulate  pilotage,  and 
we  can  find  nothing  in  these  statutes  to  justify  the 
conclusion  that  the  pilot  is  to  take  upon  himself 
the  risk. 

We  therefore  think  that  the  rule  should  be  dis- 
charged. Rule  discharged. 

Attorney  for  plaintiff,  O.  Hebbell. 

Attorneys  for  defendants,  Edwards,  Layton,  and 
Jaques, 
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Flower  t^.  Bbadlbt. 


Ex. 


COUBT  or  EZCSEQUEB. 

Bflported  by  T.  W.  Sauvdbbs  and  H.  Lbioh»  Eaqn,, 
Barriflten-At-Law. 


Tuesday,  Nov.  19, 1874. 
Flower  v,  Bradlet. 

Negligent  navigation  hy  a  pUol — Adion  for^^ 
Couniy  Court  Jurisdiction — Admiralty  cattse— 31 
A  32  Vict,  c,  71 ;  32  #•  33  Vict,  c.  51 . 

An  action  against  a  pilot  for  negligence  in  navi' 
gating  a  vessel  whereby  it  came  in  coWsion  with 
anoHier  vessel  which  %t  damaged,  is  not  an  ad* 
miralty  cause  within  the  meaning  of**  The  Couniy 
Courts  Admiralty  Jurisdiction  Act  1&68"  (31  ^32 
Viet.  c.  71)  sect.  3,  suhsect.  3,  and  may  therefore 
be  brought  in  any  County  Court,thoughst^ch  court 
be  not  appointed  under  the  Act  for  the  trial  of 
admiralty  causes. 

This  was  a  mle  calling  upon  the  County  Court 
Judge  of  Kent,  sittiug  at  Graveeend,  and  upon 
the  defendant,  to  show  cause  why  a  mandamus 
sbould  not  issue  to  the  former  commanding  him 
to  hear  and  determine  this  case  on  the  ground 
that  iu  was  properly  brought  in  the  said  County 
Court.  The  plaint  was  a  common  law  plaint  in 
the  before  mentionbd  court,  and  the  particulars 
were  as  follows : 

^The  plaintiff  claims  the  sum  of  14L,  being 
damages  and  loss  sustained  by  him  to  his 
tailing  barge  Janus,  which  said  barge  was  run 
foul  of  and  diimaged  by  the  ship  or  vessel  Surmy* 
side,  on  the  7th  Aug.  last  off  Deptford  Creek,  in 
the  river  Thames,  such  damage  having  been  caused 
by  the  negligence  of  the  defendant,  who  was  then 
in  charge  of  the  paid  ship  or  vessel  by  law,  as  a 
licensed  Trinity  House  pilot." 

Upon  the  plaint  coming  on  for  hearing  at  the 
Gravesend  County  Court,  and  the  plaintiffs's 
attorney  having  opened  his  facts,  the  County 
Court  judge  interposed,  saying,  that  upon  the 
particulars  and  faois  stated,  the  cause  was  an 
admiralty  cause,  and  that  he  had  no  jurisdiction 
sitting  at  Gravesend  to  hear  it,  although  he  had 
jurisdiction  at  Rochester  in  admiralty,  and  the 
place  where  the  damage  occurred  was  for  itdmiralty 
purposes  within  the  district  of  the  Bochester 
County  Court.  The  attorney  contended  that  the 
cause  was  a  common  law  and  not  an  admiralty 
cause,  but  the  judge  held  to  his  opinion,  and  there- 
fore nonsuited  the  plaintiff  (a). 

(a)  Bt  the  County  Ooorts  Admiralty  Jurisdiction  Aot, 
1S68  (31  A  32  Yiot.  o.  71)  power  is  given  to  the  Crown,  by 
aeet.  2,  to  appoint  oertam  County  Courts  coorta  for 
admiralty  purposes ;  and  under  this  enactment  the 
Booheater  County  Court  was  appointed  for  the  district 
within  which  the  oolliaion  in  question  took  place. 

Sect.  2  enacts  that  **Any  County  Court  having  ad- 
miralty juriadiction  shall  have  jnrif  diction  and  all  powers 
and  authorities  relating  thereto,  to  try  and  det^mine, 
subject  and  according  to  the  provisions  of  this  Act,  the 
following  Causes,  in  this  Act  referred  to  as  admiralty 
causae.  .  .  . 

'*  (3)  As  to  any  claim  for  damages  to  carg^,  or  damage 
by  oolliaion — any  cause  iu  which  the  amount  claimed 
does  not  exceed  jeSOO." 

Sect.  5  enacts  that  no  County  Court  other  than  that 
appointed  is  to  have  jurisdiction. 

By  ihe  County  Courts  Admiralty  Jurisdiction  Amend- 
ment Aot  1869  (32  &  88  Vict,  c,  51)  it  is  enacted  by  sect. 
4  that  *'  the  third  section  of  the  County  C!ourt8  Admiralty 
Jurisdiction  Act  1868  shall  extend  and  apply  to  all  claims 
for  damage  to  ships,  whether  by  collision  or  otherwise, 
when  the  amount  oliimed  does  not  exceed  ^6800.*' 


Eolland  showed  cause. — ^The  County  Court  j  udge 
was  right  in  refusing  to  try  the  cause,  and  in  non- 
suiting the  plaintiff,  for  the  Gravesend  County 
Court   had   no   admiralty  jurisdictioa,   and  the 
suit    being   an    admiralty     one   it  should    have 
heen  brought  in  the  Bochester    County  Court. 
The  nature  of  the  causes  over  which  certain  County 
Courts  have  acquired  admiralty  jurisdiction,  and 
the  extent  of  that  jurisdiction,  appears  from  the 
County  Courts  Admiralty  Jurisdiction  Acts  (31  & 
32  Vict.  c.  71,  and  32  &  33  Vict.  o.  51).  The  Queen 
in  council  is  empowered  (sect.  2  of  the  former  Act) 
to  appoint  any  County  Court  to  have  admiralty 
jurisdiction,  and  to  define  the  area  of  its  jurisdic- 
tion, and  to  include  in  that  area  the  district  of  any 
other  County    Court.      The    Bochester    County 
Court  for  admiralty  purposes  has  jurisdiction  over 
the  district  of  the  Gravesend  County  Court — the 
latter    having   no    admiralty  jurisdiction,     The 
County  Courts  having  admiralty  jurisdiction  have 
power    to  try  {inter  alia)  **  as  to  any  claim  for 
damage    by   collision— any    cause  in  which  the 
amount  claimed  does  nob  exceed  3002."  (sect.  3, 
sub-sect.  3);  and  it  is  further  enacted  (sect.  5) 
that  **  no  County  Court  other  than  the  County 
Court  so  appointed  shall  have  jurisdiction  within 
that  district  in  any  admiralty  cause."     The  juris- 
diction BO  conferred  may  be  exercised  either  in 
rem  or  in  personam  (32  &  33  Vict.  c.  51,  s.  3),  and 
by  the  4th  section  of  that  Act  the  jurisdiction  con- 
ferred by  the  former  Act  is  extended  to  "  all  claims 
for  damaee  to  ships  whether  by  collision  or  other- 
wise."   This  is  a  cause  of  damage  by  collision 
occurring  by  the  negligence  of  the  defendant,  and 
is  therefore  an  admiralty  cause  within  the  very 
words  of  these  Acts.      Over  such  a  cause  the 
common  law  jurisdiction  of  the  County  Courts 
has  been  taken  away.    [Kelly,  C.B. —Is  this  an 
admiralty  oause  P    If  it  is  a  cause  over  which  the 
Admiralty  Court  would  have  no  jurisdiction,  has 
the  County  Court  sitting  in  admiralty  jurdisdic- 
tionP    E.  E.  Webster,  for  the  plaintiff. — It  has 
been  expressly  decided  in  the  Alexandria  (ante, 
vol.  1,  p.  464;  L.  Rep.  3  Adm.  &  Eoo.  575),  that 
there  is  no  admiralty  jurisdiction  in  a  cause  against 
a  pilot  in  personam.    Cleasby,  B. — In  that  case  it 
was  held  that  the  Court  of  Passage  had  not  juris- 
diction to  entertain  a  suit  against  a  pilot  in  ad- 
miralty, and  henoe  it  follows  that  the  Admiralty 
Court  has  no  such  jarisdiction.]  But  the  judge  of 
theAdmiralty  Court  said  that  if  the  matter  wereres 
iniegra  he  should  be  disposed  to  hold  the  contrsjry, 
but  that  he  waa  bound  by  the  decision  in  The 
Urania  (1  Mar.  Law  Cas.  O.  S.  156;  10  W.  R,  97), 
supported  as  it  was  by  Everard  v.  Kendall  (3  Mar. 
Law  Cas.  391 ;  L.  Bep.  5  C.  P.  428),  and  Simpson 
V.  Blues  (ante,  vol.  1,  p.  326 ;  L.  Eep.  7  C.  P.  290). 
But  these  cases  are  practically  overruled  by  Cargo 
exArgos(anie,  vol.  1,  p.  519 ;  L.  Rep.  6  Priv.  Co.  134), 
in  which  the  Privy  Council  holds  that  the  County 
Court  Admiralty  Jurisdiction  is  not  confined  to 
the  jurisdiction  possessed  by  the  High  Court  of 
Admiralty.    Whatever  is  fairly  within  the  words 
of  the  above  Acts  must  be  held  to  be  within  the 
admiralty  jurisdiction  of  the  County  Courts;  and 
it  is  only  reasonable  to  presume  that  the  Legis- 
lature intended  to  enlarge  the  jurisdiction  of  cer- 
tain County  Courts    in    admiralty    or   nautical 
mattters,  so  that  all  small  causes  of  that  nature 
might  be  tried  before  a  tribunal  competent  to  try 
tbeiu;  and  the  provision  for  nautical  assessors 
makes  these  County  Courts  fully  competent,  which 
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they  would  Boaroely  be  if  tbe  jadge  sat  alone  at 
common  law. 

Webster,  in  rapport  of  the  rale,  was  not  called 
upon. 

Kellt,  G.B. — I  am  of  opinion  that  we  onght  to 
make  this  rule  absolute.    Were  it  not  for  the 
oases  cited,  which  are  directly  in  point,  I  should 
have  difficulty  in  thus  deciding  upon  a  mere  rule 
to  set  aside  a  nonsnit  in  the  County  Court,  there 
being  no  appeal  from  our  judgment;  especially  as 
it  cannot  be  denied  that  to  a  areat  extent  our 
decision  may  appear  to  conflict  with  that  of  a  court 
of  high  authority,  although  its  decisions  are  not 
strictly  binding  on  us.      In  Everard  v.  Kendall, 
Simpson  v.  Blues,  and  Smith  y.  Brown  {ubi  sup,), 
the  struggle  was  to  extend  the  admiralty  jurisdic- 
tion, and  not  to  give  the  County  Courts  an  entirely 
new  juiisdiction.     These  oases  were  all  discussed 
in   The  Alexandria  {ubi  sup»),  which  was  an  ad- 
miralty suit  instituted  in  the  Court  of  Passage  in 
Liverpool  against  a  pilot  for  collision,  and  Sir  B. 
Phillimore,  upon  the  high  authority  of  the  deci- 
sion of  Dr.  Lushington  in  the  Urania  {ubi  sup.), 
held  that  the  court  had  no  jurisdiction  as  a  court 
of  admiralty  to  entertain  such  a  suit.    We  have, 
therefore,  a  direct  decision  upon  the  point — The 
Alexandria  in  the  Admiralty  Court ;  and  against 
this  decision  we  have  only  a   suggestion  of   a 
different  opinion  expressed  by  the  Judicial  Com- 
mittee of  the  Privy  Council,  in  the  case  of  Cargo 
€x  Argos  (uhi  sup,),  which  is  certainly  not  upon 
all  fours  with  the  present  case ;  and,  moreover, 
whilst  we  show  great  respect  for  the  Privy  Council 
decisions,  they  are  not  binding  upon  us  even  when 
in  point,  and,  under  these  circumstances,  we  must 
give  effect  to  the  weight  of  authority,  showing 
that  the  cause  in  question  was  not  an  admiralty 
cause,  and  was,  therefore,  maintainable   in  the 
court  and  in  the  manner  in  which  it  wss  insti- 
tuted.   If  we  make  this  rule  absolute,  it  will  be 
competent  to  the  defendant  to  move  for  a  prohi- 
bition to  the  County  Court  if  it  proceeds,  and  then 
another  court  may  reyiew  the  decisions ;  whilst, 
if  we  discharge  it,  there  will  be  no  means  of  doing 

BO. 

Cleasbt,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  And 
although  I  think  that  the  County  Court  judge 
ought  to  have  heard  the  evidence,  I  am  not  sur- 

?rised  that  he  refused  to  do  so,  for  the  case  in  the 
^rivy  Council  is  strongly  in  favour  of  his  view. 
The  question  is,  what  is  the  proper  course  for  us 
to  pursue  P  In  some  cases  good  reasons  may  be 
shown  on  both  sides,  but  in  such  case  as  the 
present,  where  the  question  might  be  perpetually 
raised,  there  is  no  other  solution  but  that  whicn 
is  derived  from  authority.  Now  we  have  two 
decisions  in  support  of  the  plaintiff's  oontention 
— The  Alexandria  in  the  Admiralty  Court,  and 
that  in  the  Common  Pleas  (Everard  v.  Kendall) 
both  precisely  in  point.  We  cannot  in  the  face  of 
those  dcisions  do  otherwise  than  make  this  rule 
absolute. 

Amphlett,  B.,  concurred. 

Bfile  absolute. 

Attorney  for  the  plaintiff,  J.  A.  Famfield. 

Attorneys  for  tbe  defendant,  Walter,  Son  and 
Field. 


Feb.  9  and  10, 1875. 

Mackenzie  v.  Whitwoeth. 

Marine  insurance — Be-vnsurance — Insurable  irUe' 
rest^What  necessary  to  be  stated  in  poUey^ 
Interest   in   subject-matter ^Fact     of  re-insw- 
anee — Concealtntmt — Material  fact — ^19  Geo.  2, 
c.  37,  s.  4-27  4-  28  Vict.  c.  56  s.  1—30  ^  31  Vict, 
c.  59. 
An  assured  mcuy  effect  reinsurance  directly  on  ike 
subject-maUer  of  insurance  against  the  risks  or 
any  part  thereof  insured  against  in  the  original 
poticy,  without  being  bound  to  disclose  in  the 
policy  or  otherwise  thoU  it  is  a  reinsurance. 
The  plaintiff,   an   underwriter,   in  effecting  with 
another   underwriter    an    ordinary    policy  on 
certain  goods,  on  board  a  named  vessel^  for  a 
specified  voyage,  omitted  to  state,  as  the  fact  was, 
tkat  %t  was  a  re-insurance  of  a  risk  already  taken 
by  the  plaintiff  cts  an  assurer ;  and  the  jury,  in  an 
action  by  him  on  the  policy,  having  found  thai  (he 
fact  of  its  being  a  re-insurance  was  immaieriol, 
and  that  there  had  been  no    concealment,  the 
verdict  was  entered  for  the  plaintiff,  with  leave  to 
the  defendant  to  move  to  enter  the  verdict  for  him, 
on  the  ground  that  the  plaintiff  being  onUf  iit^- 
rested  as  a  reinsurer,  was  not  entitled  to  recover 
on  the  policy  sued  on ;  and  it  was 
Held,  that  an  u/nderwrUer,  when  he  effects  a  policy 
of  assura/nce  on  a  risk  alrectdy  assured  against  by 
him,  is  not,  in  law,  bound,  unless  challenged  so 
to  do,  to  disclose  the  fact  of  its  being  a  re-iii- 
suranoe,  and  thoU  the  plaintiff,  therefore,  vhu 
entitled  to  recover. 
The  case  of  Glover  v.  Black  (3  Burr,  1394)  dis- 
cussed, explained,  and  distinguished. 
This  was  an  action  upon  a  policy  of  marioo  in- 
suranoe  for  50002.  upon  a  cargo  of  cotton  on  board 
a  vessel  called  the  Southampton,  on  a  voyage  from 
New  Orleans  to  Brevel,  and  it  was  brought  by  tbe 
plaintiff,  the  assured,  against  tbe  defendant,  the 
assurer,  to  recover  the  sum  of  2001.,  being  tbe 
amount  for  which  the  defendant  had  underwritten 
the  said  policy.    The  first  count  in  the  decUratiOD 
set  out  the  policy  (dated  24th  April  1873)  in 
extenso,  and  proceeded  to  aver  that  the  defendant 
in  consideration  of  a  certain  premium  paid  to  him, 
became  an  insurer  to  the  plaintiff,  and  duly  sab' 
scribed  tbe  said  policy  as  such  insurer  to  the  plain- 
tiff, in  the  sum  of  2002.  upon  the  said  goods  in  the 
said  policy  mentioned ;  and  the  said  goods  were 
shipped  on  board  the  said  ship  at  New  Orleans 
aforesaid,  to  be  carried  therein  on  the  said  voyage. 
And  the  Onited  States  Lloyd's  and  individaal 
underwriters  in  New  York,  were  then,  and  until 
and  at  the  time  of  the  loss,  thereinafter  meo- 
tioned,  interested  in  the  said  goods  to  a  large 
value  and  amount,  to  wit,  to    the   value   and 
amount    of   all    the    moneys    insured    thereia; 
and   the  said  insurance  was  made  for  tbe  use 
and  benefit,  and  on  account  of  the    persons  or 
companies  so  interested ;  aod  the  said  ship  with 
the  said  goods  on  board  thereof  sailed  on  the  said 
voyage,  and  afterwards,  whilst  the  said  ship  with 
the  said  goods  on  board  thereof,  was  prooecditig 
on  the  said  voyage,  and  during  tho  continuance 
of  the  said  risk,  the  said  goods  were,  by  tbe  perils 
so  insured  against  as  aforesaid,  and  not  by  any 
of  the  excepted  perils,  wholly  lost;  and  all  condi- 
tions, (&c.    Yet  the  defendant  has  not  paid  the 
said  sum  of  2001.     The  second  count  was  the 
ordinary  money  count. 
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The  defendant  pleaded  various  pleas  in  answer 
to  the  action,  on  all  of  which  issans  was  taken  and 
joined;  bat  the  only  pleas  which,  at  the  trial, 
beoame  material  were — 

Flea  1.  Denying  that  the  defendant  beoame  an 
insurer  or  subscribed  the  Raid  policy. 

Flea  8.  Which  alleged  that  at  the  time  of  the 
defendant's  alleged  subscribing  the  said  policy, 
and  becoming  such  insurer  as  alleged,  that  is  to 
say,  on  the  20th  April  1873,  the  plaintiff  and 
his  agents  and  the  said  United  States  Lloyd's, 
and  underwriters  of  New  York  respectiyely, 
wrongfully  and  improperly  concealed  from  the 
defendant  certain  material  facts  and  information 
which  the  defendant  did  not  know,  and  had  not 
receiyed,  and  could  not  be  presumed  to  know 
or  have  received,  and  had  not  the  means  of 
knowing  or  receiving,  and  which  the  plaintiff 
and  his  agents,  and  the  said  Lloyd's  and  under- 
writers respectively,  before  then  and  there 
knew,  and  had  received,  that  is  to  say,  that  the 
said  insurance  in  the  said  first  count  men- 
tioned, was  and  is  only  a  re  assurance  ;  that  is  to 
say,  a  re-assurance  made  by  the  plaintiff  and  his 
agents*  and  the  said  Lloyd's  and  underwriters 
respectively,  and  that  the  plaintiff  and  the  said 
Lloyd's  and  underwriters  respectively  before  and 
at  the  time  of  the  defendant  becoming  such  in- 
surer and  subscribing  the  said  policy,  had  become 
and  were  insurers  for  the  said  sum  of  200Z.  upon 
the  said  goods  and  against  the  identical  perils  and 
risks  in  the  said  policy  mentioned,  to  other  persons ; 
which  said  matters,  and  the  circumstances  and 
facts  which  induced  the  plaintiff  and  the  said 
Lloyd's  and  underwriters  to  make  such  re- 
assurance were  material  to  the  said  perils  and 
risks  in  the  said  policy  mentioned,  and  were  con- 
cealed by  the  plaintiff  and  his  said  agents,  and  the 
said  Lloyd's  and  underwriters  from  the  defendant, 
and  would  have  otherwise  raised  the  rate  of 
premium  at  which  the  said  policy  could  and  would 
have  been  effected  by  the  defendant,  or  which 
would  have  otherwise  deterred  the  defendant  from 
entering  into  or  making  the  said  policy,  and 
accepting  the  said  risks,  and  which  ought  to  have 
been  communicated  by  the  plaintiff  his  agents, 
and  Lloyd's  and  underwriters,  to  the  defendant. 

The  facts  of  the  case  as  they  appeared  at  the 
trial,  before  Pollock,  B.  and  a  special  jury,  at  the 
last  summer  assizes,  1874,  at  Liverpool,  were 
shortly  as  follows : 

The  plaintiff  is  a  merchant  at  Liverpool,  who 
also  acts  as  agent  for  certain  New  York  under- 
writers. The  defendant  is  one  of  the  firm  of 
Messrs.  B.  Whitworth  and  Brothers,  who  carry  on 
business  at  Manchester  as  merchants,  and  who 
have  a  department  there  called  the  Insurance 
Department,  in  which  the  business  of  an  under- 
writer is  carried  on.  Messrs.  Pickford  Brothers, 
who  are  insurance  brokers  at  Liverpool,  having  an 
agent  in  Manchester  of  the  name  of  Forrester, 
have  been  in  the  habit  of  introducing  insurances  on 
ships  and  cargoes  to. the  defendants,  from  whom 
they  received,  on  effecting  buch  introduction,  a 
commission  beyond  the  usual  broker's  commission, 
which  they  retained  to  themselves,  handing  over 
to  the  broker  who  introduced  the  insurance  to  them 
his  usual  fee.  Aiessrs.  Tyson  and  Co.  are  also 
insurance  brokers  at  Liverpool. 

It  appeared  from  the  admissions  signed  between 
ihe parties  before  the  trial:  First,  that  Messrs. 
Pickford,  in  whose  name  the  poHoy  was  made  out, 


as  the  brokers  or  agents  of  the  defendant,  by 
letter  of  the  14th  Jan.  1873,  effected  with  Messrs. 
Tyson  and  Co.,  an  insurance  policy  for  5000Z.,  on 
cotton,  per  ship  Southampton^  from  New  Orleans  to 
Bevel,  particulars  to  be  afterwards  declared ; 
secondly,  that  Tyson  and  Co.,  who  acted  on  behalf 
of  the  plaintiff,  who  was  acting  in  the  matter  for 
and  on  behalf  of  the  United  States  Lloyd's  and 
the  individual  underwriters  of  New  York,  subse- 

Suently  (to  wit)  on  a  day  and  time  to  be  proved, 
edared  the  particulars;  thirdly,  that  on  24th  April 
1873,  the  defendant  subscribed  the  policy  in  the  de- 
claration set  out  for  2002. ;  fourthly,  that  the  name 
of  Pickford  Brothers  was  inserted  in  the  policy  as 
representing  the  plaintiff  who  was  the  agent 
of  the  said  Lloyd's  and  underwriters,  the  persons 
interested  in  causing  the  said  policy  in  the  decla- 
ration set  out  to  be  made ;  fifthly,  that  the  insur- 
ance referred  to  by  the  above-mentioned  letter  of 
the  14t;h  Jan.  1873,  was  intended  by  tbe  plaintiff  to 
be  a  re-insurance  for  and  on  behalf  of  the  United 
States  Lloyd's  and  the  individual  underwriters  of 
New  York,  being  part  of  an  insurance  or  insur- 
ances by  them  on  cotton  to  the  value  of  80,000Z., 
to  be  shipped  )>y  Messrs.  Fatman  and  Co.,  of  New 
Orleans,  on  board  the  ship  SotUhampionf  on  the 
said  voyage  in  the  declaration  mentioned ;  and  the 
said  Lloyd's  and  underwriters,  at  the  time  of  the 
said  insurance,  and  of  the  said  loss  in  the  said 
declaration  mentioned,  had  a  very  large  interest  as 
insurers  in  respect  of  the  said  original  insurance  or 
insurances  over  and  above  all  the  re- insurances 
(including  that  made  or  intended  to  be  made  by 
the  policy  in  the  declaration  set  out),  made  or 
eaused  to  bo  made  on  their  behalf ;  sixthly,  that 
the  total  amount  of  re-insurances  on  the  said 
cotton  for  the  said  voyage  made  or  caused  to  be 
made  by  or  on  behalf  of  the  said  Lloyd's  and  under- 
writers, including  the  re*insuranoe  made  or  in- 
tended to  be  made  by  the  policy  in  the  declara- 
tion mentioned,  was  ^4,0002. ;  seventhly,  that  the 
said  cotton  of  the  said  value  so  insured  by  the 
said  Lloyd's  and  underwriters  as  aforesaid,  was 
shipped  on  board  the  said  ship  Southampton  a,t 
New  Orleans,  and  the  said  ship,  with  the  said 
cotton  on  boaid,  sailed  from  New  Orleans  on  the 
said  voyage  on  the  28th  Feb.  1873,  and  the  said 
ship  was,  together  with  the  said  cotton,  afterwards 
(to  wit)  on  the  IQoh  March  1873,  burnt  and 
destroyed,  and  the  said  companies,  by  reason 
thereof,  sustained  a  total  loss  in  respect  of  their 
original  insurances,  amounting  to  4000Z.,  which 
they  have  paid,  and  part  of  which  was  re-insured, 
asiioresaid;  eighthly,  that  it  was  not  disclosed 
that  the  said  re-insurance  was  a  re-insurance, 
except  by  the  receipt  by  Messrs.  Pickford  of  the 
memorandum  (B)  hereunto  annexed. 

The  following  is  the  letter  of  Messrs.  Pickford, 
ef  the  14th  Jan.  1873,  referred  to  in  the  above 
admission  (No.  1.) : — 

Liverpool,  14th  Jan.  1873. 
Messrs.  J.  D.  Tyson  and  Co., 

Dear  Sirs, —We  have  opened  on  your  aoooimt  a 
provisional  policy  for  50001.  on  cotton,  average  ten  bales 
•*F.  G.  A.,"  per  Southampton,  from  New  Orleans  to 
Bevel,  at  5  per  cent.  (Partioolars  to  be  declared  here- 
after.)   Tours  truly,  Pickfobd  Bbothebs. 

The  following  letter  was  from  Pickfords'  agent, 
Forrester,  at  Manchester,  to  the  defendant : — 
Messrs.  B.  Whitworth  and  Brothers, 

Manchester,  24th  April  1878. 
Partioolars  for  oloeinff. 
Please insare  50001.  on  cotton  valned  I.,  preminm 
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5  per  oent.  ayerage  ten  bales  "  F.  G.  A./*  name  of  yeesel 
SoftthampUm,  al  and  from  New  Orleans  to  BeveL  When 
to  sail,     xonrs  trnly,  S.  P.  M.  Fob&istsb. 

Oq  the  25th  April,  1873,  Pickfords  wrote  to 
Forrester,  retaming  the  stamp,  aod  requesting 
the  policy  to  be  altered  in  aooordanoe  with  a  **  press 
copy,"  which  they  inclosed  in  their  letter,  and 
which  copy  was  the  memorandam  (B)  referred  to 
in  the  above-mentioned  admission  (No.  8),  and  was 
as  follows : — 

(B) 

Copy  of  polioy  asked  for.  For  fall  partionlars  see 
nsnal  printed  ooi>y. 

Colin  Mackenzie,  agent. 
5000L    Piokford. 

New  Orleans  to  BsTBL.—SoiUhampton. 

Being  a  re-insoranoe,  snbjeot  to  the  same  clauses  and 
conditions  as  the  originial  policy  or  policies,  and  to  pay 
as  may  be  paid  therein.  On  cotton  yalued  as  per 
original  policy  or  policies.  Average  payable  on  each  ten 
bales,  running  landing  nambers,  general  average  as  per- 
foreign  statement  if  claimed. 

On  the  20th  April  1873,  the  defendant  wrote  or 
telegraphed  to  Pickfords,  saying:  "The  Sou4h' 
amp^on  looks  queer,  sailed  Feb.  24th,  declaring 
now,  object  to  make  our  interest  a  re-insarance, 
and  shall  wait  proof  of  interest  before  we  admit 
any  claim."  It  was  not  until  after  the  loss  that 
the  defendant  became  aware  that  it  was  a  re- 
insurance which  the  plaintiff  had  meant  to  effect, 
and  he  then  objected  to  being  held  liable,  and 
wrote  as  above-mentioned  to  Pickfords.  Subse- 
quently, in  March  1874,  the  defendsnt  delivered  a 
policy  in  the  terms  of  the  original  slip  (see  the 
before-mentioned  letters  of  14th  Jan.  and  24th 
April  1873),  with,  at  the  same  time,  a  distinct  inti- 
mation that  be  did  so  under  protest,  and  that  the 
polioy  was  not  delivered  as  a  binding  and  valid  in- 
strument, bat  only  in  order  to  enable  the  plaintiff 
to  assert  any  right  he  might  have  without  any 
difficulty  being  raised  under  the  Stamp  Acts. 

Merchants  and  underwriters  were  called  as 
witnesses  on  both  sides.  Those  for  the  plaintiff 
said  that  the  fact  of  its  being  a  re-insurance  was 
immaterial  to  be  known,  and  more  parficalarly 
when,  as  in  the  present  case,  the  ship  had  not 
sailed,  and  that  it  would  make  no  difference  in  the 
rate  of  premium.  The  defendant's  witnesses 
on  the  other  hand,  declared  it  to  be  a  material 
fact ;  and  some  of  them  said  that  they  would  not 
themselves  have  accepted  the  risk  had  they  known 
it  to  be  a  re-insarance.  The  witnesses,  however 
on  both  sides,  and  the  plaintiff  himself,  admitted 
that  it  was  usual  in  practice  to  state  the  fact  of  its 
being  a  re-insuranoe  in  the  slip  and  in  the  polioy. 

The  learned  Baron  in  his  samming  up  to  the 
jury,  after  stating  the  issue  to  be  determined,  and 
the  evidence  on  both  sides,  said,  "It  is  a  matter 
entirely  for  you  whether  you  think  there  has  been 
a  withholding  by  the  plaintiff  and  those  who 
effected  the  insurance  for  him,  of  that  which  was 
substantially  a  material  fact,  which  he  was  bound 
to  disclose  to  the  underwriter  or  his  agent.  If  it 
was  mateiial,  he  was  boand  to  tell  it  in  point  of 
law.  The  laws  of  insurance  are  exceptional,  A 
person  is  not  only  bound  to  answer  questions,  but 
to  come  forward  and  tell  all  that  he  himself  knows, 
or  that  his  agents,  who  are  putting  forward  the 
insurance,  know ;  to  tell  all  that  is  material  to  the 
risk,  or  calculated  to  affect  the  mind  of  the  person 
to  whom  it  is  offered  in  the  sense  which  I  have 
stated.  If  you  think  that  the  plaintiff  has  told  all 
that  is  material,  and  that  this  fact  is  immaterial, 
the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover.    If  on  the  other 


hand  you  think  it  was  material  to  the  risk,  or  would 
have  altered  the  amount  of  the  premiums,  and  was 
withheld,  then  this  policy  would  be  defeated  and 
the  plaintiff  would  not  be  entitled  to  recover." 

The  jury  found  that  the  fiact,  that  it  was  a  re- 
insurance, was  not  material,  and  that  there  was  no 
concealment;  and  thereupon  the  verdict  was 
entered  for  the  plaintiff,  for  2112.  5s.,  with  interest; 
and  leave  was  reserved  to  the  defendant's  counsel 
to  move. 

Hetichelh  Q-^.,  accordingly,  in  Michaelmas 
Term  last,  moved  for  and  obtained  a  rule  nin  on 
behalf  of  the  defendant»  to  set  aside  the  above- 
mentioned  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  and  to  enter  a 
verdict  for  the  defendant,  on  the  ground  that  the 
plaintiff  being  only  interested  as  a  reinsurer,  was 
not  entitled  to  recover  on  the  policy  sued  on,  and 
against  that  rule. 

Benjamin,  Q.C.,  and  Myburgh,  for  the  plaip^ff, 
now  showed  cause. — ^The  question  for  the  decision 
of  the  court  was  whether,  upon  a  re-insuranoe 
being  effected  by  an  underwriter  or  insurer,  it  is 
requisite  or  necessary,  as  a  matter  of  law,  that  the 
fact  of  its  being  a  re-insuranoe  should  be  stated 
or  declared  by  him  to  the  insurer  at  the  time 
when  the  policy  of  re-insurance  is  executed  by 
him  F  It  is  contended  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff,  in 
opposition  to  that  which  will  be  argued  on  the 
other  side,  that  it  is  not  necessary  or  requisite  so 
to  do,  and  more  especially  is  it  not  so  in  the  pre- 
sent case,  where  the  jury  have  expressly  found 
that  the  fact  was  not  a  material  one  to  be  known 
by  the  insurer,  thus  negativing  the  fact  that  there 
was  any  concealment,  so  that  the  question 
now  is  purely  one  of  law.  Undoubtedly,  the 
fact  of  its  being  a  re*  insurance  of  the  risk  already 
insured  was  not  mentioned  by  the  plaintiff ;  and 
though  it  may  be  admitted  that  it  is  usual  to 
mention  the  fact  on  such  an  occasion,  it  is  not 
such  a  necessary  legal  obligation  as  that  the 
omission  to  mention  it  would  render  tbe  policy 
void.  It  is  immaterial  to  the  risk,  because  tbe 
risk  means  the  arrival  in  safety  of  the  ship  with  tbe 
goods,  which  would  not  and  could  not  in  any  way 
be  affected  by  the  fact  that  it  was  a  rednsuranoe. 
The  19  Geo.  2,  c.  87,  s.  4,  prohibited  all  re-assur- 
ances with  a  certain  exception,  namely, "  unless 
the  insurer  shall  be  insolvent,  become  a  bankrupt, 
or  die ;  in  either  of  which  cases  such  assurer,  his 
executors,  administrators,  or  assigns,  may  make 
re- assurance  to  the  amount  of  the  sum  before  by 
biro  assured,  provided  it  shall  be  expressed  in  the 
polioy  to  be  a  re-assurance."  But  of  recent  years 
the  old  restrictions  on  re-assurance  have  been 
removed;  thus  the  27  &  28  Vict.  c.  56,  s.  1,  after 
reciting  that  it  was  expedient  to  remove  tbe  re- 
striction imposed  by  the  Act  of  Geo.  2,  enacted 
that  notwithstanding  anything  contained  in  thesaid 
Act  of  Geo.  2,  it  should  be  lawful  "  to  make  re- 
assurance upon  any  ship  or  vessel,  or  upon  any 
goods,  merchandise,  or  other  property,  on  board 
of  any  ship  or  vessel,  or  upon  the  freight  of  any 
ship  or  vessel,  or  upon  any  other  interest  in  or 
relating  to  any  ship  or  vessel,  which  may  lawfully 
be  insured ;  and  such  re-assurance  shall  be  deemed 
to  be  the  insurance  of  interests  which  may  be 
lawfully  insured  within  the  meaning  of  the  Acts 
imposing  stamp  duties  on  policies  of  sea  insurance." 
It  is  true  that  the  proviso  in  sect.  4  of  19  Geo.  2, 
requiring  the  fact  of  its  being  a  re-insurance  to  be 
expressed  in  the  policy,  was  left  untouched  by  tbe 
27  &  28  Vict.,  and  but  for  the  Act  next  mentioned 
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woald  still  be  novr  in  force ;  but  by  "  The  Statute 
Law  Kevision  Act  1867 "  (30  &  31  Vict.  c.  59) 
■ect  4  of  19  Geo.  2,  c.  37,  in  wholly  repealed,  and 
therefore  re-aasarance  is  now  lawful  under  the  27 
&  28  Yict.,  whilst  the  necessity  for  stating  it  to  be 
80  on  the  policy  no  longer  exists.    As  a  master  of 
coarse^  the  fact  always  was  stated  daring  the 
period  that  the  proviso  in  sect.  4  of  the  Act  of 
Gea  2  was  in  force ;  but  the  stating  it  was  not  the 
result  of  a  custom,  but  simply  a  compliance  with 
the  statutory  injunction.     The  case  of  Qlover  v. 
Blatk  (3  Barr,1394),  on  which  the  defendant  relies 
stroDglj,  is  distinguishable  from  the  present  one. 
That  was  a  case  of  interest  on  respondentia  and 
hoUomry,  and  although  it  was  held  that  such  an 
intereat  must  beezpressly'mentionedinthe  policy, 
Lord  Mansfield,  at  p.  1402  of  the  report,  declared 
the  ground  of  that  decision  to  be  that  "  the  law  and 
practice  of  merchants  had  established  that  respon- 
deniia  and  hoitomry  must  be  mentioned  in  the 
policy ;"  but  he  declared  at  the  same  time  that  the 
court  did  not  mean  to  determine  generally  that  no 
special  interest  in  goods  might  be  given  in  evi- 
dence in  other  cases  if  the  circumstances  admitted 
of  it.  [Bbamwell,  B. — Has  a  person  who  guarantees 
the  payment  for  goods  to  the  vendor  an  insurable  in* 
terestrj  There  is  no  doubt  that  he  has.  Itwasfound 
by  the  jury  that  it  was  not  material  to  state  the  fact 
here,  and,  therefore,  since  the  not  stating  it  was  found 
to  be  DO  undue  concealment  of  a  material  fact,  its 
statement  was  dearly  not  necessary.    The  motive 
of  the  party  insured  in  effecting  an  insurance  is 
not  material  to  the  underwriter,  who  look  only 
to  the  goods  and  the  vessel  containing  them,  and 
the  voyage  on  which  the  insurance  is  proposed  to 
be  effected.    The  law  on  the  subject  is  well  and  cor- 
rectly stated  by  Mr.  Arnould  in  his  Law  of  Marine 
Insurance,  4tn  edit.,  by  Maclachlan,  vol.  1,  p.  46, 
where  he  says,  "  although  a  policy  must  in  all 
oases   state  correctly,  and  in    some  specifically, 
what  is  insured,  there  is  no  authority  for  saying 
that  the  reason  why  the  party  insures  should  also 
be  expressed  in  the  policy.     The  true  proposition 
is,  that  although  the  subject   matter  of  the  in- 
surance must  be  properly  described,  the  nature 
of  the  interest  may  in  general  be  left  at  large,"  and 
he  citea  as  authority  lor  that,  per  Lord  Tenterden 
in  Crawley  and  others  v.  Cohen  (3  B.  &  Ad.  478 ; 
1  L.  J.,  N.  8.,  158,  K.B.).     That  was  the  case  of 
carriers  on  a  canal,  and  it  was  held  by  the  Oourt 
of  King's  Bench  that  an  insurance  on  goods  was 
sufficient  to  cover  the  interest  of  carriers  in  the 
property  under  their  charge  belonging  to  other 
persons.       So  Mr.  Phillips    (American),  in    his 
treatise  on  the  same  subject,  says  (vol.  1,  par.  424, 
p.  220,  5th edit.)   "The  interest  of  carriers  in  con- 
sequence  of   their    liability  to    the    owners    of 
the   goods   carried,    may   be    insured    under    a 
general     description     of     the     goods,    without 
specifying   the    particular  interest    intended    to 
be  coYered."    And  further  on,  in  the  same  vol., 
at  p.  254,  par.    498,    he  discusses   the    subject 
of  re-insurance,  and  the  question  "  whether  an 
insurer  may  effect  reinsurance  on    the  insured 
subject  generally,  without  specifying  his  interest 
in  the  policy ;"  and  after  stating  various  cases,  and 
the  opinions  of  text  writers  on  both  sides  of  the 
question,  he  says  that  he  *'  considers  the  better 
doctrine  to  be  that  an  assured  may  effect  rein- 
surance directly  in  the  insured  subject  against  the 
risks    insured    against   in    the    original    policy, 
without  any  disclosure  in  the  policy  or  otherwise 


that  it'  is  a  reinsurance."  There  is  another  case 
also  in  3  Burr.  (Beed  v.  Cole,  at  p.  1512),  which  is 
an  authority  in  favour  of  the  present  plaintiff. 
[Bbamwell,  B. — ^In  that  case  the  plea  was  that  the 
plaintiff  had  parted  with  all  his  interest  in  the  ship 
before  th3  loss,  and  so  had  none  at  all ;  but  in  the 
case  now  before  us  the  plea  substantially  is  this, 
that  the  plaintiff  had  no  interest  in  the  goods  or  in 
their  arrival,  but  solely  the  risk  which  be  had  pre- 
viously insured,  and  that  he  ought  to  have  insured 
that  previous  risk  in  so  many  words  expressly.] 
No  doubt  the  defendant  will  so  contend,  bat  the 
authorities  are,  it  is  submitted,  not  in  his  favour. 
The  "  nature  of  his  interest  may  be  left  at  large," 
as  was  expressly  said  by  Lord  Tenterden,  in 
Crawley  v.  Cohen  {ubi  sup.).  [Amphlbtt,  B. — 
That  was  not  a  case  of  reinsurance,  which  was 
not  then  permitted,  but  a  mere  question  of 
interest.]  An  insurance  by  a  carrier  is  equiva- 
lent in  point  of  fact  to  a  reinsurance.  There 
are  various  cases  in  which  persons  having 
special  or  qualified  interests  may  insure,  A  cre- 
ditor with  a  lien  on  property  for  his  claim  has  an 
insurable  interest  to  the  extent  of  his  claim ;  and 
therefore  the  mortgagee  of  a  ship  or  goods  may 
insure  the  mortgaged  subject  generally  with- 
out specifying  his  interest  to  consist  in  a  mort- 
gage ;  and  he  may  recover  on  a  policy  effected  for 
his  benefit,  averring  the  interest  to  be  in  himself ; 
whilst  the  equitable  title  of  the  mortgagor  is  at 
the  same  time  an  insurable  interest  in  him, 
which  he  may  protect  by  a  separate  policy,  and  to 
the  full  value  of  the  mortgaged  properby ;  for, 
notwithstanding  its  loss,  he  is  still  liable  for  the 
mortgage  debt:  (nee  1  Arnould,  pp.  75,  76;  1 
Phillips,  oh.  5.)  Very  little  will  serve  to  create 
an  insurable  interest,  as  is  shown  by  the  case  of 
Anderson  v.  Morice,  in  the  Oommon  Pleas  {ante,  p. 
424;  31  L.  T.  Kep.  N.  S.  605;  L.  Rep.  10  0.  P. 
58 ;  44  L.  J.  10,  C.  P.).  On  all  these  grounds  the 
plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover,  and  the  defendant's 
rule  should  be  discharged. 

Herschell,  Q.C.  and  Baylis  for  the  defendant, 
contra,  contended  that  their  rule  should  be  made 
absolute. — In  the  first  place,  the  policy  did  not 
contain  a  proper  description  of  the  subject  matter, 
or  indeed  any  description  of  it  at  all;  for  it 
cannot  be  contended  that,  under  the  words  "  on 
goods"  in  a  policy,  a  contract  of  indemnity 
would  be  understood,  or  could  be  held  to  have 
been  effected.  Be-insurance  is  al!»ogether  a 
separate  and  distinct  matter  from  the  original 
insurance,  and  has  always  been  so  treated  bv 
merchants  and  others  desiring  to  be  insured, 
and  also  by  the  underwriters  who  insure  them ; 
and  indeed  some  underwriters,  as  was  proved  in 
evidence  here,  will  have  nothing  to  say  to  a  re- 
insurance. Again,  the  intention  of  the  parties 
must  be  taken  into  consideration  in  construing  the 
contract  between  them,  and  it  is  clear  that  the 
defendant  never  contemplated  re-insuring  a  pre- 
viously insured  risk.  It  is  no  mere  formal  or  fan- 
ciful objection,  for  ihore  are  substantial  difficulties 
in  practice  involved  in  the  question;  as,  for 
instance,  the  fact  that  others  than  the  defendant 
will  have  the  settling  and  adjusting  of  the  loss  in 
their  hands.  [Bba.mwell,  B. — Why  did  not  the 
defendant  protect  himself,  as  he  might  easily  have 
done,  by  inserting  in  the  policy  tho  words  "  war- 
ranted not  a  re-insurance  P  "]  The  fact  of  its 
being  a  re-insuranoe  may  not  be  material  to  the 
risk  in  one  sense,  bat  it  is  material  to  the  under- 
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wrifcor  to  know  ifi.    It  may  reasonably  be  very  im- 
portant to  him  to  be  acquainted  with  the  character 
of  the  party  originally  insured,  and  with  all  the 
oiroamstanoes  connected  with  the  insurance,  and 
it  being  the  nsnal  practice,  both  in  England  and  in 
foreign  oonntries,  to  mention  the  fact,  he  might  be 
well  misled  by  the  statement  of  the  fact  being  with- 
held from  him ;  and  moreover  the  knowledge  might 
have  increased  the  rate  of  preminm.    The  autho- 
rities are  not  so  entirely  in  favour  of  the  plainti£P 
as  has  been  contended  on  the  other  side.     For 
instance,  in  1  Amould,  p.  225,  chap.  5,  part  1, 
sect.  3,  it  is  said,  "  It  is  a  rule,  founded  on  very 
sound  principles  ,  that  every  contract  of  insurance 
ought  distinctly  to  specify  the  subject  intended 
to  be  insured,  whether  it  be  ship,  goods,  freight, 
profit,  money  advanced  on  bottomry  and  respon- 
dentia, or  other  interest,"  thus  showing  that  the  fact 
of  its  being  a  re-insurance  ought  to  be  mentioned. 
The  conclusion  drawn  by  Mr.  Phillips,  in  par. 
498,  that  '*  the  better  doctrine  is  that  the  fact  need 
not  be  mentioned,"  is  relied  on  by  the  plainti£P ;  but 
it  is  submitted  that  the  cases  cited  by  the  writer 
do  not  fully  bear  out  or  support  his  conclusion. 
In  a  former  part,  too,  of  that  same  section  (498)  he 
quotes  Mr.  Christian  as  saying  (2  Blackst.  Com. 
460  n.),  "  a  re-assurance  must  be  expressly  men- 
tioned to  be  a  re-assurance  in  the  policy  ":  {Andree 
cmd  others  v.  Fletcher,  2  T.  Rep.' 161).    [Bram- 
WELL,  B. — Supposing  goods  in  charge  of  a  carrier 
are  destroyed  by  means  which  relieve  him  from  all 
liability,  would  he  be  able  to  recover  their  value 
on  an  insurance  e£Pected  by  him  P]    Certainly  he 
would.    He  could,  without  setting  up  the  special 
defence,  recover  the  value  and  pay  it  over  to  the 
owners.      Carriers  have  a  special  property  and 
possession  as  bailees  in  goods  intrusted  to  them 
for  carriage,  and  as  such   bailees  may  maintain 
trover,  and  it  is  as  such  bailees  that  they  may 
insure  the  goods  :  {The  London  and  North  Western 
Railway  Company^  v.  Olyn,  1  El.  &  El.  652 ;  28 
L.  J.  188,  Q.  B.)    The  case  of  Anderson  v.  Moriee, 
cited  on  the  other  side,  is  merely  a  decision  that 
there  was  an  insurable  interest  in  the  plaintiff 
in  that  particular  case.     [Pollock,  B. — Here  the 
plaintiff  contends  that  if  the  subject  matter  of  the 
insurance  is  fairly  stated  to  the  underwriter,  it  is 
immaterial  to  him  who  the  owner  is,  or  whether  he 
knows  who  he  is  or  not.]    There  is  a  plain,  broad, 
and  well  recognised  distinction  between  a  first 
insurance  on  goods,  and  a  re-insurance  of  the  pre- 
vious risks,  and  the  latter  amounts  to  an  indemnity 
on  an  indemnity.    The  case  of  Qlover  v.  Black  in 
3  Burr.,  is  strongly  in  favour  of  the  principle  con- 
tended for  by  the  defendant,  as  is  also  the  American 
case  of  New   York  Bowery  Insura/nce  Company 
V.  New  York  Fire  Insurance  Company  (47  Wendell 
Bep.  359).    It  would  be  monst.roas  to  hold  a  man 
bound  when  he  never  meant  to  be,  and  would  not 
have  entered  into  the  contract  at  all  had  he  known 
the  real  fact.    The  plaintiff  is  not  the  owner  of  and 
has  no  interest  in  tne  goods  themselves ;  but  the 
lanjg:uage  of  the  policy  means,  and  all  merchants 
and  underwriters  would  understand  it  to  mean,  by 
usage  and  custom,  an  interest  in  the  goods  them- 
selves, and  not  a  mei'e  interest  in  the  safe  arrival 
of  the  ship.    The  learned  judge,  in  construing  the 
words  "material  to  the   risk,"  said  that   *'the 
risk  "  meant  anything  affected  by  the  question  of 
the  completion  of  the  adventure  in  safety ;  but  the 
defendant  contends  it  was  material  to  the  risk  in 
-this  way,  that,  without  affecting  the  defendant's 


mind  with  respect  to  the  risk  whether  the  goods 
arrived  in  safety  or  not,  yet  it  might  be  material 
in  this  sense,  that  persons  are  unwilling  to  take  re- 
insurances owing  to  the  practical  difficulties  which 
arise  in  settling  the  claim. 

Cur,  adv.  tmU. 
Subsequentlv  in  the  course  of  the  day,  the  fol- 
lowing oral  juagments  were  delivered  : 

Brahwell,  B. — We  think  that  the  defendant's 
rule  should  be  discharged.  It  is  undoubtedly  a 
case  in  which,  if  we  took  a  longer  time  to  consider 
our  judgment,  a  considerable  amount  of  research 
and  learning  might  be  expended  upon  it;  but  we 
think  it  better,  having  made  up  our  minds  upon 
the  question,  and  believing  that  further  inquiry 
and  research  would  not  alter  the  conclusion  at 
which  we  have  arrived,  to  express  our  opinion  at 
onoe,  which  is,  as  I  have  already  said,  that  this 
rule  should  be  discharged. 

It  must  be  admitted,  as  a  general  rule,  that 
what  should  be  contained  in  a  policy  of  marine 
insurance  is,    the  subject   matter  insured,   the 
risk,  the  vojrage,  and  the  perils  insured  against, 
and    then    the    assured,    if    challenged,    mast 
show    what    his  interest  is.      Now  a  policy  of 
insurance   is    a    document    which    is    said    to 
have  a  meaning  attached  to  it  only  by  custom ; 
but  if  one  were  to  prepare  a  new  document  of 
the   kind,  one  would  say  that  on  consideration 
of  so  much  paid  by   the  assured  to  the   under- 
writer,  the   latter  undertakes    that    if    certain 
goods  do  not  arrive  in  safety  he  will  pay  1001.,  or 
that  to  the  extent  of  lOOZ.  he  will  be  an  assurer  to 
the  assured  for  the  amount  of  his  loss  against  cer- 
tain perils.     That  means,  as  I  said  before,  that 
there  should^  be  stated  in  the  policy    the  sub- 
ject matter  insured,  the  risk,  the  voyage,  and 
the    perils,    insured    against.       Now    that    has 
been  done  in"  this   case,    because    the  plaintiff 
says  "  What  I  want  to  be  guaranteed  against  is  the 
non-arrival  of,  or  danger  to,  certain  goods  upon  a 
certain  voyage,  in  respect  of  certain  perils  " 
It   is,   therefore,  rather  for   the   defendant  to 
I  make  out  that  in  this  case  there  is  some  cause  for 
an  exception  to  that  general  rule,  than  for  the 
plaintiff  to  make  out  that  he  has  done  all  that  is 
necessary.    It  is  a  presumption  that  the  plaintiff 
has  in  his  favour,  and  it  is  for  the  defendant  to 
make  out  the  exception.     The  defendant  seeks  to 
make  it  out  upon  the  ground  which,  if  it  exists, 
is,  to  my  mind,  rather  a  ground  which  goes  to 
the  proof  of  interest  than  anything  else.    He  seeks 
to  make  the  exception  out  in  this  case  by  saying 
that  the  plaintiff  ought  to  have  stated  what  the 
assurance  was  on,  and  that  goes  to  the  question  of 
concealment.    He  says  "  It  is  true  that  you,  the 
plaintiff,  were   interested  in  the   safe  arrival  of 
these  goods,  and  that  you  would  be  damaged  by 
their  non-arrival,  or  their  arrival  in  a  damaged 
condition;  but  you  have  concealed  from   me  a 
material  fact,  namely,  that  your  interest  was  not 
what  I  supposed  it  to  be — ^namely,  that  you  were 
the  owner  of  the  goods ;  but  that  your  interest 
was  that  of  a  re-insurer  of  them." 

Now,  I  cannot  help  thinking  that  the  case  is 
in  this  sort  of  dilemma:  If  that  is  a  good  rea- 
son for  the  underwriter  to  advance,  then  the 
jury  ought  to  have  found  for  the  defendant 
upon  the  ground  of  concealment,  and  I  can 
certainly  imagine  that  there  may  be  some  very 
good  reasons  why  a  jury  should  so  find,  and 
i  find    that    it    was     material     for     an    ande^ 
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writer  to  know  that  he  wa?  insariDg  not 
the  yaloe  of  the  goods  in  which  the  assured 
was  solely  interested,  bat  that  the  plaintiff  was 
the  anderwriter  himself  and  already  the  assarer 
of  the  goods.  If  it  is  immaterial,  then  dearly  one 
oaziDot  very  well  see  why  it  should  be  stated  in 
any  shape,  and  we  oaght  not  to  be  ready  to  intro- 
duce another  anomaly  into  the  law  of  assuranoe, 
when  the  withheld  fact  is  an  immaterial  one ;  and 
more  especially  that  ought  not  to  be  done  when  it 
is  borne  in  mind  that  the  underwriter,  if  he  thinks 
fit,  for  what  may  be  called  a  whim,  or  for  a  con- 
sideration which  a  jury  may  think  to  be  immaterial 
or  unimportant,  may  insert  in  the  policy  the  words 
"  Warranted  not  a  re-insurance."  The  case  then 
stands  thus : — If  it  is  material  the  jury  ought  to 
have  found  against  the  assured,  on  the  ground  of 
concealment ;  and  if  it  is  immaterial  an  anomaly 
oaght  certainly  not  to  be  introduced,  as  confessedly 
this  would  be  one,  into  the  law  of  insurance,  espe- 
cially when  the  underwriter,  if  he  saw  fit  to  do  so, 
might  have  guarded  against  what  he  chooses  to 
take  either  a  real  or  fanciful  objection  to. 

But  now,  what  is  the  stote  of  the  authorities  on 
this  subject?  It  appears  to  me  that  they  are 
strongly  in  favour  of  the  plaintiff.  We  have  the 
case  of  a  carrier,  who  is  at  liberty  to  insure  goods 
without  stating  the  nature  of  his  interest  in  the 
things  insured,  in  the  same  way  that  the 
owner  of  them  would  do,  and  without  stating 
his  insurance  to  be  in  respect  of  his  liability  over 
to  the  owner  of  goods.  I  say  that  the  insur- 
ance is  in  respect  of  that,  because  I  have  not  for- 
gotten  the  ingenious  argument  addressed  to  us 
rst  by  Mr.  Baylis,  and  then  by  Mr.  Hersohell, 
that  he  is  a  bailee  of  the  goods,  and  has  property 
in  them,  and  may  maintain  trover,  and  all  that 
sort  of  thing.  I  think  the  answer  to  that  is  this, 
that  if  he  insured  nothing  but  what  might  be 
called  his  proprietory  or  possessory  interest  in 
the  goods,  and  if  he  did  sustain  damage,  he  could 
recover  a  nominal  amount  only ;  but  the  fact  that 
he  is  entitled  to  recover  a  substantial  amount 
shows  that  he  is  insuring  in  respect  of  his  interest 
as  insurer  himself,  and  as  a  person  liable  over  to 
the  owner  of  the  goods.  Then  there  are  the 
other  authorities  that  have  been  cited.  There  are 
the  cases  of  mortgagor  and  mortgagee  of  a  ship. 
They  are  not  both  owners.  In  truth  the  mort- 
gai^ee  of  a  ship  is  only  interested  in  having '  lent 
money  on  the  ship,  and  having  a  sufficient  title  in 
him  to  enable  him  to  insure.  It  is  not  necessary 
to  multiply  cases.  It  must  be  admitted  that  the 
general  rule  is  that  which  I  have  stated,  namely, 
to  specify  the  subject-matter  in  the  safety  of 
which  you  are  interested,  and  not  your  interest  in 
it.  Then  there  are  the  authorities  which  Mr. 
Benjamin  referred  to,  and  particularly  the  autho- 
rity of  Phillips;  where  it  is  said  that  this  is 
the  general  law,  as  undeniably  it  is  the  law 
in  America.  Now  the  only  authority  relied 
upon  by  the  defendant  to  the.  contrary  of  that 
proposition  is  a  case  that  we  must  treat  with 
great  respect;  but  the  principle  of  the  deci- 
sion in  which,  I  declare  I  do  not  quite  see  or 
rightly  understand.  I  can  see  the  convenience  of 
it,  as  I  can  see  the  convenience  of  the  statement 
here ;  but  I  do  not  see  or  rightly  understand  its 
principles.  I  mean  the  case  of  Olover  v.  Black 
(3  Burr.  IS94),  where  it  was  held  that  respondentia 
must  be  insured  eo  nomine,  and  that  it  is  not 
sufficient  to  insure  the  goods.    That  was  so  held 


under  very  peculiar  circumstances,  namely,  in 
consequence  of  there  being  an  understandiug 
amongst  merchants  that  when  one  insured  re- 
spondentia, it  was  done  eo  nomine,  and  it  was  not 
said  that  it  was  the  safe  arrival  of  the  goods  that 
was  insured.  The  court  there  held,  and  Lord 
Mansfield  said  (I  believe  my  brother  Pollock  has 
looked  into  that  case  more  minutely  than  I  have 
done)  that  after  consulting  with  many  merchants 
it  was  so  understood;  and  I  dare  say  that,  at 
that  time  of  day,  if  it  was  thought  that  a  wrong 
had  been  done,  they  were  not  so  particular  in 
looking  at  the  issues  raised.  But,  however,  I  do 
not  see  how  the  practice  of  merchants  made  the 
statement  in  the  policy  an  erroneous  one.  How- 
ever, there  it  is.  If  this  were  a  case  of  responden  tia» 
we  should  be  bound  by  that  decision,  and  we 
should  act  upon  it,  and  leave  a  court  of  error  to  deal 
with  it ;  but  this  is  not  a  question  of  respondentia, 
and  Lord  Mansfield  himself,  in  that  case,  ex- 
pressly stated  that  it  was  not  to  be  supposed  that 
they  were  laying  down  any  general  rule ;  and  that 
case  certainly  has  not  been  acted  upon  as  laying 
down  any  general  rule;  for,  if  it  had  been,  the  case 
of  a  carrier  insuring  must  have  been  cited. 

It  seems  to  me  that  we  are  now  invited  to  intro- 
duce what  Lord  Mansfield  in  that  case  called  a 
second  anomaly,  and  I  do  not  see  any  sufficient 
reason  for  our  so  doing;  and,  therefore,  in  my 
judgment,  the  defendant's  rule  ought  to  be  dis* 
charged. 

Pollock,  B. — I  also  am  of  opinion  that  the 
plaintiff  is  entitled  to  our  judgment  in  this  case. 

The  finding  of  the  j  ury  was  that  there  was  no  con* 
cealment  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  whose  clerk 
put  forward  the  insurance,  by  reason  of  his  not 
stating  that  it  was  a  re-insurance ;  and  this  carries 
with  it  considerable  weight,  because  it  excludes 
any  argument  that  might  arise,  in  fact  or  in  sub- 
stance, on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  which  would 
tend  to  show  that  there  was  any  substantial  in- 
crease of  the  risk  or  anything  to  increase  the  rate 
of  insurance  in  consequence  of  that  fact  being 
withheld.  That,  therefore,  is  a  starting  point. 
Then  comes  the  real  q^uestion,  which  has  been 
azgued  very  fully  in  this  case,  whether,  by  the 
known  practice  of  underwriters,  or  by  the  law  of 
England,  a  person  who  is  going  to  re-insure 
goods  that  he  himself  has  already  insured,  is  bound 
to  state  that  it  is  a  re-insurance.  It  is  said  that 
he  ought  to  state  that  fact.  Now,  is  there  any 
authority  for  so  saying P  So  far  as  I  have  been  able 
to  find  there  is  none. 

Be-insurance  certainly  is  a  thing  which  must 
have  been  known  from  the  time  that  in- 
surance itself  was  first  known,  and,  with 
the  exception  of  our  municipal  law,  which,  for 
some  reason,  for  a  certain  period  of  time,  pro- 
hibited re-insurance,  re-insurances  have  taken 
place  all  over  the  mercantile  world.  Now,  so  far 
as  I  know,  the  necessary  parts  of  a  contract  of 
insurance  on  the  part  of  the  assured  are,  that 
he  shall  state  the  subject  matter,  or,  as  it  is  called 
by  the  old  French  writers,  the  "aliment"  of  the  in- 
surance, which,  I  suppose,  means  the  subject 
matter ;  and,  before  he  can  proceed  to  recover  the 
fruits  of  his  insurance,  he  is  bound  to  go  further 
and  show  what  the  interest  is.  Now  I  find  it  laid 
down  in  vol.  1  of  Emerigon*s  Traits  des  Assurances, 
chap.  8,  sect.  14,  tit.  *'  Be-assuranoe,"  that  it  shall 
be  lawful  for  the  assurers  to  re-assure  with  others 
the  effects  which  they  shall  already  have  assured. 
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The  learned  author  does  nob  say  to  assure  their 
interest,  bat  to  assure  *'the  effects"  already  in- 
sured ;  and  he  cites  for  that  proposition  old  French 
and  Spanish  **  ordinances,"  and  several  old  French 
authorities,  as  Guidon  de  la  Mer  (ch.  2,  art.  19), 
Yalin,  and  Pothier's  Traits  du  Contrat  d* Assu- 
rance. The  same  law  is  laid  down  also  in  the 
Code  de  Commerce,  art.  34*2,  "  Bes  Assurances  *' ; 
and  the  same  authorities  and  others  are  there 
referred  to.  In  the  English  law  we  have  many 
illustrations  of  this.  We  have,  as  my  brother 
Bramwell  has  mentioned,  the  case  of  carriers, 
who  have  a  special  interest ;  the  cases  of  vendor 
and  vendee,  of  whom  it  might  be  predicated  that 
only  one  could  be  the  real  possessor  of  the  goods, 
bat  as  to  whom,  substantially,  there  might  be  a  very 
great  question  who  was  in  possession  of  the  real 
property  of  the  goods  at  the  time.  No  such  point 
has  been  taken  as  that  the  vendor  or  the  vendee 
ought  to  have  insured  according  as  the  property 
was  in  the  one  or  the  other.  Then  there  is  the 
case  of  mortgagor  and  mortp;agee.  These  are  not 
conflicting  but  independent  interests.  And  further 
than  this,  we  have  the  case  of  Glover  v.  Black 
(ti&t  sup,),  and  the  case  cited  by  Mr.  Benjamin 
of  Beed  v.  GoU  (3  Burr.  1512),  in  which  a  person 
who  was  a  member  of  an  insurance  club,  had 
actually  parted  with  his  vessel.  It  was  held  that 
he  was  entitled  upon  the  re-insurance  to  recover 
because  he  was  still  a  member  of  the  club,  and, 
therefore,  was  an  insurer ;  but  his  interest  was 
that  he  himself  had  undertaken  and  agreed  to  pay 
5002.  if  a  loss  happened  within  three  months. 
Kow,  in  that  sense,  he  was  no  more  the  owner  of 
the  vessel  than  anv  other  person ;  he  was  a  perfect 
stranger.  He  had,  at  the  time  of  the  sale,  under- 
taken to  pay  500Z.  if  the  vessel  was  lost.  Lord 
Mansfield,  who  was  then  a  member  of  the  court, 
and  it  was  a  very  short  time  after  the  earlier 
decision  in  Glover  v.  Blade,  came  to  the  conclusion 
that  he  was  entitled  to  recover,  although  there 
was  no  mention  in  the  policy  of  anything  except 
the  ship.  That  satisfies  me  that  in  the  present 
case  there  was  properly  set  forth  the  subject- 
matter  of  the  insurance,  and  that  that  was  all 
that  was  required. 

Our  attention  was  called  to  the  earlier  deci- 
sion of  Lord  Mansfield  in  the  case  of  Glover 
V.  Black,  and  in  that  case,  no  doubt,  it  was 
held  that  persons  who  advanced  money  on 
respondentia  could  not  insure  without  stating 
who  was  the  lender  of  the  money  upon  re- 
spondentia, nor  by  merely  stating  the  fact 
that  it  was  upon  goods.  It  is  worth  while, 
perhaps,  to  observe,  with  all  respect  to  a  deci- 
sion like  this,  that  long  before  that  there  had 
been  great  jealousy,  apparently  not  unnatural, 
with  regard  to  insurance,  bo'.h  by  those  who  bor- 
rowed and  those  who  lent  money  on  bottomry  and 
respondentia,  because  it  was  a  very  common 
thin^,  not  merely  to  borrow  money  for  the  exi- 
gencies of  the  voyage,  but  a  merchant  would  very 
often  ship  goods  as  a  mere  adventurer,  and  bor- 
row money  which  he  was  able  to  take  advantage 
of,  and  would  then  insure  himself,  having  all  the 
while  no  interest  in  the  voyage.  And  then  very 
often,  too,  the  lender  of  the  money  insured,  not 
only  the  money  which  he  had  lent,  but  also  the 
maritime  interest  that  would  be  added  to  it  if 
the  voyage  were  successfully  accomplished.  All 
the  writers  seem  to  have  set  their  faces  a(2[ain8t 
this.    It  b  discussed  in  the  works  of  both  Emeri- 


gon  and  Pothier,  and  forms  the  subject  of  Article 
347  in  the  Code  de  Commerce.  That  being  so  the 
case  came  before  one  of  our  courts,  and  it  was 
very  fully  discussed,  and  undoubtedly  it  was  found 
then  to  bo  the  custom  and  general  usage  of  mer- 
chants. All  that  Lord  Mansfield  said  was,  that 
he  was  very  much  inclined  at  first  to  support  the 
policy ;  and  in  oonduaion  he  said  that  the  ground 
of  the  present  resolution  of  the  court  was,  that 
it  was  established  now,  as  the  law  and  prac- 
tice of  merchants,  that  respondentia  and  bot- 
tomry must  be  mentioned  and  specified  in  the 
policy  of  insurance;  but  at  the  same  time 
declared  that  the  court  did  not  mean  to  determine 
generally  that  no  special  interest  in  goods  might 
be  given  in  evidence  in  other  oases  than  those  of 
respondentia  and  bottomrj,  if  the  oircumstanoes  of 
the  case  should  admit  of  it.  It  seems  to  me  that 
Lord  Mansfield  intended  to  make  that  exception ; 
and  it  is  somewhat  remarkable  that  some  vean 
after  a  case  occurred  of  insurance  on  respondeotia 
interest,  in  which  the  words  were  merely  on 
"  goods,  specie,  and  effects."  I  allude  to  the  case 
of  Gregory  v.  Ghristie  (3  Dong.  749;  cited  also  in 
1  Park  on  Marine  Insurance,  7th  edit.  pp.  14  and 
33).  In  that  case  it  was  held  that  the  assured, 
having  insured  in  general  words,  "  goods,  specie, 
and  effects,"  was  entitled  to  recover.  There  is  no 
doubt,  therefore,  that  those  oases  depended  upon 
what  was  the  practical  interpretation  of  respon- 
dentia and  bottomry ;  and  they  mean,  as  it  seems 
to  me,  that  respondentia  and  bottomry  rested  on 
some  peculiar  ground.  To  my  mind,  no  special 
or  peculiar  ground  attaches  to  the  present  case. 

We  come,  then,  to  the  oonsideration  of  the  more 
open  question  here,  whether  it  was  or  not  material 
to  be  known,  and  then  directly  that  is  so»  cadit 
quceatio,  because  that  fact  is  found  by  the  jury,  and 
found  in  favour  of  the  plaintiff. 

Upon  these  groundis  I  think  the  plaintiff  is 
entitled  to  our  judgment,  and  that  the  defendant's 
rule  must  be  discharged. 

Ahphlett,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion,  al- 
though I  admit  that  in  the  course  of  the  argument 
my  mind  has  varied  considerably,  and  that  I  have 
had  much  doubt  upon  the  question ;  but  from  all 
that  has  appeared  during  the  course  of  the  case, 
and  from  the  opinions  of  my  learned  brothers,  1 
am  now  satisfied  that  my  doubts  were  not  well 
founded,  and  I  therefore  agree  that  this  rale 
should  be  discharged. 

But  the  difficulty  which  I  felt  was  really 
upon  the  onljr  question  before  us,  namely,  whe- 
ther the  subiect  matter  of  the  insurance  was 
sufficiently  described  in  this  policy.  It  ap- 
peared to  me  at  first,  and  it  is  a  common  appre- 
hension, that  there  is  a  great  difference  between  an 
insurance  on  goods  and  an  insurance  against  the 
risk  which  the  firsc  insurer  has  to  ruiL  Cases 
might  be  put  in  which  the  two  things  are  not  by 
any  means  identical ;  as,  for  instance,  if  the  first 
policy  had  been  for  any  reason  void,  for  fraud,  or 
anything  of  that'  sort,  undoubtedly  the  secood 
policy  could  not  be  recovered  upon,  because  the 
matter  insured  was  the  risk  which  the  first  in- 
surer ran.  However,  I  think  that  the  proper  answer 
to  that  is  that  it  is  merely  a  limitation  of  the 
liability  to  the  second  insurer,  and  does  not 
make  his  insurance  less  upon  the  goods  them- 
selves. 

Then  comes  the  question,  and  the  more  serioQB 
one,  whether  or  not  the  custom  that  is  said  to 
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prBTAil  that  it  shoald  always  be  mentioned  in  the 
policy  that  it  is  a  re-iosaranoe  would  affect  the 
case ;  and  I  agree  with  what  my  learned  brothers 
have  said,  that  a  very  great  deal  may  be  said  in 
favoor  of  that  yiew,  not  npon  the  question  whether 
aa  a  matter  of  law  the  policy  would  be  void,  but 
whether  there  had  been  a  concealment 'bn  the  part 
of  the  insurer  in  not  mentioning  the  fact.  I  say 
that  there  is  a  good  deal  to  be  said,  because  it  is 
impossible  not  to  see  that  there  would  be  great 
oonyenience  in  mentioning  it ;  and  although,  with 
reference  to  the  second  insurer  the  risk  may  be 
the  same,  the  oonyenience  of  the  second  insurer, 
with  regard  to  yarious  things  that  may  oconr,  such 
as  adjusting  and  other  circumstances,  would  be 
yery  much  more  consulted  if  he  knew  that  he  was 
insuring  against  the  risk  of  the  first  insurer,  and 
not  npon  the  goods  themselves. 

It  was  also  attempted  to  be  argued,  and  with 
great  force  before  the  jury,  that  there  is  a  notion 
yery  generally  prevailing,  that  it  would  be  right  and 
proper  that  the  fact  of  a  second  insurance  should  be 
mentioned.  We  haye  the  Act  of  Greo.  2,  by  which 
re-insuraBoe  was  prohibited  generally,  though 
certain  instances  in  which  it  may  be  done  are 
there  epedfied;  but  it  is  said  that  where  it  so 
arises  it  should  be  mentioned  in  the  policy.  Then 
we  find  from  the  text  books  that  such  a  law  (and  I 
think  I  may  put  it  as  far  as  that)  prevails  in  the 
civilised  world ;  and  I  do  not  except  New  York 
from  the  expression  "  civilised  world  ;*'  but  then 
we  find  that  in  America  there  are  decisions  both 
ways ;  at  least  in  New  York  one  way,  and  another 
way  in  Massachnssets.  No  doubt,  therefore,  there  is 
a  yery  ii^enoral  notion  prevailing  that  it  is  right  and 
proper  that,  where  there  is  a  re-insurance  it  should 
be  mentioned  in  the  policy. 

But  then  we  haye  that  which  is  equivalent  to  the 
finding  of  the  jury,  because  it  is  admitted  by  Mr. 
Benjamin,  and  it  was  not  pressed  to  its  ultimate 
result  at  the  trial  and  the  opinion  of  the  jury  taken 
upon  it,  that  there  is  a  usage  and  general  custom 
in  England  to  mention  the  fact  of  its  being  a  re- 
insurance. All  these  were  topics  for  the  jury,  and 
no  doabt  operated  on  their  minds,  and  they  found 
that  there  was  no  undue  concealment.  No  rule 
was  obtained  npon  that  part  of  the  case,  and  we 
must,  therefore,  I  think,  assume  the  finding  of  the 
jury  to  be  correct. 

Upon  the  whole,  however,  notwithstanding  the 
doubts  which  I  have  entertained  during  the  greater 
part  of  the  argument,  I  agree  with  my  learned 
DTOtbers  that  this  rule  ought  to  be  discharged. 

Rule  discharged. 

Attorneys  for  the  defendant,  Gregory ,  Bowdiffe, 
BowcUffet  and  Bawle,  agents  for  Sale  and  Co., 
Manchester. 

Attorneys  for  the  plaintiff,  Norris  and  Allen, 
agents  for  Simpson  and  North,  Liverpool. 


WedneadoAf,  Feb.  10, 1875. 

SruAJiT  Ain>  AN OTHZB  V.  Thx  Bbitish  abd  Afbican 
Steam  Navigation  Gompant. 

Carriers  hy  sea — Vessel  with  goods  on  board  lost 
vfhile  assittin^g  another  vessel  in  distress — Lia* 
biWy  of  shipotcner  io  owner  of  goods — BiU  of 
lading — Clause  in  hill  of  lading  oiving  **  liberty 
io  tow  and  assist  vessels  in  aU  situations**^' 
Transshipment  of  goods  on  voyage  from  one  vessel 

Vol.  II.,  N.S. 


to  another — "  Goods  to  be  transshipped  and  for' 
warded  at  ship*s  expense  but  shipper*s  risk**^^ 
Meaning  of  the  clause — Deviation. 
The  plaintiffs  shipped  goods  at  Liverpool  on  board 
the  Liberia,  a  steam  vessel,  belonging  to  the  de* 
fendant  company ,  to  be  earried,  for  freight,  pay- 
able by  the  plaintiffs  to  the  defendants,  io  Benin, 
on  the  coast  of  Afrtea,  which  goods,  on  the  arrhal 
of  the  Liberia  at  Bonny,  were,  in  the  usual  course 
of  the  dffendants*  business  and  according  to  the 
terms  of  the  bills  of  lading,  transshipped  on  board 
the  Kwara,  a  small  branch  steamer  belonging  to 
the  defendants,  to  be  forwa/rded  thereby  to  tneir 
destination  at  Benin.  !Z%0  Kwara,  with  the 
plaintiff's  goods  on  board,  left  Bonny,  and  pro* 
ceeded  on  her  voyage  to  Benin,  eaUing  on  her  wanf 
a;t  Brass,  where  she  had  both  to  discharge  and  to 
take  in  cargo.  Whilst  luina  in  the  harbour  <U 
Brass,  and  after  having  discharged  and  taken  in 
cargo,  and  vnthin  two  or  three  hours  of  being 
ready  to  proceed  on  her  onward  voyage  to  Bemn, 
the  Kwara  toos  taJeen  by  her  captain,  at  ihe  re» 
quest  of  the  captain  andovmers  of  another  vessel, 
to  the  mouth  of  the  Brass  river,  some  three  miles 
from  the  harbour,  for  the  purpose  of  towing  off 
such  other  vessel  which  ha>a  got  stranded  on  the 
breakers  in  cUtempting  to  cross  the  bar  at  the 
entrance  of  the  river,  and  in  her  efforts  to  tow  ihcU 
vessel  off,  the  KffBXSk  herself,  in  consequence  of  her 
screw  getting  fouled  with  a  rope,  was  wrecked, 
and  the  plaintiff^s  goods  were  lost.  It  did  not 
appear  thai  human  life  was  in  any  imminent 
aamger,  or  that  the  assistance  of  the  Kwara  wcu 
sought  for,  except  to  save  property. 

The  bill  of  lading,  given  by  the  defendants  on  re- 
eevving  the  goods  at  Liverpool,  contained  a  claiue 
gimng  to  their  vessels  "  liberty  to  tow  and  assist 
vessels  in  all  situations  ;**  and  also  a  memoran- 
dum, in  the  marain  as  follows :  '*  The  within 
goods  to  be  transshipped  at  Bonny,  and  forwarded 
to  destination  by  branch  steamer  at  ship's  expense 
but  shipper's  risk." 

In  an  action  by  the  plaintiffs  to  recover  the  value  of 
their  goods  they  obtained  a  verdict,  with  leave 
io  the  defendants  to  move  to  enter  it  for  themselves, 
and  on  argument  it  toas 

Held,  by  the  Court  of  Exchequer  {BramweU,  PoU 
lock,  and  Amphlett,  B.B.),  making  absoltlie  the 
rule  to  enter  the  verdict  for  the  defendants :  First, 
thcU,  under  the  express  words  of  the  clause  in  the 
bill  of  lading  giving  liberty  '*  to  tow  and  assist 
vessels,*'  ^c,  the  Kwara  was  justified  and  pro' 
tected  in  going  to  the  assistance  of  the  other  vessel 
in  the  manner  and  under  the  circumstances 
stated;  and. 

Secondly,  that  the  words  in  the  marain  of  ihe 
bill  of  lading  "  at  shifper^s  risk,"  applied,  as  did 
also  the  words  "  at  ship's  expense,"  to  the  trans* 
shipment  only  of  the  goods  from  the  one  vessel  to 
the  other  at  Bonny,  and  not  to  the  "  forwarding 
of  them  from  Bonny  to  Benin. 

This  was  an  action  brought  by  the  plaintiffs 
against  the  defendants,  to  recover  the  value  of 
certain  goods  shipped  by  the  plaintiffs  for  Benin, 
by  the  st^eamships  Liberia,  Congo,  Senegal,  and 
Kwara,  respectiyely,  belonging  to  the  defendants, 
and  which  goods  were  lost  or  damaged  in  the 
steamship  Kwara,  under  the  circumstances  here- 
inafter stated. 

The  declaration  contained  four  counts.   The  first 
count  charged  that  the  plaintiffs  delivered  to  the 

2K 


498 


MARITIME  LAW  CASES. 


Ex.]      Stuabt  and  anotheb  v.  Tbb  British  and  AfBiciH  Stbam  Navigation  Compant.      [Ex. 


defendants  oertain  goods  of  the  plaintiffs,  to  be  by 
the  defendants  safely  and  seen  rely  shipped  and 
carried  from  Liverpool  to  Benin,  certain  perils 
and  casaalties  only  excepted,  for  freight  therefor 
payable  by  the  plaintiffs  to  the  defendants,  the 
said  goods  to  be  shipped  at  Liverpool  as  aforesaid 
on  board  a  oertain  ship  called  the  lAheriat  to  be 
carried  thereon  to  Bonny  and  to  be  forwarded  and 
sent  from  Bonny  aforesliid  to  Benin  aforesaid  by 
branch  steamer;  and  that  the  defendants  were 
not  prevented  from  so  shipping,  carrying,  trans- 
shipping, and  delivering  the  said  goods  by  any  of 
the  perils  or  casaalties  aforesaid ;  and  that  all  con- 
ditions, &o,,  to  entitle  the  plaintiffs  to  have  the 
said  goods  safely  and  secarely  carried  and 
delivered  by  the  defendants  as  aforesaid ;  yet  the 
defendants  did  not  safely  and  secarely  carry  and 
deliver  the  said  goods  as  aforesaid,  bat  so  negli- 
gently and  improperly  condncted  themselves  in 
the  premises  that  thereby  divers  of  the  said  gooc'.s 
became  and  were,  daring  the  said  voyage,  wholly 
lost  to  the  plaintiffs;  and  the  pliuntiffs  were 
obliged  to  pay  salvage  in  respect  of  the  remainder 
of  the  said  goods,  and  snch  remainder  were 
greatly  damaged  and  rendered  of  little  or  no  umc 
or  valae  to  the  plaintiffs.  The  second  and  third 
counts  were  similar  with  respect  to  goods  shipped 
on  board  the  steamships  Congo  and  Senegal  re- 
spectively. 

The  foarth  coant  charged  that  in  consideration 
of  the  plaintiffs  causing  to  be  shipped  on  board 
the  ship  Kwara^  in  parts  beyond  the  seas,  to  wit 
in  the  port  of  Bonny,  certain  goods  of  the  plain- 
tiffs in  good  order  and  well  conditioned  for  the 
purpose,  and  on  the  terms  thereinafter  mentioned, 
the  defendants,  by  a  bill  of  lading  made  on  the 
16th  Jane  1873,  by  the  defendants,  by  their  agent 
in  that  behalf  and  delivered  to  the  plaintiffs, 
promised  the  plaintiffs  that  the  goods  of  the  plain- 
tiffs in  the  said  bill  of  lading  mentioned,  and  then 
so  shipped  as  aforesaid,  should  be  delivered  in 
like  good  order  and  condition  at  Benin,  certain 
perils  and  casaalties  only  excepted,  to  the  plain- 
tiffs, they  paying  freight  for  the  same  as  in  the 
said  bill  of  lading  mentioned.  Averments  that 
the  delivery  of  the  said  goods  was  not  prevented 
by  any  of  the  perils  or  casualties  aforesaid,  and 
that  all  conditions,  &c.  Breach  assigned,  the 
ncn-delivery  of  the  said  goods,  &c.,  to  the  plain- 
tiffs at  Benm,  in  snch  good  order,  &o.,  and  loss 
and  damage  to  the  plaintiffs,  &o,,  as  in  the  first 
count. 

Pleas  to  all  the  said  counts. — First,  denying  the 
delivery  of  the  goods  by  the  plaintiffs  to  the  de- 
fendants upon  the  terms,  or  for  the  purposes  in 
the  said  counts  respectively  alleged;  secondly, 
denying  the  bres^bes  in  the  same  counts  re- 
spectivelv  alleged ;  thirdly,  that  the  defendants  were 
precluded  from  carrying  and  delivering  the  goods 
by  the  excepted  perils  and  casualties;  fourthly, 
that  the  goods  were  delivered  to  the  defen- 
dants, as  in  the  said  counts  respectively  men- 
tioned, upon  the  terms  of  a  bill  of  lading 
whereby  it  was  provided  amonerst  other  things, 
that  the  goods  should  be  transshipped  at  Bonny 
and  forwarded  to  their  destination  by  branch 
steamer  at  ship's  expense,  but  at  shipper's  risk. 
And  the  defendants  say  that  the  loss  and  damage 
to  the  said  goods,  in  the  said  counts  respectively 
mentioned,  were  occasioned  without  the  neglect  or 
default  of  the  defendants  after  the  transshipment 
of  the  same  at  Bonny,  and  while  the  same  were 


being  forwarded  to  Benin  at  the  shipper's  risk, 
within  the  true  intent  and  meaning  of  the  said  bill 
of  lading  in  that  behalf. 

Upon  all  the  above  pleas  respectively  issue  was 
taken  and  joined. 

At  the  trial  before  Pollock,  B.,  and  a  specisl 
jury,  at  the  Liverpool  Summer  Assizes,  1874,  a 
verdict  was  found  for  the  plaintiffs  for  the  damara 
in  the  declaration ;  leave  being  given  to  the  de- 
fendants to  move  to  enter  a  verdict  for  them,  if 
the  court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  defendants 
are  liable,  the  question  of  damages  to  be  referred 
to  a  legal  arbitrator  (named),  who  in  his  discretion 
might  state  a  special  case  as  to  the  proper  measore 
of  damages  and  the  principle  of  assessing  them,  it 
the  request  of  either  party. 

The  following  appeared  to  be  the  admitted  facts 
of  the  case  as  agreed  between  the  parties  to  be 
taken  as  on  thn  learned  judge's  notes. 

The  plaintiffs  are  African  merchants  carrying  on 
their  business  at  Liverpool  and  on  the  West  Coast 
of  Africa,  at  Bonny,  Brass,  Benin,  and  else- 
where on  that  coast,  under  the  firm  of  Stuart  and 
Douglas.  The  defendant  oompapy  are  the  owners 
of  a  line  of  steamers  trading  between  Liverpool 

^Glasgow  and  the  West  Coast  of  Africa,  and  they 
conduct  their  trade  in  the  following  manner : 

All  goods  shipped  in  England  are  sent  by  the 
large  mail  steamer  as  far  as  Bonny,  and  there  the 
company  have  floating  warehouses  and  hulks,  into 
which  all  goods  for  towns  and  ports  up  the  shaltow 
rivers  are  stored.  A  branch  steamer  belonging  to 
the  defendants  plies  between  Bonny  and  the 
smaller  ports,  and  by  it  the  goods  are  forwarded 
to  their  ultimate  port  of  destination.  In  Jane 
1873,  this  branch  steamer  was  the  steam  ship 
Kwara, 

The  goods  mentioned  in  the  first  three  counts 
of  the  declaration,  were  shipped  by  the  plaintifb, 
by  the  defendants'  steamers  from  Liverpool  for 
lienin  direct,  and  for  such  shipments  the  pbdntifih 
received  from  the  defendants  bills  of  lading  dated 
as  follows :  5th  April  1873,  per  Liberia  ;  17th  April 
1873,  per  Congo;  and  6th  May  1873,  per  Senegal. 
The  plaintiffs  on  the  24th  April  1873,  made  a 
fourth  shipment  of  goods  to  Bonny  by  the  African 
Steamship  Company's  steamer  Caldbar,  and  such 
fourth  shipment  was  transshipped  at  Bonny  on 
board  the  defendant's  steamer  Kwara,  to  be  carried 
from  Bonny  to  Benin,  for  which  shipment  the  plain- 
tiffs received  from  the  defendants  a  bill  of  lading 
dated  the  16th  June  1873.  The  fourth  count  is  in 
respect  of  these  last  mentioned  goods.  The  goods 
per  Liberia,  Congo,  and  Senegal,  arrived  safely  at 
Bonny,  and  were  there  transshipped  on  board  ihe 
Kwara  on  or  about  the  16 ch  of  June  1873,  as 
appears  Itom  the  Kwara'e  manifest,  and  log.  I^o 
bills  of  lading  were  given  by  the  Kwara  for  the 
goods  so  transshipped,  no  new  bills  of  lading  being 
ever  given  on  the  transshipment  at  Bonny  on  board 
the  branch  steamer  of  goods  shipped  in  England  on 
through  bills  of  lading  for  Benin. 

The  Kwara  left  Bonny  on  or  about  the  18th 
June  1873,  and  about  seven  pjn^of  the  same  day 
she  brought  np  outside  the  bar  of  the  Brass  Biver. 
On  the  following  morning,  the  19th  June,  the 
Kwara  crossed  the  bar  and  proceeded  to  discharge 
what  cargo  she  had  for  Brass  at  the  factories  Uiere. 
The  cargo  is  discharged  there  with  lighters  be- 
longing to  the  consignees  of  carga  On  the  next 
day,  the  20th  Jane,  the  Kwara,  which  haddis- 
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charged  ber  Brass  car^o,  and  woald  have  proceeded 
on  her  voyage  to  Benin  in  an  hoar  or  two,  went  to 
assist  a  steamer  called  the  Monrovia  belonging  to 
the  African  Steamship  Company,  which  had  got 
aground  on  the  previous  day  in  attempting  to  cross 
the  bar  of  the  Brass  River,  and  in  so  doing  tbe^u^ora 
was  wrecked  with  the  plaintiffs'  goods  on  board. 
The  cironmstances  under  which  such  assistance 
was  rendered,  and  the  wreck  of  the  Ktoara  took 
plaoe^  are  described  in  the  foUowiag  documents 
which  form  part  of  this  case,  namely,  the  bills  of 
lading  perXrtoeria,  OongOt  Senegal^  and  Kwara,  and 
the  logjprotest,  manifest,  and  letters  of  Gapt.  Tate 
of  the  JS^toaro,  of  the  27th  June  1873,  to  the  owners, 
the  protest  of  the  Monrovia  and  the  examination 
of  the  captain  of  the  Mowrooiay  are  to  be  taken  as 
forming  part  of  the  case,  and  the  court  are  to  draw 
all  inferences  of  fact. 

Each  of  the  four  bills  of  lading  in  this  case  con- 
tained the  following  clause :  "  With  liberty  in  the 
event  of  the  said  steamer  putting  back  into  any 
port,  or  otherwise  being  prevented  from  any  cause 
from  proceeding  in  the  ordinary  course  of  her  voy- 
age, to  transship  the  goods  by  any  other  steamer, 
and  with  liberty  to  sail  with  or  without  pilots,  and 
to  tow  and  assist  vessels  in  all  situations."  And  in 
each  of  the  three  bills  of  lading  by  the  Liberia,  the 
Congo,  and  the  Senegal,  mentioned  in  the  first 
three  counts  respectively,  there  was  contained  the 
following  memorandum:  "The  within  named 
goods  to  be  transshipped  at  Bonny,  and  forwarded 
to  destination  by  branch  steamer  at  ship's  expense 
but  shipper's  risk." 

The  following  is  a  copy  of  so  much  of  the  letter 
of  Gapt.  Tate,  the  master  of  the  Ktoa/ra,  of  the 
27th  June  1873,  from  Benin  to  Messrs.  Elder  and 
Oo^  of  Liverpool,  detailing:  the  circumstances 
under  which  the  loss  of  the  Kwara  occurred,  as  is 
material  to  the  report : — 

On  the  morning  of  the  19Ui  Jnne,  havhig  been  informed 
that  the  Bteamship  Monrovia  was  on  the  western  breaker*, 
entrance  to  Braaa  Biver  the  Kwara  being  in  Brass  at  the 
thne,  I  was  requested  by  H.  O.  Carey,  Esq.,  a^^t  for 
eompaay  of  African  merchants,  to  take  steamship  King 
JfoMola  ont  the  following  morning  to  render  asaiBtanoe 
to  the  steamihip  Monroma,  if  possible,  whioh  I  complied 
with,  and  took  the  King  Masaala  out,  and  anchored  in 
two  and  a  ^oarter  fathoms  water.    Went  on  board  the 
Monrovia  m  company  with  Messrs.  Carey,  Minns,  and 
Brodie,  also  the  reoognized  Brass  pilot  Cameroons,  saw 
Capt.  Mansel,  master  of  the  Monrovia,  and  made  an 
agreement  with  him,  before  Carey  and  Minns,  to  take  the 
King  Masaala  hack  into  the  harbour,  as  that  Tetsel  had 
not  power  enongh  to  tow  him  off,  and  to  bring  the  steam- 
ship Kwara  oat  to  try  and  tow  the  Monrovia  off  the 
breakers,  all  claim  for  snch  service  to  be  settled  between 
the  two  companies  at  home.    I,  accordingly,  took  the 
King  Massala  into  the  harbour,  and  went  ont  with  the 
steamship  Kwara,  anchored  in  two  fathoms  water,  astern 
of  the  Monrovia,  and  got  that  veBBel's  rope  on  board  the 
Kvfaroy  hove  np  the  anchor,  and  turned  the  engine  astern. 
The  Monrovia  having  a  rope  ont  astern,  onr  propeller 
pkdced  it  np,  and  the  chief  engineer  reported  to  me  that 
the  engines  were  immoyable.    I  immediately  lowered  the 
qnarter-boat,  and  went,  with  five  Kroomen,  to  try  and 
see  the  fan,  haring  first  let  go  the  anchor  again.     The 
swell  being  too  strong,  I  oonld  not  get  near  the  ship's 
stem ;  the  boat  got  a  broadside  to  the  swell,  and  tnmed 
over,  thiowingns  all  into  the  water,  when  the  Monrovia's 
hf^boat  came  and  picked  ns  np,  and  pat  as  on  board  the 
Kwara.    I  then  took  the  oluun  to  the  capstan  to  heave 
the  anchor  np  and  make  sail  into  the  harbour,  bat 
was  unable  to  heave  the  chain  in,  the  oapttan   gear 
carrying  away  at  this  time;   the  ship    bumping    on 
the    breakers,    I   slipped    the     chain    at    forty-five 
fathoms,  and  made  all  sail  for  the   river.    The  ebb 
tide  thai  condng  oat,  I  let  go  the    anchor   in    two 
fathoms  water,  port  anchor  veered  ont  to  fifty  fathoms, 


when  the  chain  parted ;  bent  the  gedge  on*  to  the  6in. 
hawser  and  let  it  go,  hat  the  hawser  parted  as  soon  as 
a  stram  came  on  it.  Made  all  sail  again,  bat  found  the 
ship  driving  on  the  west  point  of  Brass  Biver,  and  after 
striking  heavily  for  some  time,  she  stack  fast. 

At  low  water,  endeavoured  to  dear  the  fan,  but  only 
partially  snoceeded,  as  a  heavy  serf  was  then  running 
in ;  I  then  ran  the  carffo  anchor  oat  with  the  remainder 
of  the  hawser  bent  on  to  it.  At  high  water  agun  tried 
with  the  engines,  but  fan  still  foul,  was  unable  to  do  any- 
thing, althongh  heaving  on  the  hawser  at  the  same  time ; 
we  then  hove  all  cargo  overboard..  At  low  water  again 
tried,  and  succeeded  in  clearing  the  fan.  At  the  rising 
tide  tried  again  with  the  engines,  and  heaving  on  the 
hawser,  bat  the  anchor  came  home  and  the  engines 
stoppea,  aU  the  sea  connections  beinff  choked  with  sand. 
At  dark  we  abandoned  the  ship,  she  being,  from  the 
first  moment  of  going  on  the  beach,  sarroanded  with 
armed  natives,  who,  as  soon  as  we  were  out  of  the  ship, 
rushed  on  board,and  commenced  plnnderinff  and  breaking 
up  the  fittings.  Messrs.  Curphy  and  Whitehouse,  the 
agents  for  Stuart  and  Douglas,  were  down  on  the  beach 
with  their  Kropmen,  and  rescued  a  large  quantity  of  the 
cargo,  and  kept  the  natives  at  bay  untfl  cburk,  but  they 
now  refuse  to  give  up  the  cargo. 

The  account  of  the  transaction,  as  it  appeared 
from  the  log  of  the  Kwara,  the  protest  of  Captain 
J.  O.  Tate,  the  master,  and  J.  F.  Brown,  the 
chief  officer  of  the  Ktoara,  concerning  the  loss  of 
that  vessel,  and  the  declaration  of  Francis  Wilkin- 
son, the  chief  engineer  of  the  Kwara,  as  well  as  from 
the  protest  of  John  Coward,  the  master,  and  T. 
W.  Norman,  the  chief  officer  of  the  Monrovia,  and 
the  examination  of  the  said  J.  Oavard,  taken  in 
pursuance  of  a  judge's  order,  respecting  the 
stranding  of  the  Monrovia,  was  substantial ty  the 
same  as  that  detailed  in  the  before  mentioned 
letter  of  Captain  Tate.  From  all  of  these  documents 
it  appeared  clear  that  the  Monrovia  was  in  a  very 
dangerous  position,  though  not  in  such  an  one 
that  there  was  any  immediate  danger  to  the 
life  of  anyone  on  board ;  and  that,  had  not  the 
accident  of  the  Kwa/ra^s  screw  becoming  fouled 
in  the  Monrovia'e  ropes  occurred,  the  Kwara 
would  undoubtedly  have  succeeded  in  towing  the 
Monrovia  ofiE  the  breakers,  and  would  then  nave 
returned  into  harbour,  completed  the  getting 
her  cargo  on  board,  and  have  proceeded  on  her 
voyage  to  Benin.  The  Monrovia,  it  appeared, 
was  afterwards  gotten  off  the  breakers,  and,  her 
damages  being  repaired,  she  returned  to  England. 

In  Michaelmas  Term  last,  Benjamin,  Q.U.,  on 
the  part  of  the  defendants,  in  pursuance  of  leave 
reserved,  moved  for  and  obtained  a  rule  niei  to 
set  aside  the  plaintiffs'  verdict,  and  to  enter  the 
verdict  for  the  defendants,  on  the  ground  that 
the  admitted  facts  showed  that  the  plaintiffs  had 
no  legal  claim  to  recover  any  damages  against  the 
defendants,  and  against  that  rule 

HeracheU,  Q.C.  and  B.  Thompson,  for  the  plain- 
tiffs, now  showed  cause.— Three  questions  were 
raised  on  this  rule.  The  first  was  whether,  apart 
from  the  terms  of  the  bill  of  lading,  the  defen- 
dants were  justified  at  common  law,  as  against  the 
plaintiffs  the  owners  of  the  goods,  in  deviating  as 
they  did  for  the  purpose  of  assisting  the  ship 
Monrovia,  Secondly,  whether,  if  they  were  not 
justified  at  common  law  in  so  doing,  they  were 
justified  under  the  following  wordd  of  the  clause 
in  the  bill  of  lading,  *'with  liberty  to  tow  and  aeaiet 
vesseU  in  aU  eituationa;**  and,  thirdly,  whether 
those  words  would  apply  in  a  case  like  the  present 
where,  at  the  time  of  the  deviation,  the  goods 
were,  in  accordance  with  the  memorandum  in 
the  margin  of  the  bill  of  lading  being  carried  "  at 
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8hipper*8  risk.**  It  is  coDteDcLed  oa  the  part  of  the 
plaintiffs  that  the  defendaDts  were  not  aathoriaed 
m  what  they  did,  either  by  the  terms  of  the  bill  of 
lading,  or  at  common  law ;  and  further,  that  the 
words,  "at  shippers*  risk"  ctpP^^  only  to  the 
ordinary  ooorse  of  the  voyage.  This  was  not  done 
in  the  course  of  the  voyage  nor  was  it  a  deviation 
for  the  purpose  of  saving  life.  What  the  defen- 
dants did  does  not  come  within  the  terms  of  the 
contract.  They  were  not  to  be  at  liberty  to  assist 
other  ships  in  all  possible  situations,  and  nnder  all 
possible oiroumstances ;  they  would  not  be  justified, 
under  the  terms  of  the  bill  of  lading,  in  going  out 
of  their  course  to  help  a  vessel  in  distress.  If 
they  met  with  one  in  tne  course  of  their  voyage 
the  cape  would  be  different.  [Amphlbtt,  B. — ^It 
must  be  a  reasonable  deviation.  Bbamwell,  B. 
Suppose  the  Monrovia  had  been  lying  only  a 
hundred  yards  off,  do  you  say  the  Kwara 
could  not  have  gone  to  her  assistance?]  It 
is  a  matter  admitting  of  veiy  much  doubt 
whether  she  could  have  done  it.  it  is  an  exception 
which  must  be  construed  most  strictly  agunst 
the  shipowner  as  it  is  one  in  his  favour.  There 
must  he  some  limitation  put  upon  it,  otherwise  it 
would  be  competent  to  the  shipowner  to  take  the 
cargo  owner's  goods  into  extreme  peril,  to  the 
latter's  loss,  the  shipowner  himself  being  benefited 
by  receiving  a  large  sum  of  money  for  salvage, 
and  it  is  obvious^  unfair  that  goods  shonld  be 
exposed  to  peril  without  any  prospect  of  sharing 
in  the  salvage.  There  is  a  plain  distinction 
between  the  case  of  a  vessel  on  her  voyage  seeing 
another  ship  in  distress  and  going  to  her  aid,  and 
the  way  in  which  the  present  act  of  assistance  was 
rendered.  Then,  with  regard  to  the  clause  as  to 
the  goods  being  "  transsnipped  at  Bonny  and 
forwarded  to  destination  by  branch  steamer  <xt 
ship's  expense,  hut  shipper's  risk.*'  These  latter 
words  import  a  new  baraain  as  to  the  transshipped 
goods,  it  is  an  entirdy  new  and  independent 
contract.  The  words  mean  all  risk  quoad  the 
general  voyage,  and  not  any  risk  which  the  ship- 
owner would  choose  to  put  upon  the  shipper. 
Where  goods  are  carried  at  the  shipper's  risk  the 
shipowner  has  no  right  to  put  any  extra  risk  on  him. 
[Bkamwbll,  B. — The  words  "  at  ship's  expense," 
cannot,  I  think,  apply  to  the  forwarding,  for  that 
the  defendant  had  already  undertaken,  but  to  the 
transshipment,  and  if  so,  do  not  the  words  "  at 
shipper^  risk  "  also  appl]^  only  to  that  and  not 
to  the  forwardimg,']  It  is  submitted  that  the 
words  would  be  needless  if  they  do  not  apply  in 
the  way  in  which  it  is  contended  on  the  plaintiff's 
behalf  that  they  do  apply.  The  case  of  Jjavorence 
OMd  others  v.  Sydebotham  (6  East,  45),  and  parti- 
cularly the  judgment  of  Lawrence,  J.,  at  p.  53, 
shows  how  strictly  the  courts  will  construe  a 
power  of  deviation  of  this  kind.  See  also  the 
case  of  The  True  Blue,  and  the  judgment  of  the 

i'ndioial  committee  of  the  Privy  Council,  delivered 
^  y  Dr.  Lushington,  (L.  Bep.  1  P.  C.  C.  254),  where 
it  is  stated  that  the  Amencan  courts  draw  a  dis- 
tinction between  a  deviation  to  save  life  and  one 
for  the  ordinai7  salvage  of  goods  only.  [Pollock, 
B. — ^Human  life  is  beyond  all  price;  but  the 
salvage  of  goods  is  a  different  matter,  and  the 
saving  of  property  is  the  earning  a  profit  to  the 
salvors.]  In  the  face  of  the  American  cases  and 
in  the  absence  of  any  express  English  authorities, 
we  will  not  ask  the  court  to  hold  that  there  is  no 
distinction,  but  then  the  defendants  are  bound  to 


make  out  expressly  that  there  was  in  the  present 
case  imminent  danger  to  human  life  at  the  moment. 
Now  here  it  is  plain  that  the  object  of  the  Kwara*8 
going  out  was  not  to  save  life,  but  to  earn  mone^ 
by  getting  the  ship  and  cargo  off  the  bar,  and  it 
is  submitted  that  as  against  the  plaintiffs,  the 
defendants  had  no  right,  under  the  bill  of  lading, 
to  do  what  was  done  on  that  occasion. 

Benjamin,  Q.C.,  and  Grompton,  for  the  defen- 
dants, contra,  supported  their  rule.— [Bramwell, 
B. — ^We  should  like  to  hear  yon,  Mr.  Benjamin,  on 
the  point  relating  to  this  clause  in  the  bill  of 
lading  giving  liberty  to  the  vessel  "  to  tow  and 
assist "  vessels  in  distress,  and,  if  you  can  give  it 
to  us,  we  should  like  to  have  a  definition  of  the 
power,  showing  when  and  how  far  a  vessel  may  g9 
to  the  assistance  of  another?]  These  words  "  with 
liberty  to  tow  and  assist  vessels  in  all  eituatioDS  " 
were  put  in  here  on  purpose  to  render  a  deviation, 
in  order  to  save  property  lawful,  and  to  render 
untenable  any  objection  such  as  that  which  has 
been  taken  by  the  cargo  owners  in  the  present 
case.  The  clause  expressly  enables  the  ship  to  do 
what  the  Kwara  has  here  done,  and  for  doing 
which  she  would,  but  for  this  clause,  have  been 
answerable.    (He  was  here  stopped.) 

Bramwell,  B. — We  will  not  trouble  you  any 
further,  Mr.  Benjamin,  although  we  should  have 
been  glad  if  you  would  have  given  us  a  mle  for  the 
application  of  this  clause  in  the  bills  of  lading, 
"with  liberty  to  tow  and  assist  vessels  in  all 
situations,"  telling  us  to  what  cases  it  would  and 
would  not  extend ;  but  you  have  declined  to  do  so, 
and  probably  with  good  reason,  thinking,  no 
doubt,  that  it  would  not  be  an  easy  thing  to  do. 

As  to  one  question  which  has  been  raised  here, 
namely,  whether  the  ship  would  have  been  justi- 
fied, supposing  there  had  been  no  such  clause  in 
the  bill  of  lading,  on  the  ground  of  its  being  ao 
effort  to  save  human  life,  I  do  not  propose  to  ex- 
press any  opinion,  because  I  think  the  bill  of 
lading  protects  the  defendants.  I  am  satisfied, 
upon  the  evidence,  that  this  service  was  not  per« 
formed  with  any  view  or  intent  to  save  human  life, 
and  that  human  life  was  not  in  danger.  One  need 
only  read  the  captain's  letter  of  the  27  th  Jan.  to  be 
satisfied  of  this.  [His  Lordship  here  read  the 
letter,  which  is  set  out  above  in  extenso,  and  then 
proceeded  as  follows :]  Now,  there  is  not  a  word 
in  that  letter  about  rescuing  the  passengers  or 
crew  or  as  to  its  being  an  effort  made  for  the  pur- 
pose of  saving  human  life,  or  anything  to  lead  us 
to  suppose  that  human  life  was  in  any  danger, 
that  IS  to  say  in  any  immediate  danger.  No 
doubt,  if  the  Monrovia  had  remained  where  she  was 
long  enough  she  would  have  been  knocked  to 
pieces  by  the  action  of  the  surf  and  the  breakers, 
but  there  is  no  ground  for  supposing  that  any  sack 
catastrophe  was  immediately  imminent,  or  that 
what  was  done  was  done  with  the  view  of 
saving  life. 

But  it  is  not  necessary .  to  determine  that 
question,  because,  as  I  said  before,  I  think 
that  this  clause  in  the  bill  of  lading  most 
be  held  to  protect  the  defendants  under  the 
circumstances.  These  words  were  mainly  relied 
upon  by  Mr.  Benjamin,  namely,  "with  liberty 
to  sail  with  or  without  pilots,  and  to  tow 
and  assist  vessels  in  all  situations."  Bat  it 
was  said  on  the  other  side,  that  the  defendants' 
vessel  was  not  at  liberty  to  assist  the  Monrovia, 
It  certainly  is  within  the  words ;  bat  then,  as  was 
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admitted  by  Mr.  Beojamio,  and  as  Mr.  Herschel 
contended,  theee  words  mast  have  some  limitation 
pot  upon  them.  It  woald,  I  imagine,  be  absord  to 
oontend  that,  if  a  Tessel  were  on  a  whaling  ezpe* 
dition  to  the  North  Sea,  she  would  be  at  liberty 
under  this  olanse  to  go  off  to  the  Gape  of  Good 
Hope  to  assiBt  a  TeBsel  which  she  heard  was  ashore 
in  that  part  of  the  world.  There  would  then  no 
doabt  be  some  limitationand  qnalification  pat  upon 
ihe  words.  Bat  Mr.  Herschel!  endeavonred  to  put 
this  qnalification  upon  them,  that  it  most  be  ezoln« 
siyely  something  which  the  Tessel  meets  with  in 
the  coarse  of  her  voyage.  That  cannot  possibly 
be  lUeraUy  true,  becaase,  supposing  her  on  her 
Ypyage  to  have  passed  another  ship  and  to  have 
gone  some  three  or  four  miles  onward  fh>m  the 
spot  where  the  two  yessels  passed  each  other,  and 
then  that  a  signal  had  been  given  that  the  ship 
which  she  had  so  passed  was  on  fire,  is  it 
conceivable  that,  under  sach  circumstances  .  as 
ihoBe,  she  would  not  have  been  at  liberty  to 
tarn  back  to  the  assistance  of  the  burning  vessel  P 
It  is  not  possible  that  such  can  be  the  proper 
meaning  and  construction  of  this  clause. 

Now  the  present  case  is  really  almost  as  strong  as 
the  case  which  I  have  put.  The  defendants'  ship,  as 
I  understand  it,  is  at  anchor  close  to  the  whait  or 
landing  p]ace  at  Brass,  she  has  got  her  steam  up, 
though  she  is  not  quite  ready  to  start  in  con- 
tinuation of  her  voyage.  This  is  manifest,  because 
she  was  taking  her  cargo  on  board,  but  the  whole 
tenor  of  the  argument  is  that  she  had  not  sone 
oot  of  the  harbour,  and  if  she  had  succeeded  in 
getting  the  Monrovia  off  the  bar,  she  would  have 
gone  back  to  her  position  alongside  the  wharf 
again.  But  nevertheless  she  was  in  truth  on  her 
voyage.  She  was  at  anchor  no  doubt,  but  she  was  . 
on  her  outward  voyage  from  the  port  of  Bonny 
to  Benin,  though  at  the  moment  she  was  at  anchor 
at  Brass.  She  went  a  distance  of  some  three  miles  to 
assist  the  other  vessel,  and  might  have  successfully 
assisted  her  in  the  easiest  way  in  the  world,  but  for 
the  unfortunate  fouling  of  the  rope  in  her  screw. 
If  she  could  have  given  one  good  tug  at  the 
Monrovia,  the  latter  would  in  all  probability  have 
come  off. 

Then  it  is  said  that  this  proceeding  on  the 
part  of  the  Kwara  is  not  protected  by  this 
claose  in  the  bill  of  lading.  It  seems  to  me,  how- 
ever, to  be  impossible  to  say  that  it  is  not.  I 
think  Mr.  Benjamin  might  have  said  for  himself 
that,  thoQgh  it  is  difficult  to  draw  the  precise  line, 
yet  that  he  is  a  long  way  on  the  right  side  of  it. 

Then  the  only  remaining  question  to  which  we  are 
called  upon  to  address  our  attention  is  this  :  What 
is  the  meaning  of  this  clause  in  the  bill  of  lading 
— "  The  within  named  goods  to  be  transshipped 
at  Bonny  and  forwarded  to  destination  by  branoh 
steamer,  at  ship's  expense  but  shipper's  risk  P  " 
Mr.  Herschell  very  ingeniously  suggested  that 
these  words,  '*  but  shipper's  risk,"  would  in  some 
way  or  theother  makethedefendantsbetteroff  than 
if  they  had  not  been  there.  Mr.  Benjamin  pointed 
out  that  the  original  bill  of  lading  was  a  through 
one  from  Liverpool  to  Benin,  and  that  no  new  bill 
of  lading  was  given  when  the  fi^oods  were  put  on 
board  the  Kwara  at  Bonny  at  all,  but  that  the 
original  bill  was  still  the  governing  one.  Then  it 
is  said.  What  » meaning  can  be  given  to  these 
words  P  The  meaning  which  I  give  to  them  is 
this, — ^that  the  goods  were  to  be  transshiped  at 
Bonny  at  the  shipper's  risk,  but  they  were  to  be 


so  transshipped  at  the  expense  of  the  ship ;  and  I 
think  that  the  mentioning  of  the  goods  being  for- 
warded to  their  destination  bv  the  branch  steamer 
is  only  for  the  purpose  of  explainiiiff  why  they  are 
going  to  be  transshipped  at  all.  It  seems  to  me 
manifest  that  that  is  so,  not  only  from  the  good 
sense  of  the  thing,  but  also  from  this,  that  it  is 
impossible  to  say  tnat  they  would  be  forwarded  to 
their  destination  by  the  branch  steamer  "at 
the  ship's  expense,"  because  they  had  already 
undertaken  to  carry  them  to  that  place,  and 
therefore  they  could  not  be  stipulating  that 
ih&  forwwrding  was  to  be  "  at  the  ship's  expense;" 
but,  inasmuch  as  the  bill  of  lading  mentions 
that  they  are  to  be  transshipped,  it  goes  on  to  say 
that  the  transshipment  is  to  be  at  our  (the  sfaip's) 
expense  indeed,  but,  in  the  same  way  as  the 
landing  them  in  the  boats  or  lighters,  it  is  to  be  at 
your  (the  shipper's)  risk.  I  think  that  that  is  the 
meaning  of  i«hose  words. 

In  the  result,  it  appears  to  me  that  the  case  is 
^vemed  by  the  original  bill  of  lading,  that  that 
justified  the  shipowner  in  what  he  did  on  this 
occasion,  and  that  the  memorandum  in  the  margin 
does  not  in  any  way  qualify  that  bill  of  lading. 
Gonsequently  the  defendants  are  entitled  to  our 
judgment  that  this  rule  to  enter  the  verdict  for 
the  defendants  should  be  made  absolute. 

Pollock,  B.— I  quite  agree. 

The  first  conclusion  which  we  have  to  arrive 
at  is,  what  is  the  character  of  the  services 
rendered  by  this  vessel,  and  those  who  had  the 
management  of  her,  to  the  vessel  in  distress  P 
Now,  we  have  here,  by  the  case,  power  to  draw 
inferences  of  fact;  and  the  inference  which  I 
draw  is  that  this  was,  although  of  a  very  im- 
portant character,  still  but  an  ordinary  salvage 
service,  and  not  a  service  specially  for  the  saving 
of  life. 

That  being  so,  the  next  question  that  we  have 
to  determine,  the  case  being  removed  from  any 
common  law  right,  and  brought  within,  as  it 
can  be  brought  within,  the  terms  into  which  the 
parties  had  entered,  is,  what  is  the  fair  construc- 
tion to  be  put  upon  the  words  that  the  vessel 
is  to  be  at  liberty  to  tow  and  to  assist  vessels  in  all 
situations."  Now,  it  is  no  doubt,  as  it  often  is  in 
many  of  these  cases,  extremely  difficult  to  lav 
down  any  general  definition  which  shall  answer  all 
circumstances  that  may  arise.  The  first  rule  I 
think  in  these  cases  is  this  :  to  say  that  that  con- 
dition must  be  one  that  comes  reasonably  within 
the  first  and  great  object  of  the  contract.  In  the 
words  sometimes  used  by  the  older  writers  on  the 
subject, "  you  must  not  so  construe  a  condition  as 
to  make  it  eat  up  the  contract."  Was  then  the 
going  to  the  assistance  of  the  Monrovia  in  this  case, 
under  the  circumstances,  more  than  one  would 
expect  to  have  been  in  the  contemplation  of  the 
parties  when  they  used  these  words,  "  to  tow  and 
assist  vessels  in  all  situations."  In  considering 
that  question  there  are  a  great  many  points,  no 
doubt»  to  be  looked  at.  We  must  look  at  the  situa- 
tion, the  peril  of  the  vessel  which  is  assisted,  and 
also,  at  what  other  means  of  assistance  were  avail- 
able ;  the  sort  of  plaoe  where  she  may  happen  to 
be,  and  at  the  position  also  of  the  vessel  which 
performs  the  salvage  service.  Now,  with  regard  to 
the  latter  point,  I  think  it  would  be  safe  to  say 
that,  if  the  voyage  were  actually  ended,  then  this 
contract  between  the  two  parties  woald  be  ex- 
hausted; and  the  contract  being  at  an  end,  the 
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conditioD  which  was  only  a  part  of  tbe  coatraof, 
coald  Dot  be  prayed  in  aid  by  the  salving  vessel.. 
But  in  the  present  case  the  Kwara*8  voyage  was 
not  at  an  end.  That  the  vessel  assisted  was  in  great 
distress  there  can  be  no  manner  of  doubt ;  that 
there  were  no  other  boats  or  vessels  at  hand, 
except  the  one  the  King  Masaala,  which  did  po  oat 
to  the  assistance  of  the  Monrovia^  and  in  doing  so 

got  into  trouble  and  ultimately  npon  the  rocks 
erself,  I  think  also  there  can  be  no  doubt  about. 
It  seems  to  me,  therefore,  that  in  doing  what  she 
did,  the  Ktoara  did  what  was  reasonably  within 
the  contemplation  of  the  parties  to  this  contract, 
and  that  it  comes  within  the  terms  into  which 
they  bad  entered. 

With  regurd  to  the  other  question,  viz.,  whether, 
when  this  took  place  at  that  portion  of  the  voyage, 
the  parties  were  acting  under  the  bill  of  lading, 
I  have  nothing  to  add  to  that  which  has  been 
said  by  my  brother  Bramwell.  It  is  a  very  well 
known  clause  that  the  transshipment  of  goods 
is  to  be  "  at  shipper'R  risk,"  and  it  appears  to 
me  only  to  extend  the  rights  and  liabilities  of 
the  parties  under  the  bill  of  lading  to  the  rest 
of  the  voyage  with  this,  that  any  expense  that 
is  incurred  must  be  paid  by  the  ship,  the  risks 
remaining  the  same. 

On  these  grounds  I  agree  with  my  brother 
Bramwell,  in  making  the  defendants'  rule  abso- 
lute. 

Amphlbtt,  B. — ^I  entirely  agree  with  the  judg- 
ment of  my  learned  brothers;  and  really  I  should 
have  nothing  to  add  but  for  one  argument,  which 
was  pressed  upon  us  by  the  learned  counsel  for 
the  plaintiffs,  namely,  that  a  provision  of  this  sort 
was  entirely  for  the  benefit  of  the  ship  which 
would  have  made  all  she  could  get  for  salvage. 
It  was  said  that  the  owner  of  the  goods  would 
receive  none  of  that  consideration,  and  that  it  was 
hardly  right  for  the  goods  to  be  put  in  peril  with- 
out sharing  in  the  salvage  earnings.  But  I  really 
must  ^  take  a  rather  different  view  of  the  matter. 
I  consider  that  a  clause  of  this  sort  is  for  the  general 
benefit  of  the  whole  body  of  merchants  and  others 
who  are  having  their  goods  carried  upon  that  dan- 
gerous coast.  It  is  not  because  in  the  present 
case  the  goods  have  been  lost  that  therefore  they 
can  be  considered  to  receive  no  benefit  from  a 
clause  like  this.  It  might  have  been  their  fate 
to  have  been  stranded  upon  this  bar,  and  to 
have  been  assisted  by  the  other  vessel  in  the 
same  way  as  this  vessel  the  Monrovia  was  assisted, 
»nd  subsequently  saved.  I  think,  therefore,  en- 
tirely agreeing  with  all  that  my  learned  brothers 
Bramwell  and  PoUook  have  said,  that  the  justice 
of  the  case,  as  well  as  the  law,  requires  that  we 
should  give  our  judgment  in  favour  of  the  defen- 
dant steamship  company. 

Rule  abiolute  io  enter  the  verdict  for  (he  defers 
dante* 

Attorneys  for  the  plaintiffs,  W,  W.  Wynne,  agent 
for  Forehato  and  Hawkinet  Liverpool. 

Attorneys  for  the  defendants,  Field f  Boecoef 
Fieldt  Franois,  and  OilaldUtone,  agents  for  Bate^ 
son  and  Co.,  Liverpool. 
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Beported  hj  0.  E.  Haldih,  Esq.,  Btirister-«t-IiAw. 

Ma/rch  9  <md  11, 1875. 

Before  the  Lord  Ohancbllob  (Cairns),  Lords 
Hatheelet  and  0*Hagak.) 

The  Lord  Advocate  v.  The  Glide  Steak  Nati- 

gatioh  Goxpakt. 

on  appeal  FBOM  the  second  division  07  THE 
court  op  session  in  SCOTLAND. 

Merchant  Shipping  Act  ISM^Measurement  of  ship 
— Tonnage — "  Spar  deck." 

A  vesaei  of  the  reepondente  had  an  upper  deck  above 
her  main  deck,  out  euch  upper  deck  was  noi  con- 
tinuous from  stem  to  stem  of  the  vessel,  and  the 
haiches  and  other  jittings  %n  U  were  not  water' 
tighL 
Held  (affirming  ihe  judgment  of  the  court  helow), 
that  such  upper  deck  was  not  a  third  deck  or 
**»par  deck'* within  the  moaning  of  the  Merchant 
Shipping  Act  1854  (17  ^  18  Viet.  c.  1()4).  s.  21, 
sub -sect,  5;  and  that  the  space  between  it  and  the 
main  deck  was  not  space  avaiUMefor  cargo,  or 
for  accomodation  of  passengers  or  crew,  wiOUn 
suh'Sect,  ^  of  the  same  section  of  ihe  Act,  and  con- 
sequently  should  not  he  reckoned  in  estimating  her 
tonnage. 
This  was  an  appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  Second 
Division  of  the  Court  of    Session,   affirming  a 
judgment  of  the  Lord  Ordinary  (Lord  Gifford),  in 
favour  of  the  respondents. 

The  steamship  Bear,  which  gave  rise  to  the 
action,  was  built  by  the  respondents  in  1870  for 
the  coasting  trade,  and  was  then  described  by  the 
Board  of  Trade  and  Customs  authorities  as  a  two- 
decked  vessel.  She  was  afterwards  altered,  and 
the  appellant  contended  that  the  effect  of  the 
alterations  had  been  to  convert  her  into  a  three- 
decked  vessel,  and  that  she  was  chargeable  for 
additional  tonnage  as  such. 

The  facts  appear  fully  in  the  judgment  of  the 
Lord  Chancellor. 

The  Attorney 'General  (Sir  B.  Baggallay,  Q.O.), 
The  Lord  Advocate  ((Gordon,  Q.C.),  The  Soliciior- 
Oenerai  (Sir  J.  Holker,  Q.C.),  and  Beasley  appeared 
for  the  appellant. 

Southgaie,  Q.C.„  and  E.  Kay,  Q.C.,  for  the  re- 
spondents. 

The  Lord  Chancellor  (Cairns). — My  Lords,  the 
action  out  of  which  this  appeal  arises  was  insti- 
tuted by  the  Lord  Advocate  of  Scotland,  on  behalf 
of  the  Board  of  Trade  and  the  Board  of  Customs, 
against  the  Clyde  Steam  Navigation  Company,  in 
order  to  have  it  declared  that  the  register  tonoac^ 
of  the  respondent's  steamship  Bear  should  be 
increased  to  634  tons,  her  present  register  tonnage 
being  very  much  less. 

The  ground  upon  which  this  reotificatioD  is 
asked  tor  is  that  tbe  Bear  has  an  upper  or 
spar  deck  above  the  tonnage  or  main  deck,  and 
that  the  space  between  the  tonnage  deck  and 
this  upper  or  spar  deck  ought  to  be  measured 
in,  in  accordance  with  the  rules  contained  in 
the  Merchant  Shipping  Act  1854^  and  it  is  not 
denied  that,  if  this  space  ought  to  be  reckoned 
in  the  register  would  require  to  be  rectified  as 
desired. 

The  5th  sub-division  of  sect.  21  of  that  Act 
I  provides  that  "if   the  ship  has  a  third  deck, 
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oommonly  called  a  spar  deck,  the  tonnage  of  the 
space  between  it  and  the  tonnage  deck  shall  be 
ascertained  as  follows."  Then  follow  rnles  for 
measnrement.  T^e  qaestion  then  is,  has  the  Bear 
a  third  deck,  commonly  called  a  spar  deck  P  The 
condescendence  of  the  appellant  affirms  that  she 
has. 

No  proof  was  allowed  to  the  respondents  in 
this  case,  although  they  desired  to  have  a  proof, 
bat  the  case  was  by  an  interlocator  of  18th 
May  1872,  remitted  to  Mr.  Mumford,  Lloyd's 
surveyor  at  Glasgow,  to  examine  the  Bear  and  to 
report  as  to  the  present  state  and  position  of  her 
main  deck  and  of  the  erections,  stmotnres,  and 
coverings  thereon,  as  far  as  the  same  relate  to  that 
qnestion  as  to  the  measurement  for  registered 
tonnage.  Mr.  Mamford  made  his  report,  dated 
2ad  July  1872,  and  that  report  and  the  model  re- 
ferred to  in  it  are  the  only  materials  before  your 
Lordships,  as  regards  the  facts  of  the  case.  It 
appears  that  the  deck  in  question  "  being  sepa- 
rated by  openings  completely  across  the  vessel, 
and  these  openings  being  provided  wibh  planks 
and  hatches  unsuitable  to  any  weather  deck, 
which  are  not  fastened  down  or  rendered  water 
tight,"  is  not  considered  by  Mr.  Mnmfofd  to  be  a 
continuous  deck.  Further,  that  "  the  doors  are 
not  fitted  BO  as  to  be  water  tight  against  any 
pressure ;"  and  that  "  the  planks,  top  sills  of  the 
doors,  <&c.,  covering  the  cuttings  in  the  deck  are 
not  made  to  fit  so  as  to  be  efficacious  in  sheltering 
the  cargo  beneath  them."  It  is  further  seated 
that  "  a  three-decked  ship  is  usually  loaded  down, 
so  that  her  main  or  middle  deck  amidships  is  at, 
or  below,  her  water  line,  the  usual  custom  being 
that  her  submerged  side  amidships,  measured  from 
the  top  of  the  upper  deck  at  the  side  to  the  water 
line,  should  be  3in.  to  every  foot  of  her  depth 
of  hold.  This  also  applies  in  a  measure  to  the 
ventilating  side  ports  in  the  steerage,  and  their 
protection  incase  of  accident.  The  want  of  strength 
and  efficiency  of  the  gangway  doors,  and  the 
position  of  the  steerage  side  scuttles  in  the  Bear 
would  therefore  prevent  her  from  being  loaded 
down,  as  a  three-decked  ship,  with  well-secured 
ports,  may  with  safety  be  laden  and  sent  to  sea. 
If  loaded  regardless  of  these  points,  the  vessel  ' 
would  be  unseaworthy." 

I  think  it  clear  that  the  kind  of  upper  or 
spar  deck  mentioned  in  the  Act  is  a  continu- 
ous deck  from  stem  to  stern,  fastened  down 
and  water  tight,  sealing  up  the  cylinder  formed 
between  the  two  decks  and  maJcing  it  a  fib 
place  for  the  stowage  of  cargo,  like  a  hold.  In  the 
case  of  the  Bear^  judging  by  the  evidence  and  the 
model,  the  upper  decK  plays  rather  the  part  of  a 
covering  platform  for  the  main  or  tonnage  deck. 
This  covering  is  fixed  for  a  certain  distance  from 
the  stem  towards  the  funnel,  and  from  the  stem 
towards  the  funnel ;  but  there  are  two  gaps  in  it 
made  quite  across  the  vessel,  one  before  and  one 
behind  the  funnel,  of  the  respective  widths  of 
13ft.  6in.  and  8ft.  6in. ;  and,  as  Mr.  Mumford 
obnerves,  the  deck  is  not  practically  a  complete 
deck  for  all  purposes  of  safety  to  the  ship  and 
cargo.  It  is  in  fact  obvious  that  the  Bear  being  a 
steamer  used  for  coasting  purposes,  and  chiefly  for 
the  oonvejrance  of  cattle,  this  which  is  called  a 
deck  is  in  reality  a  covering  run  along  the  ship, 
above,  and  parallel  to  the  main  deck,  for  the  purpose 
of  affording  shelter  against  weather,  and  at  the 
same  time  affording  a  platform,  along  which  the 


crew  can  pass  in  navigating  the  ship.  The  cargo 
between  this  covering  and  the  main  deck  is  not 
cargo  stowed  and  sealed  up  in  a  hold,  but  is 
deck  cargo  protected  against  the  weather.  I 
am,  therefore,  of  opinion  that  the  ^eor  hss  not 
a  third  deck,  commonly  called  a  spar  deck 
within  the  meaning  of  sub-division  5  of  sect.  21, 
BO  that  the  tonnage  of  the  space  between  it  and 
the  tonnage  deck  should  be  ascertained  under  that 
sub-division. 

It  was  then  contended  that  the  register  ton- 
nage should  be  increased,  under  sub-division  4 
of  the  same  section.  It  appears  to  me  that 
the  condescendence  of  the  appellant  and  his 
pleas  in  law  are  confined  to  the  case  ad- 
vanced under  the  5th  sub- division  to  which 
X  have  already  referred;  but  even  if  this  were 
not  so,  the  argument  under  the  4bh  sub-divi- 
sion does  not  appear  to  me  to  be  capable  of 
being  supported.  The  part  of  the  deck  under- 
neath the  covering  which  I  have  described  can- 
not in  any  sense  be  called  a  "  permanent  closed-in 
space  on  the  upper  deck  available  for  cargo."  It 
is  the  whole  of  the  deck  underneath  the  covering, 
and  there  is  no  indosure  or  separation  of  one  pare 
of  the  deck  cutting  it  off  from  the  rest  of  the  deck, 
nor  is  it  a  "  space  available  for  cargo ''  in  the  sense 
in  which  cargo  is  used,  for  the  purpose  of  measure- 
ment. The  cargo  underneath  this  covering  would 
be  deck  cargo  merely.  Neither  is  it  "space avail- 
able for  the  berthing  or  accomodation  of  pas- 
sengers or  crew,*'  nor  is  it  suggested  that  it  has 
ever  been  used  for  that  purpose. 

On  the  whole,  I  am  of  opinion  that  this  appeal 
fails,  and  I  submit  that  it  ought  to  be  dismissed 
with  costs. 

Lord  Hatheklet.— My  Lords,  I  entirely  oon- 
cur. 

The  onus  of  proof,  which  in  all  ordinary  cases 
rests  upon  the  pursuer,  rests  upon  him  in  a  very 
peculiar  manner  in  this  particular  instance,  because 
he  seeks  to  alter  a  survey  made  upon  a  previous 
occasion  by  an  official  surveyor, which  only  requires 
to  be  revised  in  respect  of  certain  alterations  which 
had  been  made  in  the  ship  of  which  the^  particular 
matter  in  question  does  not  form  part.  There- 
fore, to  deciae  upon  tho  present  occasion  against 
the  respondents  would  be  in  effect  not  onl^  to- dis- 
regard Mr.  Mumford's  report,  but  to  disregard 
the  view  entertained  by  the  surveyor  who  origin- 
ally surveyed-  the  ship,  and  who  certainly  did  not 
then  thiz^  of  including  these  erections  as  coming 
within  either  the  4th  or  5th  sub-sections  of  the 
2l8t  clause  of  the  Merchant  Shipping  Act. 

Lord  O'Hagan. — My  Lords,  I  am  of  the  same 
opinion. 

I  have  not  been  at  all  affected  by  the  con- 
siderations of  public  policy,  and  the  possible 
results  of  our  decision  one  way  or  the  other,  which 
have  been  pressed  upon  us  by  the  Attorney- 
General.  Such  considerations  may  sometimes  be 
regarded  as  throwing  light  on  the  terms  of  a 
statute  when  they  are  obscure,  and  assisting  to- 
wards an  understanding  of  the  intention  of  its 
framers.  But  here  we  have  no  difficult  question 
of  construction :  there  is  no  controversy  as  lo  facts, 
and  we  have  nothing  to  do  but  to  apply  to  those 
facts  the  plain  words  of  the  statute,  aud  carry 
them  into  effect,  whatever  may  be  the  conse- 
quences. 

The  report  of  Mr.  Mumford  seems  to  me  to 
conclude  the  case  in  both  its  branches.    He  is  the 
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sole  witness ;  an  expert  named  bj  the  court,  and 
appealed  to  for  his  jndgment  by  both  parties. 
The  Grown  at  least  oannot  objeot  to  his  compe- 
teno^  and  oorrectness,  for  they  have  insisted  that 
bjT  his  evidence  alone  the  matter  should  be  deter* 
mined ;  and,  if  it  is  to  be  relied  on,  the  Bear  is  not 
a  three-deoked  ship  according  to  the  contention  of 
the  appellant.  In  her  original  certificate  of  re- 
gistry she  was  described  as  a  two-decked  ship, 
and  rightly  so,  if  Mr.  Mumford  is  warranted  in 
saying  that  her  awning  deck  is  not  a  continaoas 
deck — ^is  not  that  which  is  commonly  called  a  spar 
deck — and  does  not,  therefore,  constitate  a  third 
deck  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute.  And  he 
makes  this  still  more  clear  when  he  states  that 
the  Bear  cannot,  without  becoming  unseaworthy, 
be  loaded  as  a  three-decked  ship  can  and  ought  to 
be  loaded;  and,  if  she  cannot,  it  would  seem  that 
the  measurement  of  her  tonnage  should  in  &ir- 
ness,  as  well  as  in  accordance  with  the  terms  of 
the  statute,  be  proportioned  to  her  carrying  capa- 
city, and  that  she  should  be  dealt  with  as  a  two- 
decked  vesseL 

On  the  second  point,  I  should  have  been  dis- 
posed to  hold  the  Grown  precluded  from  making 
it  at  all  by  th»  state  of  the  pleadinss;  but  it 
was  considered  by  the  learned  judges  of  the  court 
below  and  declared  to  be  untenable.  I  concur  in 
that  opinion. 

I  was  strock  by  an  observation  of  the  Attorney- 
G^eneral  with  reference  to  the  danger  of  allowing 
shipowners  to  escape  their  proper  liabilities  by 
leaving  poirtons  of  their  vessels  in  an  imperfect 
state  so  as  to  keep  them  unreached  by  the  exact 
description  of  the  statute,  and  yet  to  make  them 
available  for  profit  on  occasion.  I  am  not  pre- 
pared to  say  that  sach  a  danger  may  not  arise, 
and  that  soch  an  evasion  ought  not,  if  possi- 
ble, to  be  prevented.  Bat  in  this  case  I  do 
not  find  any  proof  of  a  purpose  of  the  kind.  The 
respondents  deny  it,  and  the  sole  witness,  Mr. 
Mumford,  does  not  allege  it.  Upon  his  testimony 
it  seems  impossible  to  hold  that  there  is,  in  the 
place  to  which  the  question  has  reference,  a  space 
''permanently  closed  in  "  and  suitable  for  the  re- 
ception of  *'  cargo  or  stores,"  or  "  the  berthing  or 
accomodation  "  of  human  beings.  This  is  made 
clear  by  the  report,  which  describes  the  place  as  in 
a  condition  wholly  unfitting  it  for  the  reception  of 
perishable  goods,  or  the  safe  and  reasonably  com- 
fortable lodging  of  passengers  or  sailors.  By  that 
report  the  Grown  has  elected  to  stand,  excluding 
all  access  to  other  evidence  and  means  of  informa- 
tion, and  according  to  its  findings  I  think  that 
the  judgment  of  &e  Gourt  of  Session  was  per* 
fectly  correct,  and  ought  to  be  affirmed. 

Interloeulars  appealed  from  af* 
firmed,  and  appUaX  dismissed 
with  costs. 

Solicitor  for  the  appellants,  the  Solicitor  to  ths 
Customs, 

Solicitor  for  the  respondents,  Orahames  and 
Wardlaw, 


Saturday,  Feb,  6, 1875. 
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appeal  prom  the  court  op  common  pleas. 

Marvnsinsurance-^**  Slip  " — Non^disclosure  qf  ma* 
terial  fact  known  to  assured  after  risk  (tceepted, 
but  before  policy  issued. 

A  slip  being  in  practice  the  complete  and  final  eon* 
tract  between  the  parties  to  a  contract  of  marine 
insurance,  although  not  enforceable  at  law  or  in 
equity,  there  is  no  obligation  on  the  assured  to 
communicaie  a  malerialfact  which  comes  to  his 
knowledge  after  the  initialing  of  the  slip  and 
before  the  issuing  of  the  policy. 

The  introduction  into  a  policy  on  freight  of  a 
warranty  {not  in  the  original  slip)  for  the  benejit 
of  underwriters,  to  the  e^ect  thod  the  hidX  of  ike 
ship  is  not  insured  beyond  a  certain  amount,  does 
not  create  a  new  contract  or  new  risk  d^erent 
from  the  slip,  and  therefore  does  not  c^fiot  the 
duty  of  communication  of  material  facts. 

On  \\th  March,  the  plaintiffs  being  shipownen, 
agreed  with  the  defendants,  being  underwritert, 
for  the  insurance  of  freight,  and  a  slip  or 
proposal  containing  all  the  necessary  terms  for  a 
complete  insurance  was  drawn  up  without  a/ny 
question  being  asked  as  to  the  (tmount  of  ta- 
surance  upon  the  huU  of  the  vessel,  and  was 
accepted  by  the  defendants  on  the  same  day.  On 
\6th  March  the  ship  was  lost,  and  on  I7th  March 
the  plaintiffs  became  aware  ofthcU  loss,  and  sent 
to  the  defendants  for  a  stamped  policy  in  jdmt- 
suance  of  the  terms  of  the  slip,  and  then  for  the 
first  time  the  defendants  inquired  to  what  amount 
the  hull  of  the  ship  had  been  insured.  The  plain- 
tiffs* clerk  gave  the  required  information,  viz., 
tiiat  the  sh%p  toot  not  insured  for  m^)re  than  a 
named  amount  after  20th  March,  and  a  stamped 
poUcy,  with  the  amount  insured  on  the  slip  in' 
serted  in  it  as  a  warranty,  wcks  delivered  to  Ike 
plaintiffs.  No  oommuniccUion  was  made  by  the 
plaintiffs  to  the  defendants  of  the  loss  of  the 
ship  before  or  at  the  tims  of  the  delivery  of  ike 
policy.  The  plaintiffs  having  sued  upon  the 
policy,  the  jury  found  that  the  risk  wa*  accepted 
by  the  defendants  on  Wth  March,  and  that  it  was 
not  material  to  make  known  the  loss  to  the  de- 
fendants upon  17 th  March,  whereupon  a  verdict 
was  entered  for  the  plaintiffs. 

The  Gourt  of  Common  Pleas  discharged  a  rule  to 
enter  a  verdict  for  the  defendants,  obtained  on 
the  ground  that  the  judge  ought  to  have  directed 
the  jury  cks  matter  of  law  that  the  omission  to 
communicate  the  loss  on  17th  March  was  a  con- 
cealment  of  a  material  fact  whidi  avoided  ike 
policy : 

Held  {aMrming  the  judgment  of  ihe  court  below), 
that  the  judge  had  not  misdirected  the  jury,  and 
that  the  addition  in  the  policy  on  17th  Mard^  of  a 
term  for  the  benefit  of  the  underwriter,  and  not 
affecting  the  risk  insured,  did  not  prevent  the 
policy  from  being  one  drawn  up  in  respect  of  the 
risk  accepted  on  the  11th  March, 

OoTj  V.  Paton  (ante,  vol,- 1,  p,  225 ;  L,  Bep,  7  0,3, 
Z04),foUowed, 

This  was  an  appeal  from  the  Gourt  of  Gommon 
Pleas  (Keating,  Grove,  and  Brett,  JJ.)  discharging 
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a  role  to  set  aside  a  verdiot  entered  for  the 
pfauntiffii  and  enter  a  verdiot  for  the  defendants 
instead  thereof.  The  facts  are  folly  set  oat  in  Uie 
judgment  of  Keating,  J.,  in  the  ooarc  belovr 
{anU,  Fol.  1,  p.  554 ;  28  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.  165). 

Her§chel»  Q.O.  with  him  Orompton,  for  the  ap- 
pellantB,  the  defendants  below,  again  songht  to 
distingnish 

Cory  T.  Paton,  (Mte,  vol.  1,  p.  225 :  L.  Bep.  7  Q.  B. 

aM ;  26  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.  161 :  andf 
lonidet  t.  Paeifie  Inttkranee  Comnany^  ante,  toL  1. 

p.  141 ;  L.  Bep.  6  Q.  B.  694 ;  affirmed  on  appeal 

<wtfe,ToLl,p.  380;  L.  Bep.  7  Q.  B.  517;  25L.T. 

Bep.N.S.  788. 

The  SoUcUor-General  (Sir  John  Holker,  Q.C.) 
with  bim  Bruce  for  the  respondents,  the  plaintiffs 
below,  was  not  adled  apon  to  argae. 

B&AHWBiiL,  B. — I  am  of  opinion  that  the  jndg- 
ment  of  the  court  below  ought  to  be  affirmed. 

As  to  the  warranty,  I  think  that  there  was  no  in- 
surance contrary  to  the  terms  of  it  after  20th  March. 
The  utmost  for  which  Mr  Herschel  can  con- 
tend ia  that  there  was  only  a  right  to  an  insurance 
optional  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs ;  and  as  the 
yesael  was  lost  on  17th  March,  it  is  impossible  to 
say  that  there  could  be  any  insurance  then  to 
commence  at  the  future  date  of  20th  March. 

Ah  to  the  second  question,  it  is  admitted  that 
if  there  be  a  complete  agreement  for  insurance  in 
a  **  slip,"  and  afterwards  a  policy  (good  but  for  the 
Stamp  Acts)  be  executed  in  conformity  with  that 
slip,  if  everything  material  be  communicated  up  to 
the  time  of  giving  the  slip,  but  something  material 
arising  between  the  giving  of  the  slip  and  the 
making  of  the  policy  is  not  communicated,  in  that 
case  the  non-disclosure  is  not  fatal  to  the  policy. 
Thus  much  beiog  admitted,  what  the  defendants 
contend  for  here  is  this :  that  if  the  underwriter 
when  called  upon  to  execute  the  policy  in  con- 
formity with  the  slip,  asks  for  the  insertion  in  the 
polknr  of  some  additional  term  to  which  he  is  not 
entitled,  and  the  insured  thinks  fit  to  consent,  the 
underwriter,  by  virtue  of  such  consent,  ^ts  a  title 
to  have  oommunicated  to  him  that  which  other- 
wise he  would  have  no  title  whatever  to  have 
communicated  to  him.  Such  a  contention  is 
contrary  to  common  sense. 

It  is  said  that  the  binding  agreement  between 
the  parties  was  made,  not  at  the  time  of  execu- 
ting the  slip,  but  at  the  time  of  inserting  the 
additional  term  into  the  poli^.  But  I  think  that 
the  principle  <d,  Cory  v.  Paion  (uhi  svp.)  and 
loniaes  v.  Pacific  Insurance  Company  (ubi  aup,)  is 
really  applicable  to  this  case,  and  that  the  insurance 
must  relate  back  to  the  real  agreement,  notwith- 
standing the  subsequent  modification  of  it,  which 
was  purely  for  the  benefit  of  the  defendants. 

Blackbubv,  J.— I  am  of  the  same  opinion. 

First,  I  think  it  quite  dear  that  the  warranty 
was  complied  with. 

Secondly,  as  to  the  concealment.  It  is  a  well 
established  role  that  the  non-disclosure  of  ma- 
terial facts  known  to  the  assured  before  effect- 
ing the  insurance,  will  avoid  the  policy,  on  the 
ground  that  the  utmost  good  faith  must  be  ob- 
served with  regard  to  insurance.  Now  suppose 
itoA  a  poUqy  were  actually  executed,  and  the 
parties  afterwards  agreed  to  alter  the  terms  of  it ; 
if  the  alterations  were  such  as  to  impose  a  more 
burdenaome  obligation  upon  the  underwriter,  and 
a  fact  material  to  the  alteration  were  concealed  by 
the  asanred,  I  think   that  the  policy  would  be 


avoided  by  such  concealment.  On  the  other  hand, 
if  the  fact  were  immaterial  to  the  alteration,  and 
only  material  to  the  underwriter  as  showing  him 
that  his  bargain  had  been  a  bad  one  in  the  first 
instance,  I  do  not  see  how  there  could  be  any 
obligation  upon  the  assured  to  disclose  such  a 
fant  to  the  underwriter. 

Now  the  stamp  law  puts  it  in  the  power  of  an 
underwriter  to  get  out  of  an  engagement  which 
he  is  bound  in  conscience  to  fulfil,  and  to  refuse 
to  execute  a  policy  in  conformity  with  a  slip. 
But  it  was  held  in  Cory  v.  Paton  {ubi  aup,),  a 
decision  which  has  been  followed  in  other  cases, 
and  which  we  now  adhere  to,  that  the  obligation 
which  the  law  attaches  to  the  relation  of  insure 
and  insured,  viz.,  that  up  to  the  time  of  the  in- 
surance material  facts  must  be  communicated, 
must  be  taken  with  the  qualification,  that  where 
there  is  a  previous  agreement  out  of  which  the 
policy  arises,  there  the  obligation  to  communicate 
material  facts  subiists  up  to  the  time  of  making 
the  agreement,  and  not  up  to  the  time  of  making 
the  policy.  Now,  applying  the  principle  of  Cory 
V.  Paion  (uhi  sup,),  the  facts  of  the  present 
case  make  it  exaciily  as  if  a  stamped  policy  had 
been  executed  on  llth  March. 

I  think,  therefore,  that  there  was  no  misdirection 
on  the  purt  of  my  brother  Brett  in  leaving  it  to 
the  jury  to  say  whether  or  not  the  fact  of  the  loss 
of  the  ship  was  a  fact  material  to  the  proposed 
alteration. 

Mbllob,  J. — I  was  a  partv  to  the  decision  in  Gory 
V.  Paton  (uhi  sup,),  and  I  think  that  the  reasoning 
upon  which  that  decision  is  founded  is  not  only 
correct,  but  derives  additional  strength  from  the 
present  case.  For  a  short  time  I  thought  that  the 
present  case  was  distinguishable,  but  I  am  now 
convinoed  that  it  is  not. 

Cleasbt.  B.— The  only  argument  in  favour  of 
the  defendants  that  appears  to  me  at  all  tenable  is 
that  when  the  alteration  was  made,  the  parties 
were  not  on  equal  terms.  But  this  difficulty  is 
removed  by  the  finding  of  the  jury,  who,  being 
expressljT  asked  whether  the  lo^s  of  the  ship  was  a 
fact  which  ought  to  have  been  communicated, 
answered  that  it  was  not.  Unless  we  can  say 
that  there  was  no  evidence  to  support  that  finding, 
I  do  not  see  how  we  can  set  it  aside. 

Pollock  and  i^icPHLSTT,  BB.,  concurred. 

Judgment  affirmed. 

Attorneys  for  the  plaintiffs,  Mercer  and  Mercer, 
fur  Oliver  and  BottertU,  Sunderland. 

Attorneys  for  the  defendants,  WiUiamson,  H%U, 
and  Co.,  for  B,  P.  and  H,  Philipson,  Newcastle- 
upon-Tyne. 


COU&T  OF  COXXOV  FLEAS. 

Reported  by  EraxKniOTOv  Smith  tad  J.  M.  Lilt,  Biqri,, 

BeniBtein.et.Law. 

Jan,  16  and  Feb  25, 1875. 

Jbbsbn  V,  The  East  and  West  India  Dock 

Company. 

Action  by  partners  for  breach  of  contract — Gain  of 
individual  partners  arising  from  the  breach — 
What  may  he  taken  into  account  in  assessing 
damages—Part  owners  of  ships. 

In  order  to  entitle  a  defendant  in  an  action  brought 
a>gainst  him  by  pariiMrs  tor  a  breach  of  contract 
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causing  damage  to  the  pcurtnersMp,  to  take  into  | 
account  a  benefit  accruing  to  any  of  the  plaintiffa 
from  Buch  breach^  for  the  purpose  of  reducing  the 
dama^es^  euch    benefit  must  be  a  joint  benefit 
accruing  to  the  partner  ship,  and  it  is  immatenal 
for  the  assessmsnt  of  damages  whether  or  no 
individual  plaintiffs  have  actually  benejited  in 
other  ways  from  the  very  default  of  the  dtfendcmts 
for   which  as  a  partnership   they   are  suing. 
Where  partnerships  sue  for  breach  of  contract, 
the  damages  must  be  confined  to  those  sustained 
by  the  partnership ;  and  part  owners  of  ships 
are  for  the  purposes  of  such  an  action  in  the 
same  position  as  partners. 
The  plaintiffs,  as  owners  of  an  emigrant  ship,  were 
unable  to  carry  their  destined  passengers  through 
the  defemda/nts  default    Many  of  the  emigrants 
so  lost  to  the  plaintiffs*  ship  went  consequently  by 
another  ship,  of  which  also  some  of  the  plaintiffs 
were  part  owners. 
Held,  that  the  true  mode  of  assessing  the  damages 
to  which  the  plaintiffs  were  entitled  was  to  esti- 
mate  the  OAiiual  loss  to  them  as  owners  of  the 
ship  delayed  by  the   d^endants*  breach  of  con^ 
tract,  and  whoily  to  disregard  any  gain  which 
those  of  them  wm)  were  part  owners  of  the  second 
thip  had  in  consequsnce  made. 
Declaration  :  First  coant,  That  the  plaintiffs  are 
the  owners  of  the  steamship  Peter  Jebsen,  and  at 
the  time  of  the  making  of  the  promise  hereinafter 
mentioned  the  said  ship  was  engaged  to  take  in 
emigrants  at  Bergen,  in  the  kingdom  of  Norway, 
and  was  abont  to  be  unloaded  at  the   port  of 
London,  and  the  plaintifEs  were  desirons  that  the 
said  steamship  snonld  be  unloaded  with  all  pos- 
sible dispatch,  and  thereupon,  in  consideration 
that  the  pMntiffs  woald  send  the  Feter  Jebsen  in 
to  discharge  at  the  defendants'  dock,  for  reward  to 
the  defen&nts  in  that  behalf,  the  defendants  pro- 
mised the  plaintiffs  that  they  would  discharge  her 
fast,  that  is  to  say,  in  two  or  three  days,  and  the 
plaintiffs  say  that  they  did  send  the  said  steam- 
ship in  to  discharge  in  the  defendants'  dock,  and 
all  conditions  were  fulfilled  and  all  things  hap- 
pened and  existed,  and  all  times  elapsed  necessary 
to  entitle  the  plaintiffs  to  have  the  defendants 
perform  their  said  promise,  and  to  have  the  said 
vessel  discharged  fast  in  accordance  with  the  said 
promise,  and  to  sue  for  the  breach  hereinafter 
mentioned.  Yet  the  said  vessel  was  not  discharged 
fast,  that  is  to  say,  in  two  or  three  days,  but  great 
delay  occurred  in  discharging  the  same,  whereby 
the  plaintiffs  were  put  to  great  expense,  and  lost 
the  use  of  the  vessel  for  a  long  time,  and  were 
called  upon  to  pay  large  sums  in  respect  of  the 
wages  of  the  captain  and  crew,  and  in  providing 
provisions  for  them,  and  lost  the  passage  money 
due  and  payable  by  the  said  emi^^rants,  and  were 
also  called  upon  to  pay  and  paid  several  lari^e 
sums  in  respect  of  the  support  of  thelemigrants, 
of  which  the  defendants  had  notice  at  the  time  of 
the  making  of  their  said  promise. 

There  were  three  other  counts  varying  the  form 
of  the  alleged  promise  by  the  defendants  re- 
specting the  discharge  of  the  vessel  all  founded  on 
the  consideration  stated  in  the  first  count,  and 
there  were  also  two  cotmts  which  recited  that  a 
considerable  delay  had  arisen  after  the  ship  had 
gone  into  dock,  and  stated  that  thereupon  in  con- 
sideration that  the  plaintiffs  would  pay  all  charges 
(or  2s,  per  ton)  on  the  output  from  the  said  ship 
beyond  the  discharging  rate,  and  would  take  all 


risk  and  responsibility  on  themselves,  the  defen- 
dants promised  to  place  the  steamship  along- 
side the  quay  in  a  proper  discharging  berth,  and 
to  land  the  whole  of  the  cargo  forthwith  and  with- 
out further  delay ;  averments  of  fulfilment  of  con- 
ditions precedent,  breach  and  special  damage  as 
in  the  first  count. 

Pleas :  First,  non  assumpsit ;  seoondly,  de- 
nial of  the  breaches ;  thirdly,  that  the  defendante 
were  prevented  performing  their  promise  by  the 
acts  and  defaults  of  the  plaintiffs ;  fourthly,  to  the 
fifth  and  sixth  counts  that  the  plaintiffs  were  not 
ready  and  willing  to  pay  the  charges  on  the  output 
of  the  ship  therein  mentioned. 

Issue  thereon. 

The  plaint  iff sjn  this  action,  twelve  in  number, 
were  the  owners  of  the  ship  Feter  Jebsen,  1450 
tons  burden,  which  was  built  for  an  emigrant 
ship  to  ply  between  Bergen  and  New  York. 

It  appeared  that  the  Feter  Jebsen  and  other 
vessels  of  the  same  character  and  class  were  built 
bj  various  bodies  of  subscribers,  and  the  constita- 
tion  of  ownership  was  such  as  to  form  as  it  were 
a  company  in  respect  of  each  ship.  Then  there 
were  two  lines  called  respectively  the  Nordske 
Lloyds  and  Nordske  American  lines,  and  these  lines 
are  in  the  nature  .of  federations  of  companies,  each 
line  adopting  the  same  laws  for  the  companies 
within  it.  The  lines  are  thus  an  association  of 
ships  but  not  of  owners ;  because  an  owner  of  a 
share  in  a  ship  of  one  line,  might  also  be  the 
owner  of  a  share  in  a  ship  of  the  other  line. 
The  ship  which,  on  10th  July,  as  afterwards 
stated,  carried  2(>2  of  the  emigrants  who  ought 
to  have  sailed  in  the  Feter  Jebsen,  was  called 
the  Harold  Harfager,  and  belonged  to  the 
Nordske  American  line,  while  the  Feter  Jebsen  be- 
longed to  the  Nordske  Lloyds,  as  did  also  the  8L 
Olaf,  which  took  twenty-five  of  the  emigrants, 
thirteen  of  the  intended  number  not  going  at  aU. 
The  ship  Peter  Jebsen  was  divided  into  thirty-two 
parts  or  192  shares  owned  by  the  twelve  plaintiffs; 
the  Harold  Harfager  into  120  parts  or  360  shares 
owned  by  thirty-three  persons ;  the  St.  Olaf  into 
120  parts  or  300  shares  owned  by  twenty-six 
persons. 

Five  of  the  twelve  plaintiffs  were  five  of  the 
thirty-three  owners  of  the  Harold  Harfager,  aod 
the  same  five  had  some  shares  in  the  8t,  Ulaf, 

In  1872  the  Peter  Jebsen  had  carried  emigiants 
out  and  was  to  have  a  return  cargo  to  London,  and 
in  June  a  shipbroker  called  Lawson  was  informed 
that  the  ship  was  coming  to  the  port  of  London, 
and  that  he  would  have  to  do  what  was  neoessaiy 
for  the  vessel,  in  getting  her  cargo  discharged  and 
clearing  her  for  fiercen.  He  had  previously  had  to 
do  the  same  for  the  o^  Olaf,  a  Bhip  of  the  same  size, 
and  engaged  in  the  same  trade,  the  only  differ- 
ence being  that  the  8t,  Olaf  had  brought  a  fall 
cargo  to  London,  and  the  Peter  Jebsen  on  this 
occasion  had  only  an  incomplete  cargo.  The  SU 
OlafheA  gone  into  the  East  India  Docks,  and  was 
unloaded  in  four  days.  Upon  notification  of  the 
expected  arrival  of  the  Peter  Jebsen,  Lavrson,  on 
the  18th  June,  applied  to  the  defendants,  who 
were  the  Dock  Company,  for  the  same  berth,  aod 
for  the  same  dispatch  as  the  8t,  Olaf  had  had.  He 
received  an  answer  that  she  could  not  have  the 
same  berth,  but  should  have  equal  dispatch.  On 
2l8t  June,  the  ship  arrived,  and  went  into  dock. 
On  the  24th  June,  Lawson  heard  that  the  dispatoh 
was  not  going  on  satifaotorily,  and  went  to  the 
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docks  where  he  found  the  ship  in  an  improper 
positiooy  where  rspid  discharge  was  impossible. 
Thorenpon  he  went  to  the  dock  saperintendent  and 
complained,  he  told  him  of  the  importance  of  dis- 
patch in  the  case  of  this  ship  for  she  had  to  get  to 
Bergen  so  as  to  take  the  next  detachment  of  emi- 
grants who  were  to  be  ready  there  on  July  1st.  A 
discussion  ensned,  and  Lawson  was  asked  if  he 
would  pay  extra  for  immediate  dispatch  and  he 
replied  that  price  was  immaterial,  and  so  an  agree- 
ment was  come  to  that  2«.  a  ton  extra  should  be 
paid,  and  a  note  was  made  to  the  effect  that  the 
28.  should  include  all  charges. 

At  that  time  occurred  a  strike  among  the  dock 
labourers,  and  the  contract  for  dispatch  was  broken, 
and  the  ship  was  not  discharged  till  4th  July. 
She  sailed  at  once  for  Bergen,  and  arrived  there 
on  10th  July,  and  found  that  another  ship  had 
taken  on  board  the  emigrants  that  had  been 
destined  for  her.  She  eventually  sailed  on  the 
15th  July  for  New  York  with  eleven  emigrants 
only,  having  lost  248  emigrants.  It  was  to  recover 
for  the  loss  of  the  profit  to  be  made  by  carrying 
thtBo  that  the  action  was  brought  against  the  dock 
company. 

Five  questions  were  left  to  the  jury. 

1.  Was  there  in  your  judgment  such  a  special 
contract  as  that  alleged  made  with  the  defendants 
before  the  "Peier  Jehien  came  into  dock  P  If  so, 
was  it  broken  P    Answer :  Yes,  in  both  cases. 

2.  Was  there  in  your  judgment  such  a  second 
special  contract  as  the  plaintiffs  have  endeavoured 
to  make  out  entered  into  with  the  defendants  on 
the  24th  June  P  If  so,  was  it  broken  P  Answer : 
Yes,  in  both  cases. 

3.  Was  there  a  want  of  reasonable  dispatch  in 
the  unloading  of  the  Peter  Jebaen,  apart  ^m  any 
special  contract  P    Answer :  Yes. 

4.  Had  the  defendants  notice  of  the  special 
purposes  for  which  the  Peter  Jebaen  was  to  be  em- 
ployed, at  any  time  P    Yes. 

5.  If  so,  when  had  they  such  notice  P  Answer : 
On  24th  June. 

Upon  this  a  calculation  of  the  damages  claimed 
was  made  upon  the  following  basis. 

Piassage  money  of  240  emigrants  9627  dels.  24 
Boh.,  from  which  was  to  be  deducted  the  freight 
by  rail  in  America,  amounting  to  2089  dols.  92 
sch.,  the  costs  of  the  steamer  in  i^orway  conveying 
the  people  to  Bergen  540  dols. ;  cost  of  food  on 
the  voyage  884  dols.,  and  the  money  received  from 
the  eleven  emigrants  who  afterwards  went  in  the 
ship,  309  dols.  22sch.,  and  to  which  was  to  be 
added  the  cost  of  board  and  lodgings  of  the  emi- 
grants while  waiting  at  Bergen,  801  dols.  72  sch. 
The  total  loss  claimed  being,  therefore,  6605  dols. 
102  sch.,  or  in  English  money  1444L  Iha,  ^d.  The 
verdict  was  accordingly  entered  for  that  sum,  and 
Imto  was  reserved  to  the  defendants  to  move  to 
reduce  the  damages. 

A  rule  niai  was  obtained,  calling  upon  the 
plaintiffs  to  show  cause  why  theamount  of  damages 
should  not  be  reduced  pursuant  to  leave  reserved, 
or  why  it  should  not  be  referred  to  an  arbitrator 
to  determine  the  amount,  on  the  principle  to  be 
laid  down  by  the  court,  on  the  ground  that  the 

1>]aintiff8  cannot  recover  more  damages  than  the 
east  amount  which  any   one  of  the  plaintiffs 
would  be  entitled  to  recover,  and  that  some  of  the 
plaintiffs  have  suffered  no  loss  which  they  would 
oe  entitled  to  recover. 
The  rule  to  reduce  the  damages  by  the  full 


amount  of  the  verdict  on  the  ground  that  the 
damage  was  too  remote  was  refused. 

Theaiger,  Q.O.  and  R,  E,  Webeter  showed  cause. 
— ^The  plaintiffs  are  entitle^  to  retain  the  verdict. 
It  would  be  impossible  to  enter  into  the  considera- 
tion of  the  interests  of  the  various  owners  in  the 
ships  of  these  two  lines,  and  quite  impossible  even 
to  determine  how  far  the  profitable  employment 
of  any  one  ship  was  affected  by  the  delay  of  an- 
other. It  is  like  the  case  of  a  man  having  shares 
in  two  companies,  and  one  company  happening  to 
benefit  by  some  accident  to  the  other.  The 
possible  compensation  to  an  individual  share- 
holder by  reason  of  his  having  also  shares  in  the 
company  which  gains  a  benefit,  cannot  be  taken 
into  account  in  considering  the  right  of  the  other 
company  to  recover  against  a  third  party  for 
breach  of  contract,  or  even  in  assessing  the 
damages  recoverable.  Where  are  we  to  stop,  if 
considerations  of  this  kind  are  let  in  P  The  defen- 
dants claim  to  set-off  several  diminutions  of 
damage  in  the  case  of  some  individual  plaintiffs 
against  a  joint  loss.  The  defendants  suggested 
that  the  damage  suffered  by  the  plaintiffs  was  too 
remote  from  their  breach  of  contract  to  make  them 
liable.  Surely  the  compensation  which  it  is  sug- 
gested that  some  of  the  plaintiffs  obtained  is  far 
too  remote.  How  does  this  differ  in  principle 
from  a  case  where  a  plaintiff  is  insured,  and  that 
fact  does  not  deprive  him  of  his  right  to  damages 
for  the  defendant's  negligence  in  causing  the 
occurrence  of  that  whioh  he  has  insured  against 
Brcbdbum  v.  OrecU  Western  Railway  (31  L.  T.  Bep. 
N.S.  464 ;  L.  T.  Bop.  10  Ex.  Ij,  is  undistinguishable 
on  principle. 

W.  WUliams,  Q.O.  and  (7. 8.  0.  Bowen  in  support 
of  the  rule. — There  has  been  an  assumption  on  the 
other  side  which  is  not  justified  in  fact,  and  that 
is,  that  the  plaintiffs  are  a  corporation  for  the  pur- 
pose of  recovering  damages.  But  there  are  only 
two  classes  of  persons  known  to  the  law,  the 
individual,  and  the  corporate  body,  and  the  plain- 
tiffs here  are  neither.  A  partnership  is,  in  the 
eye  of  the  law,  simply  a  number  of  individuals, 
and,  therefore,  the  plaintiffs  must  here  be  so 
treated,  and  their  individual  position  as  damaged 
by  the  breach  of  this  contract,  not  their  corporate 
position  must  be  regarded.  The  principle  is  that 
compensation  for  actual  loss  may  be  given,  but  no 
more ;  and  the  defendants  are  entitled  to  put  each 
plaintiff  to  the  proof  of  this.  [Denman,  J. — Is 
there  any  authority  that  a  member  of  a  firm, 
having  gained  some  advantage  by  the  very  breach 
of  contract  for  which  his  firm  sues,  a  jury  may  take 
the  fact  into  consideration  P]  The  case  of  Agado 
V.  Forbee  (14  Moore  160),  is  rather  the  converse  of 
that,  and  shows  that  a  partner  may  sue  alone  upon 
an  agreement  in  which  the  firm  was  beneficially 
interested.  The  notes  to  Bavsrman  v.  Radenivs 
(2  Sm.  L.  Ga.  p.  370),  uphold  the  right  of  the  de- 
fendant to  look  into  the  real  title  of  the  plaintiffs. 
[Denman,  J. — Is  not  Yatee  v.  Whyte  (4  Bing,  N.O. 
272)  against  you  P]  That  said  that  the  defendants 
in  an  action  for  damage  to  a  ship  by  collision, 
were  not  entitled  to  deduct  from  the  damages 
they  had  to  pay,  a  sum  paid  to  the  plaintiff  by 
his  insurers;  bat  that  is  very  different,  for  it  pro- 
ceeded upon  the  principle  that  the  underwriters  can 
recover  from  the  assured  after  he  has  been  satisfied ; 
and  there  can  be  nothing  of  that  kind  here.  So 
also  Bradbum  v.  Great  Western  Railway  Corn- 
pan   {ubi  8up,)  is  inapplicable,  for  it  goes  too  far 
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if  a  prinotple  is  to  be  dedaoed  from  it  to  sa it  this 
case.  It  is  rather  from  Franklin  y.  South-Eastem 
JtaUway  Company  (dB.,  &  N.  211)  if  actions  afi^ainst 
railway  comimnies  are  at  all  analogous,  that  the 
true  principle  is  to  be  foand.  That  is  that  damages 
are  to  be  given  in  reference  to  a  pecuniary  loss,  and 
as  Bramwell,  B.,  says  in  Bradbu/rn  y.  Great 
Weitem  Railway  Company  {ubi  «tip.)t  "  if»  there- 
fore, the  person  claiming  damages  was  pat  by  the 
death  of  his  relatiye  into  possession  of  a  large 
estate,  there  was  no  loss — he  was  a  gainer  by  the 
eyent.*'  Similarly  here  we  say  if  some  of  the 
plaintiffs  by  the  delay  of  the  one  ship  gained  profits 
which  they  otherwise  wonld  not  haye  gained  by  the 
coDseqnential  employment  of  another  ship  belong- 
ing to  them,  this  fact  mast  be  taken  into  accoant, 
for  they  cannot  be  entitled  to  be  paid  by  the 
defendants  for  their  loss  of  profits  and  make  them 
besides. 

Cur.  adiK  vuU, 

Feb,  25. — The  jadgment  of  the  oonrt  was  read 
by  Denman,  J.,  on  behalf  of  Lord  Coleridge,  as 
follows: — This  was  an  action  tried  before  me  at  the 
sittings  at  Goildhall  afber  Hilary  Term,  1874,  to 
recoyer  damages  for  the  detention  of  a  steamer  of 
the  plaintiffs,  called  the  Peter  Jehsen,  by  the 
default  of  the  defendants.  The  rerdict  was  for  the 
plaintiffs,  and  it  is  not  disputed  that  for  some 
amount  the  verdict  must  stand. 

By  the  limitation  placed  by  the  court  upon  the 
rule  on  which  we  are  now  to  give  judgment,  the 
questions beoamereduced  to  the  single  one  whether 
the  plaintiffs  were  entitled  to  retain  a  sum  of 
14441. 14«.  6(2.  which  was  assessed  by  the  jury,  or 
such  portico  of  that  sum  as  an  arbitrator  might 
award  if  the  court  should  be  of  opiaion  that  they 
were  entitled  in  poiot  of  law  to  retAin  any  of 
it.  This  point  was  elaborately  argued  before  us 
last  term;  and  we  are  now  to  give  judgment 
upon  it. 

The  qaestion  arose  thus : — ^Tbere  were  two  lines 
of  steamers  from  Norway  to  America  called  re- 
spectively the  Nordske  Lloyds  and  the  Nordske 
American  lines.  The  Peter  Jeheen  belonged  to  the 
Nordske  Lloyds.  She  was  under  contract  to  carry 
a  cargo  of  emigrants  and  merchandise  from 
Bergen  to  New  York  at  the  time  when  she  was 
detained  in  the  defendant's  dock,  and  in  order  to 
fulfil  her  contract  she  ought  to  have  been  at 
Bergen  at  the  end  of  June  or  the  beginniog  of 
July  1872,  so  as  to  start  from  Bergen,  as  she  had 
been  advertised  to  do,  on  the  4th  July.  Sa£ficient 
notice  of  this  contract  had  been  giyen  to  the 
defendants  to  msJce  them  liable  for  the  loss  occa- 
sioned to  the  plaintiffs  by  the  breach  of  it,  if,  as 
was  the  fact,  the  defendant's  conduct  caased  that 
breach ;  and  this  loss  is  to  be  takeo,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  our  judgment,  at  14442. 140.  6d.  It  is  said, 
however,  that  the  plaintiffs  have  not  sustained 
these  damages  in  fsct,  and  that  therefore  in  law 
they  are  not  entitled  to  retain  them.  The  Peter 
Jebeent  as  has  been  said,  belonged  to  the  Nordske 
Lloyd's  line.  There  were  two  other  steamers,  the 
Harold  Harfager  and  the  8t  Olaft  which  belonged 
to  the  Nordske  American  line.  The  240  emigrants 
who  were  booked  for  America  by  the  Peter  Jebsen, 
were  indeed  lost  to  her.  But  202  of  them  went 
to  America  on  the  10th  Joly  by  the  Harold  Har* 
fager;  and  twenty-fiye  more  of  them  went  to 
America  on  the  16th  Aug.  by  the  8t  Ohf,  It  is 
as  to  these  that  the  substantial  qaestion  arises. 

The  two  lines  ol  ships  which  have  been  mentioned 


are  associations  of  ships  and  not  of  owners.  There 
is  one  body  of  directors  and  one  set  of  laws  for 
each  of  the  lines  respectively.  Bat  Uie  owners  of 
each  ship  in  each  line  are  not  the  same.  Each 
ship  has  its  own  set  of  owners ;  and  the  same  man 
may  be  and  in  fact  is  part  owner  in  varioos  pro- 
portions of  different  ships  in  different  lines.  Li 
the  instances  of  these  particnlar  ships,  the  facto 
were  thus :— The  Peter  Jebsen  was  divided  into  192 
shares,  and  the  twelve  plaintiffs  owned  them.  The 
Harold  Harfager  was  divided  into  360  shsres, 
which  were  owned  by  thirty-three  owners;  and 
five  of  these  thirty-three  were  five  of  the  plaintiffs. 
The  St.  Olaf  was  divided  into  300  shares,  whidi 
were  owned  by  twenty-six  owners,  and  fiye  of  these 
twenty-six  were  five  of  the  plaintiffs,  but  not  all 
the  same  five  as  were  part-owners  in  the  Harold 
Harfager. 

Now,  it  is  said,  the  Harold  Harfager  and  tiie 
St.  Oler/ profited  by  the  loss  of  the  Peter  Jebeen; 
they  carried  emigrants  whom  they  woald  not  haye 
carried  but  for  the  detention  of  the  Peter  Jehseti ; 
some  of  the  plaintiffs,  therefore,  gained  by  the 
default  of  the  defendants ;  and  such  gain  to  iudi- 
yidaal  plaintiffs,  which,  though  with  difllcalty,  is 
yet  capable  of  being  ascertained,  must  therefore 
be  taken  in  redaction  of  the  damages  which  the 
whole  body  of  plaintiffs  is  entitled  to. 

The  statement  of  sach  a  proposition  in  its  bare 
simplicity  is  perhaps  a  sufficient  answer  to  it.  We 
neea  not  insist  upon  the  difficult  and  complicated 
inquiries  which  in  a  multitude  of  easily  suggested 
cases  (some  were  suggested  in  the  ingenioes 
argument  before  us)  would  render  any  result 
being  arrived  at  by  a  jury  practically  impossible. 
The  absence  of  authority  for  a  claim  by  defendanto 
like  this,  which  yet  if  well  founded  must  havearisen 
in  many  cases,  affords  a  strong  presumption 
against  its  haying  any  legal  foundation.  It  is  true 
that  there  must  be  a  first  instance  in  every  claim, 
and  that  ingenuity  often  for  the  first  time  sug- 
gests a  point  which  has  escaped  observation,  ai^ 
which  yet,  when  brought  to  the  test  of  argument, 
is  found  to  be  a  sound  one.  Bat  this  is  a  point 
which  most  have  arisen  so  frequently  that  it  is  to 
us  incredible  that,  if  sound,  it  never  should  haye 
been  taken. 

The  contention  of  the  defendants,  however,  is  not 
only  without  authority ;  it  is  against  the  principle 
of  cases  decided  under  analogous  ciroumstaDces. 
It  should  seem  that,  if  there  had  been  but  one 
owner  of  the  Peter  Jebsen,  and  the  same  person 
had  been  sole  owner  of  the  Harold  Harfager  and 
of  the  St.  Olaf,  the  profits  made  by  him  as  owner  of 
the  latter  two  could  not  be  deducted  from  the 
damages  sustained  by  him  as  owner  of  the  former. 

Yates  V.  Whyte  (4  Bing.  N.G.  272),  decided  that  a 
defendant  in  a  collision  case  could  not  dedootfrom 
the  amount  of  damages  to  be  paid  by  him  a  sum 
of  money  paid  to  the  plaintiff  by  insurers  in 
respect  of  such  damage.  It  may  be  said  that  the 
authority  of  this  case  is  not  direct,  because  the 
insurance  was  a  contract  of  indemnity,  and  the 
insurers  might  have  recovered  oyer  from  the 
plaintiff.  The  decision  in  the  case,  however,  and 
m  that  of  Mason  v.  Sainsbury  (3  Doug.  61),  itself 
cited  with  approbation  in  Yates  v.  Whyte  (tU>iswp.) 
both  stand  on  grounds  independent  of  this  con- 
sideration. 

Bat,  whatever  weight  may  be  due  to  this 
consideration,  the  case  of  Bradbum  v.  Oreat 
Western  BaUway  Company  (vhi  sup.),  cannot  be  so 
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qualified.  Thafc  was  an  action  for  injaries  in  a  rail- 
way aocidenfe:  It  was  held  that,  in  estimating  the 
damages,  the  defendants  oonld  not  take  into 
aocoant  the  amount  which  the  plaintiff  received 
from  an  aooidental  insarance  policy.  There,  the 
contract  was  not  one  of  indemnity.  The  jadges 
held  that  the  contract  into  which  the  plaintiff  had 
entered  was  that,  in  consideration  of  the  payment 
of  premioms,  he  (the  plaintiff)  shoold,  on  the 
bappeninff  of  a  certain  event,  reoeive  a  snm  of 
money.  The  event  happened,  and  the  benefit  of 
the  contract  accrued  to  the  plaintiff  through  the 
defendants'  defiftult.  But  the  benefit  oonld  not  be 
deductAd  from  the  damages  for  which  the  defen- 
dants were  liable.  This  case  appears  to  us  to  be 
perfectly  well  decided,  and  to  be  in  point  against 
the  def nndants  in  the  case  before  us.  Further- 
more, although  not  in  form,  it  is  in  substance  an 
attempt  to  set-off  against  joint  damage  a  several 
benefit. 

We  were  told  by  Mr.  Bowen,  in  a  very  able 
arg^nment,  that  he  relied  upon  a  distinction, 
wmch  no  doubt  exists,  but  which  we  think  will  not 
avail  the  defendants,  between  partnerships  and 
corporations.  For  the  purposes  of  actions  for 
breach  of  contract,  part-owners  of  ships  who -are 
working  the  ship  together  for  profit,  are  in  the 
nme  position  as  partners ;  and,  where  partner- 
ships ane  for  breach  of  contract,  the  aamages 
must  be  confined  to  those  sustained  by  the  partner- 
ship ;  the  joint  damage  only  can  be  considered.  It 
seems  to  follow  that  any  benefit  arising  out  of  the 
breach  of  contract,  assuming  that  it  can  be  taken 
st  all  into  account  in  reduction  of  damages,  must 
be  a  joint  benefit,  or  one  accruing  to  the  partner- 
ship. In  such  a  case  as  that  put  in  argument,  of 
a  ^ang  with  whom  a  joint  contract  had  been  made 
bemg  dismissed  in  breach  of  it,  it  is  clear  enough 
that  the  gang  can  sue.  It  was  held  in  the  case  of 
the  Tnnbridge  Wells  dippers  {Weller  v.  Baker, 
2  Wils.  414),  by  Lord  Chief  Justice  Wilmot  and 
the  Conrt  of  Common  Pleas  (see  p.  423)  that,  if  a 
stranger  disturbed  them  in  their  employment, 
they  were  all  jointly  concerned  in  point  of  interest, 
and  could  all  jointly  sue  in  an  action  on  the  case. 
It  follows  that  only  something  in  which  the  benefit 
was  joint  could,  if  anything  could,  be  considered 
in  reduction  of  damage.  If  the  matter  now 
attempted  to  be  set-off  in  substance  were  a  set-off 
in  form,  there  would  be  no  room  for  the  defendants' 
contention;  for  a  joint  debt  cannot  be  set-off 
against  a  separate  demand,  nor  a  separate  debt 
against  a  joint  one.  The  benefit  here,  as  it  is  a 
gain  from  third  parties,  is  not  a  set-off ;  but  the 
same  rules  of  sense  and  convenience  apply  as  if  it 
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On  no  ground,  therefore,  do  we  think  the  de- 
fendants entitled  to  succeed ;  and  the  rule  must 
be  discharged. 

Bule  discharged. 
Attorneys  for  plaintiffs,  Lowleee  and  Co, 
Attorneys    for    defendants,     Freshfields    and 
WiUiame, 


Tkureday,  Feb,  4, 1675. 
The   Dukmore. 

Maeter'e  wages  —  Diaobedisnce  to  imirueHoiu  — 
Error  of  judgment^^Foffeilure — Deduction, 

Where  a  master  receives  «nf  trueiunw  to  take  the 
balance  of  freight  due  ai  the  end  of  a  voyage  in 
easht  or  by  bank  biU  upon  London,  and,  without 
stifficient  inquiry,  but  without  mala  fides  and 
rather  through  error  of  judgment,  he  takes  a  biU 
which  he  believes  to  be  {but  which  is  not)  a  bank 
biUt  and  which  is  afterwards  dishonoured,  causing 
loss  to  his  owners^  ihis  negligence  or  disobedience, 
not  being  wilful,  does  not  work  a  forfeiture  of  his 
wages,  nor  can  the  owners  claim  to  deduct  the 
amount  of  their  loss  from  his  wages. 

This  was  an  appeal  from  a  decree  of  the  City  of 
London  Court  (Admiralty  Jurisdiction)  in  a  cause 
of  wages  instituted  by  John  Harwood,  master 
mariner,  against  Messrs.  Adamson  and  Bonaldson, 
shipowners  in  the  City  of  London,  the  owners  of 
the  ship  Dunmore, 

The  plaintiff  was  engaged  on  the  19th  March 
1872  by  the  defendants  to  act,  at  "  fifteen  pounds 
per  month,"  as  master  of  the  Dunmore,  then 
lying  in  the  river  Tyne,  under  charter  to  carry 
ooals  from  the  Tyne  to  Buenos  Ayres,  By  this 
charter-party,  dated  the  18th  March  1872,  the  ship 
was  to  load  a  fhll  cargo,  and  to  proceed  therewith 
to  Buenos  Ayres  and  ''  deliver  the  same,  always 
afloat  into  craft  alongside  steamer  or  dep6t  ship 
there,  as  may  be  directed  by  the  consignee,  being 
paid  freight  at  the  rate  of  dbs,  per  ton  of  20  owt. ; 
.  .  .  the  freight  to  be  paid,  one  third  on  sailing, 
less  5  per  cent,  for  all  charges,  and  balance  on 
delivery  of  the  cargo  in  cash  at  current  exchange, 
or  by  good  and  approved  bill  on  London  at  sixty 
days'  slight,  at  captain's  option.  The  captain  has 
to  receive  52.  gratuity.  .  .  .  The  ship  to  be  ad- 
dressed at  the  port  of  discharge  inwards  only,  to 
the  freighttirs'  agjent  free  of  commission.  .  .  .  The 
owners  of  the  ship  to  have  an  absolute  lien  on  the 
cargo  for  all  freight,  dead  freight,  and  demurrage." 
This  charter-pany  was  entered  into  between  the 
defendants  and  Qustav  Hermauni,  of  Hamburgh. 

The  shin  duly  loaded  her  cargo  in  the  Tyne,  the 
charterer  l)eing  the  shipper ;  and  the  master,  on 
the  4th  May  1872.  signed  a  bill  of  hiding  for  654 
tons  llcwt.  of  coal,  "  shipped  in  good  order  and 
condition  by  Gustav  Hermonni,  ^mburgh,"  and 
"  to  be  delivered  in  the  like  good  order  and  con- 
dition, at  the  port  of  Buenos  Ayres,  unto  Messrs. 
Lamb  Brothers,  or  to  their  assigns,  they  pacing 
freight  for  the  said  coals,  and  all  other  oonditionB, 
as  per  charter-party."  The  bill  of  lading  was  in- 
dorsed with  a  receipt  by  the  master  for  the  sum 
of  581Z.  16s,  5d.,  the  amount  of  freight  agreed  by 
the  charter-party  to  be  prepaid  at  Newcastle. 

On  the  2  ad  May  1822  the  defendants  wrote  to 
the  plaintiff  at  Newcastle,  as  follows : 

Dear  Sir,— We  have  no  letter  from  you  this  moroiii^, 
but  we  hope  you  will  get  awaj  to-morrow.  The  ehip  is 
oonsifl^ed,  as  you  wiU  see  by  the  charter,  to  charterer's 
agent  at  Buenos  Ayrea,  inwards  only.  We  do  not  know 
their  names  yet,  hue  shall  have  them  in  a  day  or  two  and 
we  will  have  letters  awaiting  yon  at  their  office.  As 
there  is  no  chance  of  joja  l<Mbding  out  again  at  Buenos 
Ayres,  we  do  not  appoint  any  agents  for  the  vessel  there. 
Ail  that  will  have  to  be  done  la  to  collect  the  balance  of 
inward  freight  and  disbnrae  the  ship,  remitting  us  what 
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money  then  remains.  The  ship  is  free  of  commiisionto  | 
cliArterer's  agente,  and  yon  will  see  it  is  at  your  option 
to  take  the  biUanoe  of  frmght  in  oaah  at  current  exchange, 
or  by  approved  bill  on  London.  Ton  moat  do  which  yon 
deem  best ;  hut  if  you  take  a  hill,  it  must  he  a  hank  hill, 
it  being  a  mle  with  na  that  all  remittance!  are  to  be 
made  by  snch  drafts.  Alwi^a  send  remittances  yonr- 
pelf ;  first  of  the  draft  by  one  mail,  and  second  by  mail 
following.  Onr  idea  of  farther  employment,  &o.  (The 
rest  of  the  letter  is  immaterial  to  the  present  case.) 

The  ship  duly  sailed  with  her  cargo,  and  arrived 
ID  BaeDos  Ayres  all  safe  on  or  about  the  15th 
Jnly  1872.    The  master  at  onoe  applied  to  Messrs. 
Lamb  Brothers,  the  consignees  named  in  the  bill 
of  lading,  for  instmotions  as  to  delivery  of  the 
cargo;   and  he  was  referred  by  them  to  a  Mr. 
Haase,  the  manager  of  the  Biver  Plate  General 
Trading  Company  in  Baenos  Ajrres,  to  whom 
Messrs.  Lsmb  said  the  cargo  belonged.  The  master 
applied  to  Mr.  Haase,  and  was  by  him  informed 
that  his  papers  relating  to  the  cargo  (indnding 
the  bill  of  lading)  had  not  arrived  from  England, 
bot  that  be  woold  clear  the  ship  at  the  Custom 
Hoose.    Mr.  Haase  accordingly  cleared  the  ship, 
and  the  master  commenced  discharging  cargo.  Mr. 
Haase  advanced  money  to  the  master  to  theamoant 
of  14^2  for  disbursements,  but  would  not  pay  the 
whole  amount  of  freight  until  the  cargo  was  wholly 
discharged.    When  it  had  all  been  delivered,  the 
bahince  dne  for  freight  was  5502,,  including  51. 
gratuity  dne  to  the  master.     The  master  applied 
to  Mr.  Haase  for  the  money  in  cash,  but  Haase 
offered  bills  drawn  by  himself  upon  The  Biver 
Plate  Trading  Company  (Limited),  No.  1,  Leaden- 
hall-street,  I^ndon.    The  master  told  Haase  that 
he  wanted  a  hsuk  bill,  and  Haase  said  that  "  The 
bill  is  on  my  bank  in  London."    The  master  went 
to  the  British  consul  to  inqnire  about  the  credit 
of  the  Biver  Plate  Trading  Company,  and  was  in- 
formed by  the  consul  that  "  they  were  a  new  firm, 
and  he  knew  nothing  against  them,  but  they  were 
honourable  people."    The  master  thereupon  took 
the  bill  offered  for  the  balance  of  freight  and  re- 
mitted it  to  his  owners,  believing  it  to  be  a  bank 
bill,  and  calling  it  "  a  bank  draft"  in  his  letter  t.o 
them.    He  then,  in  accordance  with  his  instruc- 
tions, sailed  for  the  Mauritius,  where  he  arrived 
on  the  12th  Nov.  1872.    Whilst  there  he  received 
letters  from  his  owners,  inclosing  a  printed  form  of 
instmctions,  which  they  were  in  the  habit  of  issuing 
to  all  their  masters,  and  in  which  it  was  said, 
*'  Make  all  remittances  by  bank  bills,  and  where 

gracticable  send  remittances  yourself,  rather  than 
Ave  agents  to  do  so.  The  only  exception  to  our 
request  always  to  remit  by  bank  bills  is  in  the 
case  of  the  port  of  New  York.  From  there  we 
take  the  drafts  of  first-class  honees  on  their  branches 
here."  He  left  the  Mauritius  with  his  ship,  and 
arrived  in  Calcutta  on  the  12th  Jan.  1873. 

The  bill  was  received  by  the  defendants  on  the 
30th  Sept.  1872,  and  was  immediately  presented  to 
the  Biver  Plate  Tradins:  Company  for  acceptance, 
but  they  refused  to  accept,  saying  that  Haase  had 
no  authority  to  draw.  Proceedings  were  taken 
against  them,  but  without  eflfeot,  and  the  bill  was 
then  sent  out  again  to  Buenos  Ayres  for  presenta- 
tion to  Haase,  but  at  the  time  of  the  commence* 
ment  of  this  caose  nothing  had  been  recovered  on 

On  the  25th  Oct.  the  defendants  wrote  to  the 
plaintiff  at  Calcatta,  acknowledging  the  receipt  of 
bis  letter  inclosing  the  draft,  and  saying : 

In  yoar  letter  you  call  it  a  bank  draft,  but  it  is  no  such 


thing.  It  is  on  a  tradingr  company,  who  refuse  to  honour 
it,  and,  as  far  as  we  can  see  at  present,  we  will  lo^  the 
wholeof  the  money.  By  yonr  charter-party  yon  were  to  fet 
balance  of  freight  in  cash,  or  by  an  approved  bill,  at  yoor 
option.  Tonr  dnty  th^n  was  olearly  to  have  got  the 
hard  cash,  gone  to  the  beat  bank  in  Buenos  Ayres,  and 
have  bought  a  biU  there.  That  would  really  haTe  been 
a  bank  bill,  in  aoocwdanoe  with  onr  printed  instmotions, 
so  plainly  set  forth ;  and  how  in  the  f aoe  of  the  same  yon 
send  n^  snoh  a  draft,  we  are  qnite  at  a  loss  toooneeire. 

On  the  18th  Dec.  the  defendants  again  wrote  to 
the  plaintiff  a  letter,  which  was  sent  oy  a  Captain 
Mitchell.  The  plaintiff  was  therein  informed  that 
he  must  hand  over  his  command  to  CapL  Mitchell, 
and  proceed  at  once  to  London  in  order  that  the 
plaintiff  might  see  the  defendants'  solicitor,  and 
give  the  latter  a  *'  detailed  account  of  the  wholeof 
the  circumstances  connected  with  the  5501.  draft  "* 
which  the  plaintiff  took  and  advised  to  the  defen- 
dants "  as  a  bank  bill."  The  plaintiff  was  asked 
to  keep  down  his  travelling  expenses,  as  all  the 
extra  expense  of  bringing  him  home  was  "dearly 
traceable  to  his  not  having  attended  to  the  defen- 
dants' instructions."  The  master  reoeived  this 
letter  two  or  three  days  after  his  arrival  at  Cal- 
catta, the  former  letter  having  been  there  on  his 
arrival.  The  plaintiff  at  once  left  for  London, 
where  he  arrived  in  the  first  week  in  March,  and 
at  once  put  himself  in  communication  with  the 
defendants  for  the  purpose  of  making  up  his  ac- 
counts and  assisting  them  in  recovering  on  the550{. 
draft.  The  plaintiff  applied  for  his  wages,  and  the 
defendants  gave  him  101.  on  acooant. 

On  the  27th  March  1875,  he  delivered  them  an 
acconnt  showing  wages  to  be  due  to  him  amounting 
to  110{.  158.  Sd.  The  defendants  refused  to  pay 
this  amount,  becaase  they  said  that  the  plaintiff 
was  indebted  to  them  for  the  550L  in  oonseqaence 
of  his  negligence  in  the  matter. 

On  the  7th  April  the  plaintiff  had  an  interview 
with  the  defendants'  mana|;er,  when  he  again 
applied  for  a  settlement  of  his  account,  and  for  a 
testimonial  they  had  promised  him,  and  for  his 
discharge.  The  defendants'  manager  said  that  the 
plaintiff  ooold  not  have  a  settlement  of  his  account 
unless  he  signed  a  letter  then  submitted  to  him, 
and  that  he  would  not  get  his  money  until  Uie 
money  on  the  bill  had  been  paid.  The  letter  sub- 
mitted to  the  plaintiff  was  as  follows : 

London,  34,  Leadenhall-street,  E.C., 
7th  April,  1873. 
Messrs.  Adamson  and  Bonaldson. 

Gentlemen,— With  reference  to  the  balanoe  of  mj 
account  as  master  of  the  ship  Dunmore,  which  I  ha?f 
rendered  to  yon ;  as  also  to  the  supplemental  statemsnt 
made  out  by  yon,  and  showing  721.  os.  9d.,  as  dne  to  mOi 
I  hereby  agree  to  the  correctness  of  the  same,  and  further* 
more  I  abide  nnconditionally  by  yonr  reqnirement,  that 
I  shall  await  yonr  paying  me  the  same  until  yon  reoeiTe 
20s.  in  the  pound  on  the  5501.  draft  drawn  by  Mr.  Haase, 
which  has  been  dishonoured,  and  which  I  sent  to  joo, 
bdiering  the  same  to  he  a  bank  hill ;  and  if  tou  do  not 
get  20«.  in  the  pound,  then  I  shall  have  no  maim  what- 
ever upon  you  in  respeot  of  the  said  balanoe  of  72i.  6i,  9d. 

This  letter  the  master  took  till  the  next  day  to 
consider  about,  and  then  went  to  the  defendfoits' 
office,  and  the  defendant  Donaldson  signed  the 
testimonial  in  the  plaintiff's  presence,  and  offered 
it  to  him  if  he  would  sign  the  letter.  The  plaintiff 
declined  lo  sign  the  letter,  and  was  conseqoently 
unable  to  obtain  either  the  testimonial,  his  wages, 
or  his  discharge.  The  testimonial,  was  as  follows 

We  hereby  certify  that  Gapt.  John  Harwood  baa  bad 
the  command  ot  our  ship  Dunmore  for  twelve  Bontbs, 
ending  March  last.    We  have  found  him  strictly  honsst 


MARITIME  LAW  CASES. 


511 


Abm.] 


The  Dunmorb. 


[AOM. 


ftDd  lober,  uid  fully  believe  he  would  do  his  ntmost  to 
gire  saiiBnoiion  to  his  employers.  Capt.  Harwood  was 
lelieYed  of  the  oommand  of  onr  ship  in  oonseqnenoe  of 
his  haTiDi^  made  as  a  remittanoe  quite  contrary  to  oar 
insiniotions,  bat  we  folly  believe  he  did  so  from  want  of 
knowledge  and  good  judgment,  and  that  the  like  would 
not  happen  again ;  and  we  sincerely  trust  his  future 
prospeota  may  not  be  prejudiced  by  his  having  lost 
command  of  the  DwMnore, 

Adambon  and  Bonaldbon. 

The  plaintiff  then  went  for  another  voyage  in 
other  employ,  and  on  his  return  in  Sept.  1874  in- 
stituted the  present  suit. 

The  cause  came  on  for  hearing  in  the  City  of 
London  Conrt  (before  B.  A.  Fisher,  Esq.)»  on  the  29th 
Sept.  1874,  and  on  the  following  day  a  decree  was 
given  for  the  plaintifiP,  the  oourt  holding  that  *'  It 
appeared  from  the  charter-party  and  hill  of  lading 
that  the  captain  had  an  option  in  collecting  the 
freight.  Althongh  the  subsequent  letter  of  the 
defendants  limited  the  consideration,  yet  it  was  so 
large  that,  nnless  mala  fides  was  shown  on  the 
part  of  the  captain — and  this  the  defendants  had 
not  shown — tue  captain  was  justified  in  the  course 
he  adopted.  In  the  case  of  The  Atlcmtic  (Lush.  566 ; 
7  L.  T.  Eep.  N.  S.  647 ;  1  Mar.  Law  Gas.  O.  S.  274), 
Dr.  Loshington  held  that  dilatory  conduct  did  not 
forfeit  wages,  unless  mala  fides  was  proved.  The 
printed  instruction  showed  that  the  defendants 
meant  that  when  the  captain  received  cash  for 
freight  he  should  remit  it  by  bank  bill,  and  not  by 
buying  a  bill.  An  approved  bill  was  a  bill  to 
which  no  reasonable  objection  could  be  taken : 
(Smith's  Mercantile  Law,  511.)  No  error  of 
judgment  works  a  forfeiture  of  a  master's  wages 
80  long  as  he  remains  in  command  of  the  ship  : 
(The  CamiUa,  Swabey,  312.)  The  question  of 
wages  would  be  referred  to  the  registrar  to  ascer- 
tain the  amount  due  np  to  the  7th  April;  the 
amount  claimed  in  the  plaint  not  to  be  increased, 
and  the  noaster  not  to  be  allowed  the  51.  gratuity 
included  in  the  550L  bill.  The  proposed  testi- 
monial of  the  defendants  showed  toat  they  at  the 
time  viewed  the  conduct  of  the  plaintiff  as  an 
error  in  judgment." 

From  this  decree  the  present  appeal  was  brought 
by  the  defendants. 

BuU,  Q.G.  and  Webster  (A.  Cohen,  Q.C..  with 

them),  for   the    appellants    (defendants    below). 

—The  plaintiff  has  been  guilty  of  a  wilful  disobe* 

dience  to.  the  orders  of  the  owners,  which  has 

caused  loss  to  his  owners,  and  has  in  consequence 

forfeited  his  wages.    The  amount  of  damage  caused 

to  owners  by  an  ofiBcer's  or  seaman's  negligence 

may  always  be  deducted  from  his  wages : 

TheNew  Phcanix,  2  Hagg.  420; 

The  Boehucky  ante,  p.  367 ;  81  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.  274. 

[Sir  B.  Phillimoss. — Does  such  conduct  as  this 
master  is  accused  of  work  a  total  forfeiture  of 
wages  ?  In  The  Thomas  Worthingion  (3  W.  Bob. 
128, 132),  speakiog  of  the  forfeiture  of  wages  for 
misconduct.  Dr.  Lushington  says:  "The  principle 
applies  not  merely  to  contracts  between  masters 
and  owners,  and  between  owners  and  mariners, 
but  it  pervades  all  other  contracts  of  service  and 
hiring;  and  the  only  difference  between  this  court 
and  other  courts  ot  law  in  adjudicating  upon  such 
contracts  is,  that  in  this  court,  under  ordinary 
circumstances,  where  any  loss  has  been  sustained 
through  the  negligence  or  misoondnct  of  the  ma- 
riner, the  amount  of  the  loss  is  alone  deducted 
from  the  wages  of  such  mariner,  whereas  in  other 
oonrtB  no  wages  would  be  recoverable  at  all. 


Cases,  indeed,  may  occur,  even  in  this  court, 
whore  the  misconduct  may  be  of  so  gross  a  descrip- 
tion that,  independent  of  any  actual  loss  sustained 
by  the  owners,  the  entire  forfeiture  of  wages  would 
ensue ;  as,  for  instance,  if  a  master  had  attempted 
to  commit  barratry ;  or  if,  throughout  a  voyage, 
he  had  shown  gross  incapacity,  or  had  been  con- 
stantly drunk.  In  either  of  these  cases  would  this 
cour!i  be  justified  in  pronouncing  for  any  pare  of 
his  wages  under  the  contract  P  Unquestionably 
not,  and  if  any  such  case  came  before  me  I 
should  not  hesitate  for  a  single  moment  in  reject- 
ing his  claim  in  ioto*'']  We  do  not  put  the  case 
as  one  of  gross  misconduct,  but  as  one  of  disobe- 
dience to  orders  leading  to  loss.  By  the  old  law, 
freight  was  the  mother  of  wages,  and,  although  the 
law  is  now  altered,  still  how  can  a  master  recover 
his  wages  when  he  by  his  own  negligence  destroys 
the  very  fund  out  of  which  his  wages  would  most 
naturally  be  drawn  P  But,  even  if  me  oourt  should 
hold  that  there  was  no  wilful  disobedience,  the 
defendants  are  still  entitled  to  set-off  or  make  a 
counter  claim  in  respect  of  their  loss,  under  the 
Merchant  Shipping  Act  1854  (17  &  18  Yiot.  c. 
104),  sect.  191.  At  common  law  a  set-off  must  be 
a  liquidated  sum,  but  it  has  always  been  the  prac- 
tice of  this  court  and  in  the  Admiralty  Begistry  to 
allow  deductions  from  wages  in  respect  of  negli- 
gence resulting  in  loss ;  a  fortiori,  we  are  entitled 
to  deduct  losses  arising  from  direct  disobedience 
to  orders.  [Sir  B.  Phillimore. — ^You  must  carry 
your  argument  to  the  extent  that  an  honest  mis- 
take enures  to  a  forfeiture  of  wages.]  It  is  not 
necessary  to  contend  that,  because  there  is  here  a 
disobedience,  whether  wilful  or  not.  [Sir  B. 
Phillimore. — Disobedience  to  orders  must  be 
either  wilful,  or  done  through  ignorance  and  hence 
a  mistake.  If  it  is  wilful,  iD  works  a  total  forfeiture 
of  wages ;  there  can  be  no  partial  forfeiture  in  such 
a  case.  But  if,  on  the  other  hand,  the  disobedience 
was  a  mere  mistake,  made  without  mala  fides  and 
through  ificnorance,  can  that  be  said  to  work  even 
a  partial  forfeiture  PJ  There  was  negligence  in 
not  obeying  the  written  instructions,  in  not  ascer- 
taining the  solvency  of  the  consignees,  and  in 
taking  the  bill  when  he  could  easily  have  ascertained 
that  it  was  not  a  bank  bill.  This  entitles  the 
defendants  to  claim  to  set  off  their  loss  against  his 
wages.  [Sir  B.  Phillimore. — If  I  were  satisfied 
that  the  master  believed  that  this  bill  was  a  bank 
bill,  could  you  contend  that  his  wages  were  for- 
feited P]  Certainly.  If  a  master  neglected  to  reef 
his  sails  in  a  gale  of  wind,  he  would  forfeit  his 
wages  pro  tanto.  He  contracts  to  have  not  only 
knowledge  as  a  sailor  hue  also  as  a  competent 
manager  of  bis  owners'  affairs  abroad,  and  he 
ought  to  have  competent  knowledge  as  to  the 
safest  mode  of  making  remittances.  [Sir  B. 
Phillimore. — There  is  a  wide  difference  between  a 
knowledge  of  seamanship  and  of  mercantile  affairs.] 
In  the  case  of  a  mate  or  a  seaman  that  might  be  so 
contended,  but  a  master's  usual  business  is  to  look 
after  freight,  disbursements,  and  remittonces,  and 
he  contracts  to  have  the  knowledge  requisite  to 
conduct  the  ship's  business  for  the  benefit  of  his 
owners. 

Francis  Turner,  for  the  respondent  (plaintiff 
below) — By  the  charter-party  the  balance  of 
freight  is  to  be  paid  by  approved  bill ;  in  the  in- 
structions the  master  is  only  to  take  a  bank  bill ; 
considering  this  variance,  could  the  master  have 
reasonably  refused  an  approved  bill  and  demanded 
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a  bank  bill  or  cash  P  An  "  approved  bill "  means 
a  bill  to  whiob  no  reasonable  objection  can  be 
taken  (Hodgson  y.  Davies,  2  Camp.  530),  and  the 
master  in  the  present  case  made  inquiries  before 
taking  the  bill  whether  any  reasonable  objection 
conld  be  taken  to  it ;  and,  moreover,  he  bond  fide 
believed  that  the  bill  was  a"buik  bill"  drawn 
npon  the  drawer's  bank  in  London.  The  person 
to  whom  the  goods  were  delivered  was  named  to 
the  master  bj  the  consignees  named  in  the  bill  of 
lading,  and  he  had  every  reason  to  believe  in  the 
bond  fides  of  the  transaction.  There  was  no  wilfal 
disobedience  or  misconduct ;  at  most  there  was  an 
error  of  judgment.  Bat  error  of  judgment,  occa- 
sional misconduct,  or  even  drunkenness,  will  not 
work  a  forfeiture  of  wages : 

The  Oamaia,  Swabey,  812 : 

The  Atkmtie,  Lush.  566. 

But  even  supposing  there  was  wilfal  disobedience, 
as  contended,  there  was  a  clear  condonation  of  it 
by  the  oondnct  of  the  defendants  after  they  re* 
oeived  the  draft;  they  never  discharged  the 
plaintiff  until  the  followmg  April.  Moreover,  they 
are  aotusUy  proceeding  upon  this  bill  at  the  pre- 
sent time ;  if  they  should  recover  either  upon  the 
bill  or  upon  the  charter-party*  upon  which  they 
can  sue  if  they  like,  the  plaintiff  wonld  be  dearly 
entitled  to  his  wages,  as  there  would  then  be  no 
loss  to  the  defenaants.  Can  he  be  said  to  have 
forfeited  his  wages  in  respect  6i  a  loss  which  is  not 
yet  clearly  established  P  If  they  recovered,  would 
his  right  of  action  revive  P  He  is  at  any  rate  en- 
titled to  his  waites  so  long  as  he  remained  in  com- 
mand of  the  ship,  because  ms  service  was  an  actual 
service  rendered,  and  the  wages  accrued  due  at 
the  end  of  each  month  of  his  service : 

Bwtton  V.  Thornton,  L.  Bep.  4  C.  P.  350;  3Mar.  Law 
Om.  O.  S.  281. 

BuU,  Q.C.,  in  reply. 

Sir  B.  Phillimoee. — I  think  I  should  do  very 
wrong  if  I  were  to  disturb  the  sentence  of  the 
court  below  in  this  case,  I  should  be  ranning 
counter  to  the  principles  which  underlie  the  various 
precedents  cited. 

I  am  of  opinion,  moreover,  that  this  is  not 
a  case  of  wilful  disobedience  on  the  part  of 
the  master  to  the  orders  of  his  owners.  He 
received  instructions,  according  to  the  charter- 
party,  that  the  cargo  was  to  be  delivered  for  cash, 
"  freight  to  be  paid  one-third  on  sailing,  &c.,  and 
balance  on  delivery  of  the  cargo  in  cash  at  current 
ezchanse,  or  by  approved  bill  on  London."  Then, 
after  that,  he  received  a  letter  of  instructions,  in 
which  it  is  stated  :  "  The  ship  is  ^-ee  of  commis- 
sion to  charterers'  account.  It  is  at  your  option  to 
take  the  balance  of  freight  in  cash  at  current  ex- 
change, or  by  approved  bill  on  London.  Yon  must 
do  what  yon  deem  best ;  but  if  you  take  a  bill  it 
must  be  a  bank  bill,  it  being  a  mle  with  ns  that 
all  remittances  are  to  be  made  by  draft."  Now  in 
this  case  the  master  was  admitted  to  be  an  honest, 
respectable,  and  reputable  officer  in  every  respect ; 
and  we  have  it  admitted  bv  counsel  for  the  appel- 
lants that  the  master  acted  as  he  did  without  any 
malafidee.  He  goes  to  a  person  named  to  him  by 
the  consignee  at  Baenos  Ayres.  He  first  obtains  a 
certain  sum  of  monej,  and  then  be  takes  a  bill 
drawn  on  the  Biver  Plate  Qeneral  Trading  Com- 
pany (Limited),  No.  1,  Leadenball-street,  London ; 
and  the  mistake  he  has  made  is  in  considering 
that  the  company  which  was  at  No.  1,  Leadenhall- 
street  was  a  bank.    That  is  one  mistake  that  he 


made;  he  also  made  another  mistake  in  not: 
sufficient  inquiries  before  he  took  the  bill  from 
Haase.  It  appears  that  he  went  to  the  British 
Consul,  who  advised  him  that  from  such  informa- 
tion as  he  (the  British  Consnl)  possessed,  the  com- 
pany were  respectable  people,  and  that  he  knew 
nothing  against  them,  from  which  the  master  in- 
ferred that  the  bill  would  probably  be  honoured  in 
due  time.  He  was  no  doubt  incautious,  but  under 
these  circumstances  the  master  took  the  bill,  whioh 
was  sabsequently  dishonoured. 

Now  1  do  not  understand  by  the  evidence 
in  the  case  that  the  proceedings  are  abandoned 
in  respect  of  the  bill,  and  it  may  be  that  some 
one  may  after  all  be  made  responsible  upon 
it.  But  be  that  as  it  may,  I  am  clearly  of 
opinion  that  I  onght  to  act  within  the  principles 
uniformly  applied  in  such  cases  where  it  is 
sought  to  establish  a  forfeiture  of  wa^es  by  means 
of  a  set-off  against  the  master.  I  am  clearly 
of  opinion  that  I  should  be  running  counter  to  all 
these  cases  if  I  were  to  hold  that  this  man,  who 
was  acting  bond  fide,  was  not  entitled  to  his  wageii, 
the  utmost  charge  against  him  being  that  he  was 
not  BO  intelligent  as  he  might  have  been.  It  I  were 
to  do  that  I  should  be  running  counter  to  the 

Srinciple  on  which  all  such  cases  in  this  court  are 
ecided,  and,  therefore,  I  dismiss  this  appeal  with 
costs.  Appeal  diemieeed. 

Solicitor  for  the  appellants,  Btmland  MtUer, 
Solicitor  for  the  respondent,  Eduxvrd  Lowiher. 


Friday,  Jan.  29, 1875. 

Tbe  Thamss. 

OoUiiion—Ship  forced  ifUo  eoUieion  by  wrongful 
act  of  third  party — LiahiUty. 

Where  a  iteamehip,  in  order  to  avoid  eoUieum  wUk 
another  ehip,  is  ohUged  by  the  wronafid  ad  of 
^ioi  other  ehip  to  take  meaeuree  which  bring  her 
into  collision  with  a  third  ship,  wOhout  any  neg* 
ligence  on  her  own  part,  the  Court  of  Admiraih/ 
wUl  not  hold  her  responsible  for  the  damage  to  iks 
injvred  vessel, 
Semble,  thai  the  owners  of  the  injured  tfessel  should 

proceed  against  the  original  wrongdoer. 
This  was  a  consolidated  cause  of  damage,  insti- 
tuted on  behalf  of  Messrs.  John  anA  Edward 
Aylesford,  in  the  county  of  Kent,  shipowners,  the 
owners  of  the  sailing  barge  Volunieer,  and  on 
behalf  of  the  master  and  crew  thereof,  and  also  on 
behalf  of  the  cargo  lately  laden  on  board  the  said 
vessel,  ag^Dst  the  screw  steamship  or  vessel 
Thames,  and  against  the  owners  of  the  said  screw 
steamship  or  vessel  Thames,  the  defendants  in  this 
cause,  intervening. 

The  plaintiffs'  petition  was  as  follows : 

1.  Shortly  after  noon  on  the  15th  Oct  1874,  the  sailiBg 
barge  Volunteer,  of  $7  tons  register,  manned  by  two 
hands,  and  bonnd  from  the  Medway  to  yanzhall  with  a 
oargo  of  bricks,  was  at  the  entrance  of  Halfway  Beaoh, 
in  the  Biver  Thames. 

2.  Tbe  wind  at  such  a  time  was  abont  aontb,  and 
blowing  a  fresh  breese;  the  weather  waa  fine  bat 
dondy,  and  tbe  tide  was  nearly  half -flood,  and  of  th« 
force  of  abont  fonr  knots  per  honr.  The  Volunteer  wit 
under  mainsail,  topsail,  foresail,  small  jib,  and  misen,  sad 
was  sailing  at  tbe  rate  of  about  six  knots  an  hour,  headinf 
about  norUi.  Another  sailing  barge,  called  the  AUreda, 
was  also  sailing  up,  and  was  on  the  port  aide  of  the  Vdl/un' 
teer,  and  distant  about  one  lenath  from  her ;  and  another 

i  sailing  barge,  called  the  Two  Sitters,  was  ijso  sailmg  ap 


MARITIME  LAW  CASES. 


513 


Adm.] 


The  Thames. 


[Adm. 


and  WM  ahead  of  the  Volunteer,  and  distant  abont  four 
or  five  lengths  from  her. 

3.  At  such  time  the  above  named  screw  steamer  Thames 
which  was  oominpr  down  the  said  river  under  steam,  ran 
afainst  the  Two  Sisters,  and  caused  immediate  danger  of 
ooUIsion  with  the  Aljreda,  The  helm  of  the  Alfreda  was 
thereupon  put  aport,  and  the  helm  of  the  Volunteer  was 
thereupon  ported,  but  the  Thames  struck  the  Alfreda, 
causing  her  to  sink,  and  came  on  and  with  her  stem 
struck  the  Volunteer  on  her  port  quarter,  and  caused  her 
to  sink  with  her  cargo. 

4.  The  said  collision  with  the  Volunteer  was  occasioned 
bj  the  negligent  and  improper  navigation  of  the  Thames. 

5.  The  said  collision  was  not  in  any  way  occasioned  by 
any  neglect  on  the  part  of  those  on  board  tbe  Volunteer, 

The  defendfoits*  answer  was  as  follows : 

1.  In  the  morning  of  the  15tii  Oct.  1874,  the  screw 
steamship  Thames,  of  tons  register,  and  having  a 
crew  of  hands,  left  Battlebridge  Pier,  in  the  Biver 
Thames,  bound  for  Swansea. 

2.  About  noon  of  the  same  day  the  Thames,  in  the 
eonne  of  her  said  voyage,  was  approaching  Jenningtree 
Point,  in  the  Biver  Thames,  and  proceeding  along  the 
sonth  or  starboard  shore.  The  weather  was  fine  with  a 
moderate  breeze  from  about  south-west  by  south.  The  tide 
was  early  flood.  The  Thames  was  proceeding  under  easy 
steam  only,  and  making  about  four  knots  an  hour.  A 
vigilant  Wok-out  was  being  kept  on  board  her. 

3.  In  these  circumstances  those  on  board  the  Thames 
obeerved  several  barges  at  anchor  on  the  south  or  star- 
board aide  of  the  river  ;  three  sailing  barges,  to  wit,  the 
Two  Sisters,  the  Alfreda,  and  the  Volunteer,  coming  up  the 
river,  with  the  wind  free  bearing  about  three  points  on 
the  port  bow  of  the  Thames.  Those  on  board  the  Thames 
were  prepared  to  pass  the  said  sailing  barges  on  their 
port  hand,  but  the  headmost  of  the  said  sailing  barges, 
the  Two  Sisters,  suddenly  starboarded  her  helm  and  tl^w 
herself  across  the  course  of  the  Thames.  The  helm  of  the 
Thames  was  thereupon,  and  in  order  to  avoid  a  collision 
with  the  Two  Sisters,  starboarded,  and  her  engines  were 
stopped  and  reversed  full  speei,  and  those  on  board  the 
other  sailing  barges,  the  Alfreda  and  the  Volunteer,  were 
hailed  to  sturboard  their  helms.  The  Two  Sisters  struck 
the  Emma,  the  headmost  of  the  barges  at  anchor,  was 
taken  abaok,  made  stemboard,  and  came  into  slight  colli- 
sion with  the  Thames  on  her  starboard  side  forward.  The 
Alfreda  and  the  Volunteer  ported  their  helms  instead  of 
starboarding  them,  and  though  the  helm  of  the  Thames 
was  thereupon  put  hard  aport  to  ease  the  blow,  she  came 
into  oolliaion,  first  with  the  Alfreda  and  then  with  the 
Volunteer,  striking  the  latter  on  her  port  quarter  with 
the  stem,  and  the  Volunteer  shortly  afterwards  sank. 

4.  Save  as  hereinbefore  appears,  the  several  allega- 
tions oontained  in  the  petition  are  untrue. 

5.  The  collision  aforesaid,  and  the  damage  consequent 
thereon,  are  primarily  attributable  to  the  improper  navi- 
gation of  the  Two  Sisters. 

6.  If  and  so  far  as  the  collision  and  damage  aforesaid 
are  not  attributable  to  the  improper  navigation  of  the 
Two  Sisters,  they  are  attributable  to  the  improper  navi- 
gation of  the  Alfreda  or  the  Volunteer^  or  both  of  them. 

7.  No  blame,  in  respect  of  the  collision  and  damage 
aforesaid,  is  attributable  to  the  Thames,  or  to  any  of 
thoee  on  board  her,  who  did  their  utmost  to  prevent  the 
said  collision  and  damage. 

The  plaintiffs  replied,  traversiog  the  allegations 
of  the  answer,  and  alleging  that  "  the  alteration, 
if  any,  in  the  coarse  of  the  Tu)0  Sisters  was  made  in 
order  to  avoid  immediate  danger  of  collision  oaased 
by  the  negligent  navigation  of  the  Thames.'* 

Evidence  was  called  on  both  sides,  the  effect  of 
which  is  snflioiently  stated  in  the  judgment. 

Milward,  Q.O.  {E.  0.  Clarhson  with  him),  for 
the  plaintiffs. — Even  admitting  that  the  Two  Sisters 
did  wrong,  what  justification  is  that  for  the  Thames 
mnning  into  the  Volunteer  ?  [Sir  B.  Phillimore. 
— Is  that  the  question  P  Did  not  the  T\x>o  Sisters  do 
an  act  which  forced  the  Thames  to  take  the 
oonrse  she  didP]  Even  if  the  Thames  was  so 
forced,  that  woald  afford  no  justification  for  the  in- 
juries inflicted  upon  the  barge.  [Sir  B.  Phillimobe. 

Vol.  II.,  N.  S. 


— The  Two  Sisters  would  be  considered  as  a  wrong- 
doer, and  as  having,  by  her  wrongful  act,  brought 
about  the  collision.  If  she  was  to  blame,  ought 
not  the  proceedings  to  have  been  taken  against 
herP]  I  submit  not,  so  far  as  the  plaintiff  was 
concerned,  because  they  would  have  no  remedy 
against  the  Two  Sisters ;  her  wrong  was  done  to  the 
Thames,  The  plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  recover 
against  the  res  doing  the  injury,  leaving  the  defen- 
dants to  their  remedy  over  agamst  the  Two  Sisters, 
So  far  as  the  plaintiffs  are  concerned,  they  are  not  in 
any  way  to  bhime,  and  they  have  suffered  injunr 
at  the  hands  of  the  defendants'  ship ;  the  plaintiffs 
ought  not  to  be  forced  to  inquire  into  the  cause  of 
the  defendants*  ship  going  out  of  her  course  and 
violating  the  rules  of  navigation.  But  I  further 
submit  that  the  Two  Sisters  was  not  to  blame,  and 
that  the  ThoMhes  was  negligent  in  not  straighten- 
ing down  the  river  after  she  starboarded  for  the 
Two  Sisters. 

The  Admiralty  Advocate  (Dr.  Deane,  Q.O.,  W. 
0,  F.  Phillimore  with  him),  for  the  defendants. — 
The  defendants  are  not  bound  to  justify  their  act : 
the  onus  lies  upon  the  plaintiffs  to  show  that  the 
defendants  are  wrong  doers.  They  have  only  suc- 
ceeded in  establishing  that  the  Two  Sisters  was  a 
wrongdoer.  The  Thames  must  have  starboarded, 
or  have  run  over  the  Two  Sisters.  The  Thames  was 
bound  to  avoid  collision  with  the  Two  Sisters,  if  pos- 
sible, and  if,  in  so  doing,  she  unavoidably  ran  into 
other  vessels,  she  is  not  responsible.  A  vessel 
having  got  into  danger  through  no  fault  of  her 
own,  and  endeavouring  to  extricate  herself  from  it, 
is  not  to  blame  if  she  comes  into  collision  with 
another  vessel  in  her  endeavours  to  avoid  the 

danger. 

TheThomeley,  7  Jur.  659; 

The  Venus,  Pntohard's  Digest,  vol.  1,  p.  129. 
The  action  ought  to  have  been  brought  against 
the  primary  wrongdoer. 

MUward,  Q.G.,  in  reply. 

Sir  B.  Phillimoeb. — ^This  is  a  case  of  colli- 
sion between  a  sailing  barge  called  the  Volunteer 
and  a  screw  steamer  called  the  Thaanes.  It  hap- 
pened about  noon  up6n  the  15th  Oct.  of  last  year, 
therefore  in  broad  daylight.  The  place  of  collision 
appears  to  be,  as  far  as  can  be  accurately  described, 
a  little  off  what  is  called  the  Jenningtree  Point, 
Halfway  Beach.  The  direction  of  the  wind  was  to 
the  south.  The  flood  was  running  about  four 
knots,  which,  with  reference  to  the  argument  made 
as  to  the  speed  of  the  steamer,  is  not  unimportant. 
The  steamer  was  going  down  the  Thames,  the 
Volunteer  was  going  up  the  river  under  full  sail. 

The  first  question  I  have  put  to  the  Brethren  of 
the  Trinity  House,  which  appeared  to  me  very 
important  to  determine  in  this  case,  was,  whether 
in  their  judgment  the  steamer  was  to  blame  for 
the  manner  in  which  she  was  going  down  the 
Thames,  in  reference  to  the  distance  from  the 
shore  and  the  course  she  was  pursuing.  They  are 
clearly  of  opinion,  and  I  agree  with  them,  that  she 
was  right  in  coming  down  the  Thames  in  that  way, 
without  meaning  to  go  inside  the  barges  that  were 
at  anchor. 

The  next  point  in  the  case  to  consider  is 
this:  She  being  in  her  right  course  which  she 
was  pursuing,  saw  before  her,  soon  after  rounding 
the  point,  or  about  rounding  the  point,  three  barges, 
the  Two  Sisters,  the  Alfreda,  and  the  Volunteer. 
The  Two  Sisters  was  the  foremost  barge,  and  the 
*  Alfreda  and   Volunteer  were,  in  my  judgment 
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practioally  fco  be  considered  for  the  purpose  of  this 
iadgment  as  almost  one  barge.  The  distanoe 
between  the  two  was  not  above  half  a  cable,  thoagh 
it  is  not  very  accurately  stated,  and  it  is  rather 
difficalt  to  be  precise  on  a  question  of  distance  or 
time  in  a  case  of  this  description.  Now,  the  state- 
ment upon  the  part  of  the  steamer  is,  that  she  was 
steadily  pursuing  her  course  when  the  foremost  of 
these  barges,  namely,  the  Two  Sisters,  starboarded 
her  helm,  crossed  her  bows,  and  ran  into  another 
barge  that  was  at  anchor  called  the  Emma ;  the 
steamer  was  therefore,  she  says,  compelled  by  this 
improper  conduct  on  the  part  of  the  Two  Sisters 
to  starboard,  in  order  to  avoid  running  over  her. 
The  effect  of  this  was  that  she  strack  her  lightly, 
but  ran  on  the  next  barge,  the  Alfredo,  and  did 
her  serious  mischief,  cutting  her  stem  off,  and 
then  into  the  Volunteer,  which  she  sank. 

Now  the  question,  in  my  judgment  of  the 
gravest  importance  to  a  ri^ht  decision  of  this 
case  is,  whether  the  Two  Sisters  was  to  blame 
for  the  first  collision,  or  whether  the  Thames 
was  to  blame.  We  have  no  evidence  from  the 
Two  Sisters  at  all.  We  have  evidence  as  to 
what  she  did  from  other  vessels,  but  no  evi- 
dence from  the  barge,  the  Two  Sisters,  her- 
self; and  if  I  had  any  doubt  upon  the  matter, 
afber  the  evidence  proved,  I  should  consider  that 
it  was  my  duty,  looking  to  the  pleadings  in  the 
case,  and  the  lacts  of  the  case  generally,  to  hold 
that  it  was  incumbent  upon  the  plaintiffs  in  this  case 
to  have  produced  evidence  from  on  board  the  Two 
Sisters  if  they  seriously  thought  they  could  con- 
tend with  success  that  the  Thames  was  to  blame, 
and  not  the  Two  Sisters  for  the  first  collision.  They 
have  not  done  so.  But  I  am  satisfied  upon  the  evi- 
dence, and  so  are  the  Elder  Brethren,  that  the  Two 
Sisters  was  alone  to  blame  for  this  first  colli* 
sion. 

The  next  question  to  be  considered  is  what  was  the 
state  and  condition  in  which  the  Two  Sisters  placed 
the  steamer  by  her  own  improper  manoeuvre  P  And 
it  has  been  argued,  as  a  very  important  part  of  the 
case,  that  even  admitting  the  Two  Sisters  to  be  to 
blame,  it  was  still  the  duty  of  the  Thames  to  have 
straightened  and  gone  under  her  helm,  and  that 
then  the  course  pursued  by  the  Alfreda  and  the 
Vohmteer  of  porting  their  helms  would  have  been 
perfectly  right.  There  is  no  doubt  that  the 
Alfreda  and  the  Volunteer,  apart  from  the  con- 
sideration of  the  previous  collision  with  the  Two 
Sisters,  did  right  in  porting  their  helms;  but 
that  is  not  the  question ;  it  is  whether  the  Thamss 
did  wrong,  or  whether  the  plaintiffs  have  made 
out  the  case  that  the  Thames  was  the  wrongdoer, 
as  they  are  bound  to  do.  This  is  a  matter  very 
much  for  the  Elder  Brethren  of  the  Trinity  House 
to  decide,  taking  into  consideration  the  short 
distance  between  the  barfires,  the  time  and  space, 
the  state  of  the  tide,  that  the  Volunteer  was  on  the 
starboard  bow  of  fibe  Thames,  and  the  state  of  the 
wind.  They  are  clearly  of  opinion  that  there  was 
no  possibility  for  the  Thames  to  have  recovered 
herself  in  the  short  period  of  time  that  intervened 
after  the  collision  with  the  Two  Sisters, 

Therefore  I  am  brought  to  the  conclusion  that 
the  collision  which  afterwards  happened  with  the 
Volunteer,  namely,  by  the  bow  of  the  Tluxmes  going 
into  the  port  quarter  of  the  Volunteer  was  not  a 
consequence  of  bad  navigation  on  the  part  of  the 
Tha/nes,  or  of  any  misconduct  on  her  part ;  it  was 
the  necessary  consequence  produced  by  the  wrong 


manoeuvre  of  the  Two  Sisters  in  the  manner  I 
have  described. 

I  therefore  pronounce  that  the  plaintiffs  have  not 
made  out  that  the  Thames  was  the  wrongdoer  in 
this  case,  and  I  dismiss  her  from  all  further  observ- 
ance of  justice,  and  condemn  the  parties  pro- 
ceeding in  costs. 

Solicitors  for  the  plaintiffs,  Ingledew,  lace,  and 
Greening. 

Solicitors  for  the  defendants,  Lowless  and  Co, 


Jan.  22, 28,  and  30,  and  Feb.  4  and  18, 1875. 
The  Emiuek  Masie. 

Breach  of  contract  of  carriage — Short  delivery  of 
cargo — The  Mersey  Docks  Acts  Consolidatum 
Act  1858,  sects,  35  and  36 — Master  porters— 
Liability. 

The  Mersey  Docks  Acts  CotisoUdalion  Act  1858, 
sect,  36,  making  the  master  porters,  anointed 
under  that  Act  to  discharge  cargoes  in  the  Mersey 
Docks,  responsible  for  any  loss,  damage,  or  injury 
sustained  by  the  cargoes  discharged  by  them 
during  the  receiving,  weighing,  and  loading  of 
by  the  master  porters  or  tneir  servants,  does  not  in 
any  way  discharge  the  shipowner  from  his  2ia- 
bilUy  egsisting  before  he  delivers  to  the  master 
porter,  and  his  responsibility  for  short  delivery 
remains  unaffected  by  the  Act, 

An^assignee  of  a  biU  of  l<iding  may  have  a  better 
right  against  the  shipowner  to  recover  for  breach 
of  the  contract  of  carriage  than  the  assignor. 

An  assignee  of  a  hiU  of  lading ,  who  has  given  volti- 
able  consideration  without  notice  of  any  arrange- 
ment between  the  shipper  and  the  various  con- 
signees  giving  priority  to  the  holders  of  the  other 
biUs  of  ladina  in  the  case  of  short  shipment  of 
cargo  shipped  in  bulk,  may  davm  from  the  shifh 
owner  fuU  delivery  of  the  cargo  specified  in  his 
bill  of  ladir^g,  even  though  the  arrangement  has 
been  made  without  the  privity  of  the  shipowner, 
and  the  mcuter  has  indorsed  the  hill  of  lading 
with  the  words  **  weight  unknoum." 

A  letter  torUten  by  an  assignor  ofabiil  of  lading  to 
his  assignee,  informing  the  latter  that  the  bank' 
ruptcy  of  the  shipper,  and  consignor  (who  had 
indorsed  to  tha  assignor)  maij  possibly  interefere 
with  the  proceeds  of  the  shiptnent,  so  four  as  the 
assignor  is  concerned,  and  'that  he  thinks  it  best 
to  prevent  the  possibility  of  a  hitch  to  send  the 
bill  of  lading  for  the  assignee  to  deal  with,  the 
latter  having  advanced  money  thereon,  is  not  such 
a  notice  as  wiU  oblige  the  assignee  to  make  in' 
quiries  as  to  the  quantity  of  and  the  various 
rights  to  the  cargo  so  as  to  bind  the  assignee 
with  constructive  notice  of  any  arrangement  be- 
tween the  shipper  and  various  consignees,  giving 
priority  to  the  holders  of  other  biUs  of  lading 
in  the  case  of  short  shipment. 

The  rights  of  an  innocent  holder  of  a  biU  of  lading 
are  not  affected  by  the  fad  that  the  master  signed 
as  agent  for  the  charterers,  unless  the  holder  has 
notice  of  the  charter-party,  or  that  the  matter 
signed  in  that  capacity, 

A  bill  of  lading  assigned  in  part  payment  of  a  debt 
already  due  from  the  assignor  to  the  assignee,  is 
assigned  for  valuable  consideration, 

SembU,  the  High  Oourt  of  Admiralty  has  jurisdic- 
tion to  proceed  in  rem  against  a  ship  for  breach 
of  contract,  within  the  meawing  of  toe  AdmirdUv 
Court  Act  1861  (24  VieL  c  10),  sect.  6,  although 
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thai  breach  i$  committed  by  one  of  the  part  owners 
of  the  ship  only  {the  master),  and  for  which  the 
other  part  owners  would  not  he  responsible. 
Tbis  was  ft  cause  of  breach  of  contract  for  short 
delivery  of  cargo,  institated  under  the  6th  section 
of  the  Admiralty  Court  Act  1861,  by  James  Hall, 
Bobert  Hartley  Bower,  James  Eobinson  Pease, 
and  George  Augustus  Bancombe,  bankers,  of 
Beverley ,  Yorkshire  (Hall,  Bower  and  Go.)> 
against  the  above-named  vessel,  and  Emilien 
Anbin  and  others,  her  owners  intervening. 

The  plaintiff's  petition,  so  far  as  material,  was 
follows : 


1.  On  or  about  the  27th  Aug,  1874,  forty  tons  of  palm 
kernels  were  shipped  on  board  the  EmiUen  Marie  at 
Lagoe,  on  the  coast  of  Afrioa,  to  be  carried  to  Liverpool. 

2.  The  master  of  the  Emilien  Marie  signed  a  bill  of 
lading  for  the  said  •palm  keraels,  whereby  he  undertook 
to  dehver  the  same  at  Liverpool  to  ^e  order  of  D.  Chinerv. 

3.  The  plaiatiirs,  at  the  time  of  the  ehort  delivery 
hereinafter  mentioned,  and  thenceforward  to  the  com- 
meoeement  of  this  snit,  were  the  owners  of  the  said  palm 
kernels,  and  the  holders  for  valoe  of  the  said  bill  of 
lading. 

4.  The  Emilien  Marie  having  arrived  at  Liverpool,  the 
plaintiffs  caused  the  said  bill  of  lading  to  be  presented  to 
the  maater.  but  the  only  cargo  delivered  out  to  the  plain- 
tiffs was  about  three  tons  of  palm  kernels  and  sweepings ; 
and.  except  as  aforesaid,  the  plaintiffs  have  been  unable 
to  obtain  delivery  of  the  palm  kernels  to  which  they  are 
entitled  under  the  said  bul  of  lading. 

5.  The  said  deficiency  was  caused  by  the  negligence, 
and  misconduct,  and  breach  of  contract,  and  breach  of 
doty  on  the  part  of  the  owners  or  of  their  servants  or 
agenta. 

6.  The  value  of  the  portion  of  the  said  cargo  which  is 
deficient  LB  6001.,  or  thereabouts. 

7. 'No  owner  or  part  owner  of  the  said  vessel  is  domi- 
oiled  in  England  or  Wales. 

The  defendants*  answer,  so  far  as  is  material, 
was  as  follows : 

1.  In  ox  about  the  month  of  Aug.  1874,  a  quantity  of 
pafan  kernels,  in  bulk,  was  shipped  on  board  the  above- 
named  vessel,  Emilien  Maria,  at  Lagos,  by  or  on  behalf 
of  the  African  Barter  Company  (Limited.)  Three  bills  of 
lading  respectively  in  quadraplicate,  copies  whereof  are 
hereto  annexed,  marked  respectively  A,  B,  and  C,  were 
presented  by  the  said  shippers  to  the  master  of  the  said 
vessel,  in  respect  of  such  shipment  for  his  signature,  the 
copy  marked  C.  being  a  copy  of  the  bill  of  lading  mentioned 
in  the  petition.  The  said  master,  not  knowing  the  weight 
of  the  said  shipment,  wrote  on  each  of  the  said  bills  of 
lading,  before  signing  the  same,  the  words  **  weight  un- 
known,"  and  signed  and  delivered  the  same  at  the  dates 
respectively  appearing  thereon.  The  quantity  of  palm 
kernels  so  shipped  was  much  less  than  140  tons,  the 
agnegate  quantity  represented  by  the  said  bills  of  lading 
to  nave  been  shipped  on  board  the  said  vessel. 

2.  The  master  of  the  said  vessels  si^ed  the  said  bill 
of  lading,  mentioned  in  the  petition,  without  there  being 
any  palm  kernels  on  board  the  said  vessel,  save  a  very 
small  quantity,  namely,  about  three  tons  to  meet  the 
same,  and  the  said  master  had  not  any  authority  to  sign 
or  deliver  the  said  bill  of  lading. 

3.  Save  as  herein  appears,  tiie  defendants  deny  the 
truth  of  the  allegations  oontamed  in  articles  1  and  2  of  the 
said  petition. 

4.  The  said  vessel  subsequently  left  Lagos  with  the 
said  palm  kernels,  and  with  other  palm  kernels  and  other 
goods  on  board  her,  and  arrived  therewith  at  Liverpool, 
and  entered  and  used  for  the  discharge  of  her  cargo  the 
George's  Dock,  being  a  usual  and  proper  place  of  dis- 
charge, and  being  a  dock  belonging  to  or  under  the 
management  of  '*  The  Board."  as  defined  by  sect.  8  of 
The  Mersey  Docks  Acts  Consolidation  Act  1858,  and  being 
an  open  dock,  as  defined  by  the  said  section. 

5.  The  said  vessel  having  on  board  her  goods  belonging 
to  more  than  one  owner  or  consignee,  aU  the  ^oods  on 
board  her  had,  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  provisions  of 
the  said  Act,  and  of  the  Mer»ey  Docks  and  Harbour 
Board  Act  1860,  and  The  Mersey  Docks  (Corporation 
Purchase)  Act  1861,  and  the  bye-laws  made  under  the  said 


Acts  to  be  received,  weighed,  and  loaded  off  by  one  set 
of  porters  only,  in  the  employment  and  under  tne  direc- 
tions and  orders  of  a  durr  qualified  master  porter,  ap- 
pointed to  that  office  by '*  The  Board,"  defined  as  afore- 
said ;  and  sH  the  said  goods,  including  all  the  said  kernels 
shipped  by  or  on  behalf  of  the  African  Barter  Company, 
were  accordingly,  under  and  in  compliance  with  the  pro- 
visions of  the  said  Acts  and  bye-laws,  discharged  and 
delivered  from  the  said  vessel  by  the  said  master  to,  and 
received  by,  a  master  porter,  duly  qualified  and  appointed, 
and  entitled  to  act  in  receiving,  weighing  and  loading  off 
the  said  goods,  including  as  aforesaid,  and  whose  duty  it 
was,  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  said  Acts  and  bye-laws, 
to  receive,  discharge,  and  weigh  off  the  said  goods,  and 
to  deliver  the  same  to  the  respective  consignees  and 
owners  thereof;  and  the  masters  and  owners  of  the  said 
vessel  duly  did  all  things  which  they  were  bound  to  do, 
in  Gffder  to  enable  the  plaintiffs  to  have  delivered  to  them, 
by  the  said  master  porter,  all  the  palm  kernels  which  they 
were  entitled  to  receive  under  and  b^  virtue  of  the  said 
bills  of  lading,  mentioned  in  the  said  petition,  and  by 
reason  of  the  premises  the  defendants  are  not  uable  in 
respect  of  the  non-delivery  and  deficiency  complained  of 
by  ue  plaintiffs. 

6.  The  defendants  admit  that  only  about  three  tons  of 
palm  kernels  were  delivered  to  the  plaintiffs. 

7.  Save  as  herein  appears,  the  defendants  deny  the 
truth  of  articles  3  and  4  of  the  said  petitiim. 

8.  At  the  time  of  the  said  shipment  by  the  African 
Barter  Company,  and  before  the  signing  of  the  said  bills 
of  lading,  it  was,  for  valuable  consideration,  agreed  by 
and  between  the  said  company  and  Messrs.  Charles  Leigh 
Clare  and  Company  and  Samuel  Bigby  Stainforth  respect- 
ively, who  are  the  consip^ees  respectively  named  in  the 
said  bills  of  ladincr — copies  whereof  are  annexed,  marked 
respectively  A  and  B — that  the  said  Messrs.  Charles 
Leigh  Clare  and  Company  and  Samuel  Bigby  Stainforth 
were  respectively  to  have  delivered  to  them,  out  of  the 
said  shipment  J  made  by  or  on  behalf  of  the  said  company, 
the  full  quantity  of  kernels,  mentioned  in  their  said  bills 
of  lading,  before  any  portion  of  the  said  kernels  should  be 
delivereid  to  the  sud  D.  Chinery,  managing  director  of 
the  said  company,  or  to  his  assigns,  on  l^e  said  bills  of 
lading  mentioned  in  the  i>etition. 

9.  The  quantity  of  palm  kernels  shipped  by  or  on 
b^alf  of  the  said  company  as  aforesaid,  was  sufficient 
only  to  meet  the  quantities  respectively  mentioned  in 
the  said  bills  of  lading,  of  which  the  copies  are  annexed, 
marked  A  and  B  respectively,  and  to  leave  about  three 
tons  of  kernels  and  sweepings.  The  said  master  porter 
acoordinsly  delivered,  to  the  holders  of  the  lastly-men- 
tioned biUs  of  lading,  the  full  quantities  of  kernels  therein 
respeotiyel^  mentioned,  and  the  said  three  tons  of  kernels 
and  sweepings,  being  those  mentioned  in  article  4  of  the 
said  petition^  were  by  the  said  master  porter,  delivered 
to  the  plaintiffs. 

10.  The  plaintiffs  had  notice  of  the  agreement,  men- 
tioned in  article  8  of  this  answer,  before  any  assignment 
was  made  to  them  of  the  said  bill  of  lading  referred  to 
in  the  said  petition.  No  consideration  was  paid  by  the 
plaintiffs  for  the  assignment  of  the  said  bill  of  lading. 

11.  The  defendants  further  say  that  at  the  time  of  the 
shipment  of  the  said  palm  kernels,  comprised  in  the  said 
bills  of  lading  the  said  vessel  had  been  chartered  by  her 
master  to  Messrs.  John  Longton  and  Company  by  a 
charter-party,  bearing  date  the  10th  Oct.  1878,  and  had, 
by  tiie  said  John  Longton  and  Company,  been  sub- 
chartered  to  Samuel  Bigby  Stainforth,  of  Lagos,  mer- 
chant. The  shippers  of  the  said  palm  kernels,  oomprised 
in  the  said  bills  of  lading,  had.  before  and  at  the  time  of 
the  said  shipment,  notice  of  tne  said  charter-party  and 
sub-charter-par'hr.  The  master  of  the  said  vessel,  on 
signing  the  said  bills  of  lading,  was  acting  as  agent  for 
the  said  charterers  or  sub-charterer,  and  not  as  agent  for 
the  owners  of  the  said  vessel.  The  defendants  crave 
leave  to  refer  to  the  said  charter-party  and  sub-charter- 
party. 

12.  The  defendants  deny  the  truth  of  the  allegations 
contained  in  the  fifth  and  sixth  articles  of  the  said  pe- 
tition. 

(A). 

Shipped,  in  good  order  and  well  conditioned,  by  African 

Buter  Company,  Ltd.,  in  and  upon  the  good  ship  called 

the  Emilien  Maria,  whereof  £.  Aubin  is  master  for  this 

present  voyage,  and  now  riding  at  anchor  off  the  port  of 
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LagoB,  and  bound  for  Liverpool,  sixty  tons  palm  kernels, 
inbnlk,  being  marked  and  numbered  as  in  the  margin, 
60  tons  *)  And  are  to  bo  delivered  in^  the  like 

Palm  kernels  >  good  order  and  well- conditioned,  at 
Weight  unknown.  )  the  aforesaid  port  of  Liverpool  (the 
act  of  Gk>d,  the  Qaeen*s  enemies,  fire,  and  all  and  eveir 
other  dangers  and  accidents  of  the  seas,  rivers,  and  navi- 
gation of  whatever  nature  and  kind  soever  excepted),  nnto 
Messrs.  Charles  Leigh  Clare  and  Co.,  or  to  their  assignp. 
Freight  for  the  said  goods  to  be  paid  in  Liverpool,  408. 
per  ton  net  weight,  primage,  and  average  aoonstomed. 

In  witness  wnereof,  the  master  or  purser  of  the  said 
ship  hath  affirmed  to  four  bills  of  lading,  all  of  this  tenor 
and  date,  the  one  of  which  bills  being  accomplished,  the 
others  to  stsAid  void. 

Dated  in  Lagos,  19th  Aug.  1874.  E.  Aubin. 

(B). 

Shipped,  in  good  order  and  well  conditioned,  by  African 
Barter  Company,  Ltd.,  in  and  upon  the  good  ship  called 
the  Emilien  Marie,  whereof  E.  Aubin  is  master  for  this 
present  voyage,  and  now  riding  at  anchor  in  the  port  of 
Lagos,  and  bound  for  Liverpo^  forty  tons  palm  kernels, 
in  bulk,  being  marked  and  numbered  as  in  the  marcin, 
40  tons         ")  And  are  to  be  delivered  in  the  like 

Palm  kernels.  >  good  order  and  well- conditioned,  at 
Weight  unknown  )  the  aforesaid  port  of  Liverpool  (the 
act  of  God,  the  Queen's  enemies,  fire,  and  all  and  every 
dangers  and  accidents  of  the  seas(  rivers,  and  navigation 
of  wliatever  nature  and  kind  soever  excepted),  unto  Sam 
£.  Stainforth,  or  order.  Freight  for  the  said  goods  to  be 
paid  in  L'pool,  at  40<  per  ton  net  weight,  primage,  and 
average  accustomed. 

In  witness  whereof  the  master  or  purser  of  the  said 
■hip  hath  affirmed  to  four  bills  of  lading,  all  of  this  tenor 
and  date,  the  one  of  which  bills  being  accomplished  the 
others  to  stand  void. 

Dated  in  Lagos,  19th  Aug.  1874. 

Emilien  Aubjn. 


(C). 

wd  well  conoitionea,  dv 
Finla^~  in  and  upon  the  good  ship^  or  vessel  called  the 


Shipped,  in  good  order  and  well  conditioned,  by  John 


EmiUen  Marie,  whereof  E.  Aubin  is  master  for  this  pre- 
sent voyage,  and  now  lying  in  the  port  of  Lagos,  and 
bound  for  Liveroool,  forty  tons  paun  kernels,  in  bulk, 
being  marked  and  numbered  as  per  margin,  and  are  to  be 
40  toss  ")  delivered  in  the  like  good  order  and 

Palm  kernels,      f  condition,  at  the  aforesaid  port  of 
to  bulk.  f  Liverpool  (all  and  every  the  dangers 

Weight  unknown.  J  ^^  acoidenU  of  the  seas,  and  naviga- 
tion of  whatever  nature  and  kind  excepted),  unto  D. 
Chinery,  managing  director  Afiioan  Barter  Company 
(Limited),  or  to  his  assigns,  he  or  they  paying  frieght 
tor  the  said  goods,  at  the  rate  of  408.  per  ton  net  weight, 
with       per  cent,  primage  and  average  accustomed. 

In  witoess  whereof,  the  master  of  the  said  ship  or 
vessel  hath  affirmed  to  four  bills  of  ladiog,  all  of  this 
tenor  and  date,  one  of  which  being  accomplished,  the 
rest  to  stand  void. 

Dated  in  Lagos,  this  27th  Aug.  1874. 

Emilien  Aubin. 

The  plaintiffs  replied,  denyiog  the  allegations  of 
the  answer,  and  ooncladed. 

Jan,  22,  28, 30,  and  Feb.  4— The  cause  came  on 
for  hearing  before  the  jadge. 
•  On  behalf  of  the  plaintiffs,  the  orignal  bills  of 
lading  were  put  in;  the  bills  of  lading  set  out 
in  the  pleadings  were  ezacb  copies  of  the  original 
bills,  except  that  there  were  indorsed  upon  the 
bill  of  lading  0  the  words,  "  Deliver  the  within  to 
Parry,  Lovell,  and  Co.,  or  order,  D.  Chinery,"  and 
also  an  indorsement  by  Parry,  Lovell,  and  Co.  to 
the  plaintiffs.  These  bills  of  lading,  with  the 
admissions  in  the  defendants*  answer  formed  the 
plaintiff's  case. 

Butt,  Q.C.,  on  the  part  of  the  defendants,  sub- 
mitted that  as  tbe  bill  of  lading  contained  the 
words,  "weight  unknown,"  the  plaintiffs  made 
out  no  case  without  proof  of  the  actual  amount 
shipped.  There  was  nothing  to  show  that  forty 
tons  were  shipped  at  Lagos  to  the  consignee 
named  in  bill  of  lading  C,  without  positive  proof 


that  that  amoant  was  put  on  board.  The  bill  of 
lading  in  itself  is  not  sufficient  evidence  of  the 
quantity  shipped,  where  it  contains  a  qualifioation, 
as  in  the  present  case :  (Jessel  v.  Bath,  L.  Bep.  2 
Ex.  275.) 

Milward,  Q  C,  for  the  plaintiffs.  The  bill  of 
lading  is  primd  facie  proof  of  the  quantity  shipped 
as  af^ainst  the  sbipowners. 

McLean  v.  Fleming,  25  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.  317  ;  L.  fiep. 
2  So.  App.  128 ;  1  Asp.  Mar.  Law  Cas.  160. 

Sir  R.  Phillimorb. — I  cannot  stop  the  case  at 
the  present  stage.  There  is  evidence  to  show  that 
the  master  accepted  what  purported  to  be  forty 
tons,  and  it  lies  upon  the  defendants  to  show  that 
such  an  amount  was  not  received  by  tbe  master. 
If  any  question  arises  upon  this  point,  I  will  re* 
serve  it  till  after  the  defen  dants  case  has  been 
heard. 


Witnesses  were  thereupon  called  for  the  de- 
fendants; who  established  the  following  facts :  The 
master  of  the  Emilien  Marie,  whose  name  was 
Emilien  Aubin,  was  also  a  part  owner.  The  master 
had  at  Liverpool,  on  the  10th  Oct.  1873,  entered 
into  a  charter-party  with  Messrs.  J.  Longton  and 
Co.,  merchants,  by  which  the  ship  was  to  take  a 
cargo  on  board  at  Liverpool,  then  proceed  to  a  port 
between  Cameroon  and  Lagos,  both  places  in- 
cluded, and  there  take  on  board  from  the  char- 
terers' agents  a  full  and  complete  cargo  of  palm 
kernels  or  other  produce  of  the  country,  and  being 
so  loaded,  to  proceed  therewith  to  a  port  in  the 
United  Kingdom,  and  there  deliver  the  cargo 
agreeably  to  bills  of  lading  (the  usual  perils  ex- 
cepted), on  beinff  paid  freight  at  the  lump  sum  of 
34,000  francs ;  the  master  to  be  at  liberty  to  sign 
bills  of  lading  as  tendered,  without  prejudice 
to  the  charter-party,  and  having  a  lien  on  the 
cargo  for  all  freight,  dead  weight,  and  demurrage, 
due  under  the  charter-party. 

Tbe  ship  duly  took  on  board  a  cargo  at  Liver- 
pool, and  carried  the  same  to  Brais  Biver,  and 
there  delivered  it,  and  then  proceeded  to  Lagos  to 
obtain  cargo.  Previous  to  the  arrival  of  the  ship 
at  Lagos,  one  John  Finlay  had  been  agent  for  tbe 
Airican  Barter  Company,  named  in  bill  of  lading  C, 
but  when  the  ship  got  out  there  Finlay  had  left 
for  England,  and  one  Lewis  was  then  agenc  for 
the  company.  The  African  Barter  Company  was 
at  this  time  indebted  to  a  Mr.  Stainforth  and  to 
Messrs.  Leigh  Clare  and  Co.,  merchants  at  Lagos 
in  separate  sums  of  money,  and  these  creditors 
held  bills  of  the  company,  and  were  pressing  Lewis 
for  payment,  and  in  fact  had  obtained  judgments 
in  the  court  at  Lagos  against  the  African  Barter 
Companyfor  the  amounts  of  the  bills.  In  order 
to  satisfy  these  judgments  it  was  arranged 
between  Lewis  ana  Stainforth  and  the  agent  of 
Leigh  Clare  and  Co.,  that  produce  should  be 
shipped  to  England  by  Lewis,  and  that  Stainforth 
and  Leigh  Clare  and  Co.  should  each  receive  a  bill 
of  lading  representing  a  sufficient  quantity  of  the 
produce  shipped  to  satisfy  their  respective  claims, 
by  sale  thereof  in  England.  Thereupon  Stain- 
forth obtained  from  the  charterers*  agent  at 
Lagos  a  sub-ol^UTter  of  the  Emilien  Marie,  which  was 
made  at  Lagos  at  the  end  of  July  1874,  and  by  which 
John  Longton  and  Co.,  as  chartered  owners  of  the 
ship,  agreed  With  Stainforth  that  the  ship  should 
load  from  StajinforLh's  factors  a  full  and  oomplete 
cargo  of  palnk  oil  or  other  produce,  and  being 
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loaded  shoald  proceed  to  Liyerpool  and  deliver  the 
same,  on  being  paid  freight  at  the  rate  of  30^.  per 
tcm  of  20  owt.  delivered  &r  palm  kernels,  and  35«. 
for  like  quantity  of  palm  oil  (the  nsaal  perils  ez- 
oeptod),  the  freight  to  be  paid  on  the  correct 
delivery  of  the  cargo  in  cash,  on  unloading,  and 
true  delivery  of  the  cargo  at  Liverpool ;  the  captain 
to  sign  bills  of  lading  at  any  rate  of  freight,  with- 
out prejudice  to  this  charter.  The  master  was  no 
party  to  this  sub^harter,  and,  although  he  had 
neard  of  its  existence,  had  never  seen  it.  The 
master  had  no  experience  of  palm  kernels  as 
cargo. 

In  pursuance  of  this  agreement,  Lewis  began  to 
load  the  after  hold  of  the  ship  with  palm  kernels, 
in  bulk,  about  the  beginning  of  August. 

On  the  19th  Aug.  1874,  I^wis  presented  to  the 
master  for  signature  the  two  bills  of  lading,  A  and 
B,  for  sixt^  tons  and  forty  tons  respectively.  The 
master  objected,  that  he  did  not  know  the  quantity 
that  had  been  shipped,  and  the  words  '*  weight 
unknown."  were  thereupon  written  across  the 
bills  of  lading  by  Lewis,  and  the  bills  of  ladinnc 
were  then  signed  by  the  master.  Lewis  at  the 
same  time,  in  the  presence  of  Stainforth  and  Leigh 
Clare  and  Gc's  agent,  informed  the  master  tl^t 
the  sixty  and  forty  tons  would  have  to  be  delivered 
first,  free  from  depreciation,  before  the  rest  of  the 
cargo  to  be  put  in  the  afterhold,andthat,only  if  any 
was  left,  was  delivery  to  be  made  to  other  consignees. 
At  this  time  there  was  only  about  sixty  or  seventy 
tons  of  palm  kernels  in  the  after  hold,  but  Lewis 
oontinned  to  load  palm  kernels  until  the  after  hold 
was  f ulL  As  it  had  been  estimated  that  the  after 
hold  would  contain  about  140  tons,  Lewis,  on  the 
27th  Aug.,  when  the  hold  was  full,  presented  (in 
addition  to  the  bills  of  lading  already  signed)  a  bill 
of  lading  (C)  for  forty  tons  more,  to  the  master  for 
signatnre.  By  this  bill  of  lading  J.  Finlay  was 
the  consignor,  and  *'  D.  Ghinery,  Managing  Di- 
rector African  Barter  Company  (Limited),  was 
the  consignee,  and  there  was  also  an  indorsement, 
*'  Weight  unknown."  The  ship  sailed  from  Lagos, 
duly  arrived  in  Liverpool,  and  discharged  her 
carf^ ;  the  quantity  discharged  from  the  after  hold 
was  103  tons  and  no  more,  and  of  this  sixty  tons 
was  delivered  to  Messrs.  Leigh  Clare  and  Co., 
under  bill  of  lading  A,  and  forty  tons  to  Stainforth, 
under  bill  of  lading  B.  The  remaining  three  tons 
consisted  of  sweepings,  and  these  were  delivered 
to  the  plaintiffs.  It  ?ra8  distinctly  shown  that  the 
master  delivered  at  Liverpool  all  that  he  had 
shipped  at  Lagos  in  the  after  hold. 

On  the  ship's  arrival  in  Liverpool,  Mr.  Maddril, 
a  OEiaster  porter  duly  appointed  under  the  Mersey 
Dock  Acts  Consolidation  Act,  received  the  cargo 
on  the  quay,  and  his  servants  weighed  it  and 
loaded  it  off,  and  delivered  it  to  the  consignees  or 
indorsees  named  in  the  bills  of  ladine.  It  was 
stated  that  Mr.  Maddril  was  instructed  by  the 
ship's  brokers  to  deliver  the  sixty  and  forty  tons, 
under  bills  of  lading  A  and  B,  to  Stainforth  and 
Leigh  Clare  and  Co.,  in  priority  to  other  persons 
claiming  cargo  out  of  the  afterhold  under  other 
bills  of  lading.  No  such  order  was  given  to  the 
master,  nor  was  there  any  notice  of  any  right  to 
priority  on  any  of  the  ship's  papers,  but  these  two 
bills  being  presented  first  the  master  porter  de- 
livered accordingly.  The  afberhold  was  full  on 
arrival  at  Liverpool,  and  no  more  could  have  been 
put  into  it. 

Under  the  Mersey  Docks  Acts  Consolidation  Act 


1848,  the  Mersey  Docks  and  Harbour  Board  have 
power  (sect.  32)  to  appoint  masters,  porters,  and 

Sect.  35 : 

The  oargo  of  every  vessel  from  any  foreign  or  oolonial 
port,  entering  and  nsizig  any  open  dock,  ehall  be  reoeived, 
weighed,  and  loaded  off  by  one  eet  of  porters  only  who 
shall  be  in  the  employ  and  under  the  directione  and 
orders  of  one  of  the  master  porters  appointed  by  the 
board. 

Sect.  36: 

ETerr  master  porter,  immediately  after  his  appointment 
and  before  he  shall  be  capable  of  acting  at  snoh,  shall 
execute  to  the  board  a  bond,  with  two  enffioient  snretiee, 
to  be  approved  of  by  the  board,  in  the  penal  sum  of  2001., 
to  be  conditioned  for  paying  or  satisfying  the  owners  of 
goods  received,  weiffhed^  or  loaded  off  by  snoh  master 
pNorter.  or  by  the  porters  in  his  employ  or  nnder  his  direc- 
tion, tne  amount  of  any  lose,  damage,  or  injury  which 
such  goods  may  sustain  during  such  receiving,  weighing, 
or  loading  off ;  and  the  owner  of  any  goods  sustaining 
any  such  loss,  damage,  or  injury  as  aforesaid,  may  sue  in 
his  own  name  such  master  porfcer  and  his  sureties,  or  any 
or  either  of  them,  upon  such  bond,  and  ehall  recover  in 
such  action  damages  in  the  same  manner  as  he  might 
have  done  in  oaee  we  said  bond  had  been  executed  to  him 
and  not  to  the  board. 

By  the  bye-laws  made  under  the  above  Act 
(Bye-laws  120, 121),  further  provision  is  made  as 
to  the  responsibility  of  the  master  porters  in  re- 
ceiving, weighing,  and  loading  off  the  discharged 
cargoes. 

Parry,  Lovell,  and  Co.  had  for  some  time  before 
this  transaction  been  connected  with  the  African 
Barter  Company  in  business.  About  the  time  of 
the  arrival  of  the  Etmlien  Marie  at  Liverpool,  the 
African  Barter  Company  went  into  liquidation. 
Parry,  Lovell,  and  Co.  were  then  indebted  to  the 
plaintiffs  in  a  sum  of  money  considerably  exceeding 
the  value  of  the  goods  purporting  to  be  covered  by 
the  bill  of  lading.  The  plaintiffs'  bank  was  in 
the  habit  of  making  advances  to  Parry,  Lovell,  and 
Co.,  upon  security,  and  it  was  in  respect  of  these 
advances  that  Parry,  Lovell,  and  Co.  were  indebted 
to  the  plaintiffs.  No  specific  advances  had  been 
made  against  the  cargo  of  the  Emilien  Marie, 
Parry,  Lovell,  and  Co.  wrote  to  the  plaintiffs  as 
follows : 

122,  Cannon-street,  London,  E.G., 
Slst  Oct.  1874. 
Messrs.  Bower,  Hall  and  Company, 
East  Biding  Bank,  Beverley. 

Re  African  Biurter  Company. 

Having  in  view  the  appointment  of  a  liquidator  next 
week,  which  might  possibly  interfere  with  the  proceeds 
of  the  ehipment  oy  the  Emilien  Marie  as  far  as  we  are 
concerned,  we  thought  beet,  to  prevent  the  possibility  of 
a  hitch,  to  send  you  the  inclosed  bills  of  lading  for  you 
to  deal  with,  you  having  advanced  us  money  on  account 
thereof.  There  can  be  no  possibility  of  a  question  being 
raised  as  to  your  right  to  receive  proceeds ;  please,  there- 
fore,  send  the  inclosed  bills  of  lading  to  the  brokers  in 
Liverpool  by  Monday's  post,  and  we  »end  you  herewith  a 
copjr  of  our  usual  note  of  instruction  for  your  guidance  in 
writing  them.  The  value  of  this  parcel  wiU  be  about 
5001.,  uter  paying  freight  and  charges. 

The  bills  of  lading  of  the  other  portion  of  the  cargo  are 
in  the  bands  of  the  brokers  who  are  discharging  the 
vessel,  there  having  been  some  advances  made  thereon, 
and  we  are  now  negotiating,  with  a  view  of  paying  off 
these  advances,  in  order  to  secure  the  balance  of  pro- 
ceeds. 

We  saw  Mr.  Silvester  yesterday,  to  whom  we  gave 
some  telegrams  which  will  expliun  the  delay  in  our 
promised  remittance. 

We  are,  dear  sirs,  yours  faithfully, 

PABBT,  LOVXLL,  AMD  Co. 

Milward,  Q.C.  (W.  C.  QiUly  with  him),  for  the 
plaintiffs. — ^The  plaintiffs  derive  their  title  as  in- 
dorsees from  Parry,  Lovell,  and  Co.,  who  are  in- 
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donees  of  Ohinery,  desoribed  ia  the  bill  of  lading 
as  ''Managing  Director  of  the  African  Barter 
Company  Limited).'*  The  plaintiffs  are  indorsees 
for  Talne,  without  notice  of  any  special  arrange- 
ment which  oonld  defeat  their  claim,  and  are  primd 
fade  entitled  to  recover,  if  the  defendants  show  no 
good  defence.  One  defence  is,  that  the  plaintiffs 
had  notice  of  the  arrangement,  that  they  gave  no 
consideration  for  the  bill  of  lading.  This  lies 
upon  the  defendants  to  show,  and  they  have  not 
shown  it ;  moreover,  they  are  bound  to  show  that 
Parry,  Lovell,  and  Go.  hod  notice  of  the  arrange- 
ment, and  gave  no  consideration,  otherwise  the 
plaintiffs  take  from  innocent  holders  and  have  a 
good  title.  A  second  defence  is,  that  the  plaintiffs 
must  look  to  the  master  porter,  and  that  he  is 
liable  for  any  deficiency  nnder  the  Mersey  Docks 
Acts  Consolidation  Act.  A  third  defence  is,  that 
the  shippers  from  whom  the  plaintiffs  derive  their 
title  had  notice  of  the  charter-party  and  snb- 
charter- party,  and  that  ae  the  sub-charter  was  not 
entered  into  by  the  shipowners  or  the  master,  but 
by  the  charterers  by  the  shipowners'  backs,  any 
liability  arising  under  the  sab-charter-party  falls 
upon  thecharterers  andnot  npon  the  shipownerB,and 
that  the  master  signed  the  bills  of  lading  as  agent 
of  the  charterers,  and  not  of  the  shipowners.  But 
by  both  charter-parties  the  master  is  to  sign  bills 
of  lading  without  prejudice  to  the  charter-party, 
and  therefore  as  agent  for  the  shipowner. 

First,  as  to  the  notice  of  any  arrangement  for 
priority :  There  is  nothing  on  the  face  of  any  of 
the  documents  to  show  that  any  such  arrangement 
had  been  made,  and  there  is  no  proof  that  know- 
ledge of  it  had  come  either  to  the  plaintiffs  or  Parry, 
Lovell,  and  Co.  The  bill  of  lading  is  in  the  ordi- 
nary fonn,  and  even  if  any  ordinary  words,  such  as 
**  or  to  his  assigns,"  had  been  omitted,  there  would 
have  been  not  even  constructive  notice  .*  (Henderson 
and  another  v.  The  Comptoir  d^Escompte  de  Paris, 
ante,  p.  98 ;  29  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.  192) ;  and  I 
submit  that  nothing  short  of  actual  notice  of 
such  an  arrangement  could  affect  the  plaintiffs 
in  such  a  case  as  the  present.  There  was 
ample  consideration  for  this  bill  of  lading  in  the 
fact  that  Purry,  Lovell,  and  Co.  were  indebted  to 
the  plaintiffs  and  gave  them  the  bill  of  lading  as 
security  for  their  overdrawn  account.  Such  a 
deposit  gives  the  plaintiffs  a  lien  upon  the  bill  of 
lading:  {Brandrao  v.  Bamett,  1  M.  &  G.  908; 
12  CL  &  Fin.  787)  and,  consequently,  a  right 
to  sue. 

Secondly,  as  to  the  master's  power  to  bind  the 
owners  by  signing  bills  of  lading.  The  master  was 
part  owner,  and,  consequently,  so  far  as  his  own 
share  in  the  ship  is  concerned,  he  bound  the  ship, 
and  the  plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  recover  to  that 
extent ;  but  I  submit  that  they  are  entitled  against 
all  the  owners.  Under  the  charter-party  of  the  10th 
Oct.  1873,  the  master  was  to  sign  bills  of  lading  as 
tendered,  without  prejudice  to  the  charter-party. 
Hence  the  master  nad  not  only  the  |^neral  autho- 
rity of  a  master  to  sign  bills  of  ladmg,  but  also  a 
special  authority  under  the  charter-party.  He  was 
empowered  to  sign  and  to  bind  the  ship.  Even  if 
the  master  was  made  acquainted  with  the  fact 
that  Lewis  had  promised  that  bills  of  lading  A  and 
B  should  have  priority,  he  was  no  party  to  the 
bargain,  and  he  cannot  set  up  that  bargain  in 
derogation  of  his  own  contract  in  writing  in  bill 
of  lading  C,  by  which  he  undertakes  to  deliver 
forty  tone  of  palm  kernels  to  the  plaintiffs.   Much 


less  can  he  set  up  the  bargain  agidnBt  the  plain- 
tiffs, who  had  no  knowledge  of  it  and  cannot 
therefore  be  effected  by  it. 

Then  as  to  the  defence  set  up  in  paragraph  5  of 
the  answer.  The  plaintiffs  seek  to  throw  off  their 
obligation  by  recourse  to  the  Act,  although  they 
never  delivered  more  than  103  tons  out  of  the 
after  hold  to  the  master  porter.  There  was  no 
notice  upon  the  ship's  manifest  that  there  was  to 
be  priority  of  delivery.  [Sir  B.  Phillimokb.— If 
goods  are  to  be  delivered  to  several  consignees, 
they  are  delivered  under  the  provisions  of  the 
Mersey  Docks  Act;  but  I  do  not  see  how  that 
makes  any  difference  in  the  obligation  upon  the 
shipowner  to  perform  his  contract.  The  master 
porter  is  only  part  of  the  machinery  for  delivery. 
This  part  of  the  question  had  better  be  argued  by 
the  defendants,  as  I  do  not  at  present  see  how  it 
affects  the  plaintiffs.] 

Butt,  Q.C.  and  E.  0,  Clarkson,  for  the  defendants. 
— ^The  African  Barter  Company  were  the  actual 
shippers  of  the  whole  103  tons.  In  bills  of  lading 
A  and  B  they  are  named  as  the  shippers ;  in  bill 
of  lading  C,  John  Finlay  is  named,  but  it  has  been 
shown  that  Finlay  was  agent  of  the  African  Barter 
Company,  and  was  succeeded  by  Lewis.  Finlay 
had  gone  to  England  before  the  shipment,  and 
Lewis  made  the  arrangement  with  the  creditors  of 
the  African  Barter  Company.  In  effect  the  African 
Barter  Company,  Lewis,  Finlay,  and  ChineiT,  are 
all  one  for  the  purpose  of  this  case,  and  the 
consignment  by  Finlay  to  Ohinery  in  bill 
of  lading  C  was  a  consignment  from  the  African 
Barter  Company  to  the  African  Barter  Com- 
pany. The  plaintiffs  derive  their  title  through 
Chinery,whomdorsesthe  bill  of  lading  as  managing 
director  of  the  African  Barter  Company,  to  Parry, 
Lovell,  and  Co.  The  African  Barter  Company 
could  not  set  up  anything  against  the  arrangement 
with  Stainforth  and  Leigh  Clare  and  Co.  The 
plaintiff  a  can  only  sue  as  assignees,  and  therefore 
the  question  arises  whether  they  are  bona  Ms 
assignees  for  value.  There  is  no  evidence  that 
Parry,  Lovell,  and  Co.  gave  anything  for  the  bill  of 
lading,  and  the  onus  of  proof  is  on  this  point  upon 
the  plaintiffs.  Parry,  Lovell,  and  Co.,  having  been 
connected  in  business  with  the  African  Barter 
Company,  the  presumption  is  that  they  were  fully 
acquainted  with  the  whole  transaction,  and  if  so, 
all  parties  concerned  were  affected  with  knowledge 
of  the  arrangement  up  to  the  time  th3  bill  of 
lading  0  got  into  the  hands  of  the  plaintiffs.  Then 
as  showing  whether  the  plaintius  are  bond  fids 
holders  for  value,  it  becomes  important  to  inqoire 
whether  they  had  notice,  actual  or  oonstruotive,of 
the  agreement  between  the  shippers  and  Stainforth 
and  Leigh  Clare  and  Co.  As  to  actual  notice, 
there  is  no  evidence ;  but  we  submit  that  they  had 
constructive  notice,  that  is  to  say,  such  facts  came 
to  their  knowledge  as  ought  to  have  put  them  on 
inquiry.  The  letter  of  the  31st  Oct.  1874,  from 
Pairry,  Lovell,  and  Co.  to  the  plaintiffs,  shows  that 
the  bill  of  lading  was  sent  to  the  plaintiffs  in  order 
to  get  it  into  the  hands  of  persons  who  would 
appear  bond  fide  holders;  because  Parry,  Lovell, 
and  Co.  feareq  that  they  themselves  could  not  en- 
force the  bill  of  lading  against  the  African  Barter 
Company  or  tho  shipowners.  Parry,  Lovell,  and 
Co.  were  rather  interested  in  the  African  Barter 
Company  themselves,  or  they  were  afraid  they 
could  not  get  the  goods  from  the  liquidators.  If 
Parry,  Lovell,  and  Co.  were  indorsees  for  value. 
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and  without  notice  of  the  arraogement,  why  shoold 
they  not  have  claimed  P    The  word  "  hitch  "  in  the 
letter  shows  something  wrong,  so  far  as  Parrj, 
Lovell,  and  Co.  are  concerned.  Moreover,  although 
it  has   been  proved  that  nothing  was  advanced 
against  the  Emilien  Marie  consignment,  the  letter 
expressly  says  that  the  bill  of  lading  is  sent  to  cover 
snch  an  advance  already  made.  That  letter  onght  to 
have  shown  to  the  plaintiffs  that  Parry,  Ix)ve11, 
and  Co.,  were  not  hand  fide  holders,  and  that  it 
was  desired  to  make  the  plaintiffs  appear  so ;  soch 
conduct  shoald  have  pat  the  plaintiffs  npon  in- 
qair  J.     A  bond  fide  holder  mast  come  into  coart 
with  his  hands  dean.    He  mast  not  only  have  no 
actual  notice,  but  no  constructive  notice,  that  is  to 
say,  nothing  which  pats  him  on  inquiry.    The  duty 
as  to  inquiry  is  clearly  laid  down  in  the  equity 
cases  relating  to  the  purchase  of  real  property,  but 
it  is  equally  applicable  here.   In  White  and  Tador's 
Leading  Gases  in  Equity,  2nd  edit.,  vol.  2,  p.  88,  it 
is  said,  "  No  equitable  doctrine  is  better  established 
than  that  so  clearly  and  forcibly  laid  down  by  Lord 
Hardwickein  the  principal  case  {LeNeve  v.LeNeve), 
Tiz.,   that   the  person  who  purchases  an  estate 
(although  for  valaable  consideration)  after  notice  of 
a  prior  equitable  right,  makes  himself  a  maid  fide 
purchaser,  and  will  not  be  enabled,  by  getting  in 
the  legal  estate,  to  defeat  such  prior  equitable  in- 
terest, but  will  be  held  a  trustee  for  the  benefit  of 
the  person  whose  right  he  sought  to  defeat : " 
Again,  at  p.  88,  *'  Constructive  notice  is  defined  to 
be  in  its  nature  no  more  than  evidence  of  notice, 
the  presumption  of  which  is  so  violent  that  the 
court  will  not  allow  of  its  being  controverted."  The 
authors  proceed  to  quote  a  passage  from  a  judg- 
ment of  "Wigram,  V.C.,  in  Jones  v.  Smith  (1  Hare, 
55),  in  which  it  is  said  that  there  are  two  classes  of 
constructive  notice — the  one  where  the  party  has 
had  actual  notice  that  the  property  he  purchases  is 
in   some  way  incumbered  or  affected,  the  other 
cases  in  which  the  court  has  been  satisfied  that  the 
party  charged  had  designedly  abstained  from  in- 
quiry for  the  purpose  of  avoiding  notice.  Here  the 
plaintiffn  both  had  actual  notice  that  the  property 
was  affected,  and  they  abstained  from  injuiry  after 
their   suspicions  were,  or  ought  to  have  been, 
aroused.    When  bankers  have  the  offer  of  a  secu- 
rity such  as  this,  they  ought  to  make  some  inquiry. 
The  defendants  had  no  means  of  knowing  of  this 
letter,  and  could  not,  therefore,  set  up  fraud  speci- 
fically in  their  answer ;  but  still,  if  the  plaintiffs 
had  notice  of  the  real  state  of  things,  their  acts 
amount  to  legal  fraud,  and  this  is  sufilciently  raised 
by  paragraph  10  of  the  answer. 

Even  if  the  plaintiffs  hold  this  bill  of  lading  as 
secority  for  advances,  they  have  only  alien  upon 
it,  and  that  does  not  give  them  a  right  of  action 
against  the  shipowneis.  They  derive  their  right, 
if  any,  from  the  indorsement  of  the  bill  of  lading  by 
Parry,  Lovell,  and  Co.  The  consideration  for  this 
indorsement  is  alleged  to  be  the  lien  upon  the  bill 
of  lading  for  advances  made ;  but  at  the  time  the 
advances  were  made  the  bill  of  lading  was  not  in 
their  possession,  or  indorsed  to  them,  and  conse- 
quently the  consideration  was  a  thing  they  had  no 
right  to  and  did  not  possess,  and  was  valueless. 

This  action  is  brought  under  the  Admiralty 
Oourt  Act  1861,  s.  6,  by  which  this  court  has 
*'  jurisdiction  over  any  claim  by  the  owner  or  con- 
signee, or  assignee,  of  any  bill  of  lading  of  any 
goods,  <&c.,  or  his  right  to  sue  at  all  in  any 
breach  of  duty  or  breach  of  contract,"  Sw,     An 


assignee  of  a  bill  of  lading  has  no  right  to  sue  for 
breach  of  contract,  except  such  right  as  he  derives 
from  the  Bills  of  Lading  Act  (18  &  19  Viot.  c.  111). 
Such  right  as  he  acquires  by  that  Act  is  a  bare 
right  to  sue,  and  he  can  acquire  no  ereater  rights 
than  those  possessed  by  the  original  shipper  or 
owner  of  the  goods.    This  is  clearly  shown  by  the 
preamble  of  the  Act.  which  sa>8 :  "  Whereas,  by 
the  custom  of  merchants,  a  bill  of  lading  of  goods, 
being  transferable  by  indorsement,  the  property  in 
the  goods  may  thereby  pass  to  the  indorsee ;  but 
nevertheless  all  rights  in  respect  of  the  contract 
contained  in  the    bill  of  lading  continue  in  the 
original  shipper  or  owner,  and  it  is  expedient  that 
such  rights  should  pass  with  the  property :  And 
whereas  it  frequently  happens  that  the  goods  in 
respect  of  which  bills  of  lading  purport  to  be  signed 
have  not  been  laden  on  board,  and  it  is  proper  that 
such  bills  of  lading  in  the  hands  of  a  bond  fide 
holder  for  value  should  not  be  questioned  by  the 
master  or  other  person  sig^in^  the  same,  on  the 
ground  of   the  goods  not  havmg  been  laden  as 
aforesaid:    Be   it  therefore  enacted,'*  &o.     The 
wording  of  that  preamble  shows  that  it  was  not 
intended  to  pass  to  an  indorsee  any  greater  right 
than  those  possessed  by   the  original  shipper  or 
owner.    In  Smith's  Leading  oases,  4th  edit.,  vol.  1; 
p.  651  (Notes  to  Idckbarrow  v.  Mason),  it  is  said, 
speaking   of  the    bills   of  Lading    Act:    ''That 
statute,  however,  has   altered   the  law   in   this 
respect  (the  right  to  sue).    By  the  first  section, 
rights  of  action  and  liabilities  upon  the  bill  of 
lading  are  to  vest  in  and  bind  the  consignee  or  in- 
dorse to  whom  the  property  in  the  goods  shall 
pass.    By  the  second  section  it  is  provided  that 
the  Act  is  not  to  affect  the  right  of  stoppage  in 
transitu  or  claims  for  freight  against  the  shipper 
or  owner  of  the  goods,  or  theconsignee  or  indorsee 
as  owner,  or  by  reason  of  his  receipt  of  the  goods. 
It  should  seem  that  the  statute  has  not  altered  the 
rule  that  the  indorsement  of  a  bill  of  lading  gives 
no  better  right  to  the  indorsee  than  the  indorser 
himself  had,  and  that  in  this  respect  a  bill  of  lading 
still  differs  from  a  bill  of  exchange  in  the  same 
way  as  it  did  before  the  statute :  (see  Oumey  v. 
Behrer^,  3  E.  &  B.  622.)'*    Independently  of  the 
statute,  the  plaintiff,  even  if  owner  of  the  goods, 
could  only  have  brought  trover,  and  could  then 
only  have  recovered  what  the  shippers  transferred 
to  them,  viz.,  three  tons.     The  statute  gives  no 
greater  right  than  that  of  the  shipper,  who  was 
himself  a  party  to  the  arrangement  which  gave 
priority  to  the  other  consignees. 

Henderson  v.  The  Oomptoir  d*Escompte  de  Pom 
{ubi  sup.)  does  not  affect  this  case,  as  it  only  de- 
cided that  the  omission  of  the  words  "order  or 
assigns  "  from  a  bill  oi  lading  was  not  enough  to 
put  the  transferee  upon  inquiry.  In  Bodaer  v. 
The  Oomptoir  d^Eseompte  de  Paris  (L.  Rep.  2  P.O. 
393, 405),  a  bond  fide  holder  is  described  as  a  person 
who  can  show  that  he  got  the  bill  of  lading  with- 
out notice  of  anything  unfair  or  dishonest  in  the 
transaction. 

Then,  as  to  the  master  being  part  owner.  Even 
if  he  is  personally  liable,  the  other  owners  are  not 
liable.  This  is  a  proceeding  in  rem.  The  plaintiffs 
have  no  right  to  arrest  the  property  of  a  number 
of  owners  for  the  breach  of  contract  on  the  part  of 
one  of  them.  There  is  no  maritime  lien,  and,  con- 
sequently, no  right  to  detain  the  ship.  The  only 
case  in  which  the  ship  ought  to  be  detained  ^ 
where  all  its  owners  are  liable. 
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Aflfain»  the  owners  are  nofc  liable  beoanse  the 
master  signed  the  bill  of  lading  as  agent  of  the 
sharterers.  By  the  original  charter-part j  the  ship 
is  chartered  at  a  lamp  freight.  Stainforch  sub- 
chartered  the  ship  to  carry  out  the  proposed  ar- 
rangement, and  Lewis  had  notice  of  the  sub- 
charter-party  which  was  entered  into  between  the 
charterers  and  sub-charterers.  The  rule  of  law  is, 
that  if  the  charterer  of  a  ship  pat  her  np  for  cargo, 
and  persons  ship  goods  on  board  without  notice 
that  the  charterer  is  not  owner,  then  the  shipowner 
is  boand  to  the  shipper ;  but  if  the  shipper  has 
notice,  the  master  signs  as  agent  for  the  charterer, 
and  does  not  bind  the  owners  of  the  ship : 

Marquand  y.  Banner,  25,  L.  J.  813,  Q.  B. ; 

Schtuter  v.  McK€llar,2&  L.  J.  281,  288,  Q.  B. ; 

The  8t.  Cloud,  18  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.  54 ;  Bro.  &  Lnsh. 
4 ;  1  Mar.  Law  Cas.  0.8. 809; 
Sandemann  y.  fifcurr,  L.  Bep.  2  Q.  B.  86 ;  2  Mar.  Law 
Ca8.0.  S.446. 

If  the  master  had  not  happened  to  be  owner,  no 
action  ooold  lie.  The  master  himself  may  be 
estopped  from  denying  that  the  quantity  stated  in 
the  bill  of  lading  0  was  shipped ;  but  that  does  not 
prevent  his  owners  from  denying  it  and  saying 
that  he  improperly  signed  bills  of  lading  for  more 
than  was  shipped.  A  master  signing  for  more 
than  is  actually  shipped  does  not  bind  his  ship- 
owners :  (Qrant  t.  Norway,  10  0.  B.  666.)  It  must 
be  admitted  that  the  Bills  of  Lading  Act,  sect.  3, 
renders  the  master  personally  liable  for  goods  not 
laden,  if  he  sicrns  bills  of  lading  for  them.  He  is 
estopped  from  denying  the  shipment,  but  can  the 
plaintiffs  in  this  action,  whicn  is  a  proceeding 
against  the  ship,  recover  against  one  defendants 
when  the  others  are  not  liable,  more  especially 
when  no  distinction  is  shown  as  to  the  defendants 
in  the  petition?  There  has  been  a  delivery  of 
somethmg  under  the  bill  of  lading,  and,  therefore, 
it  is  an  imp^ortant  question  whether  the  master  is 
or  is  not  liable  ander  the  Bills  of  Lading  Act, 
sect.  3.  His  liability  does  not  make  the  liability 
of  his  co-owners,  and  this  is  not  a  proceeding  in 
personam  against  the  master.  The  third  section  of 
the  Act  only  applies  to  the  person  actually  signing 
the  bill  of  lading  : 

Meyer  v.  Dreeser,  10  L.  T.  Eep.  N.  S.  612 ;  16  C.  B., 
N.  S.,  646;  2Mar.  Law  Cas.  O.  S.  27; 

Jessel  V.  Bath,  L.  Bep.  2  Ex.  267. 

On  the  question  of  whether  a  shipowner's  lia- 
bility is  discharged  by  deliverv  to  a  master  porter 
at  Liverpool— the  shipowner  has  admittedly  deli- 
vered all  the  cargo  he  had  on  board  into  the  hands 
of  the  master  porter,  and  this  constitates,  under 
the  Mersey  Docks  Acts  Consolidation  Act,  a  com- 
plete delivery  in  law.  Once  in  the  hands  of  the 
master  porter,  any  duty  to  deliver  a  particular 
quantity,  or  to  decide  the  quantity  discharged, 
rateably  falls  upon  the  master  porter  by  that  Act, 
and  under  sect.  26,  the  master  porter  is  responsible 
for  '*  the  amount  of  any  loss,  damage,  or  injury 
which  such  goods  may  sustain  at  the  hands  of  the 
master  porter.  The  shipowner  has  nothing  to  do 
with  the  delivery  in  open  dock,  and  if  he  is  to  be 
made  responsible  after  his  cargo  have  passed  into 
the  hands  of  the  master  porter  and  delivery  on 
his  part  is  complete,  the  Act  would  be  meaning- 
less. 

MUward,  Q.O.  in  reply.  —  The  Mersey  Docks 
Acts  Consolidation  Act,  sect.  85,  only  applies  to 
cases  where  the  consignees  suffer  loss  in  the  *'  re- 
ceiving, weighing,  and  Icmding  off  *'  of  the  cargo. 
The  master  porter  is  only  responsible  for  damage 


done  by  himself  or  his  servants,  not  for  loss  of  or 
injury  to  goods  which  he  never  received.  He  hss 
nothing  to  do  with  the  delivery,  only  with  distri- 
bution. [Sir  R.  Phillimorb.  —  The  defendants' 
argument  would  imply  that  a  master  porter  would 
be  responsible  for  all  damage,  whether  caused 
before  or  after  the  ship  came  into  port.  You  need 
not  trouble  yourself  upon  that  point.] 

If  the  private  arrangement  was  to  be  binding 
against  all  consignees  or  assignees,  it  onght  to  have 
appeared  on  the  face  of  the  bills  of  lading.  The 
defendants  state  that  Parry,  Lovell,  and  Go,  gave 
no  consideration  for  the  bill  of  lading,  but  this 
point  is  not  raised  upon  the  pleadings,  and,  conse- 
Quently,  the  plaintiffs  were  not  challenged  to  show 
tnis  consideration,  and  the  point  cannot  be  raised, 
and  it  must  be  assumed  that  Parry,  Lovell,  and 
Co.  were  innocent  holders  for  good  consideration. 
If  that  be  so,  the  bill  of  lading,  in  whosesoever 
hands  it  afterwards  gets,  is  binding  upon  the  ship- 
owner. This  will  be  seen  by  analogy  drawn  from 
cases  decided  on  bills  of  exchange : 

Byles  on  Bills,  11  th  edit. ,  p.  117. 
In  Badger  v.  The  Comptoir  d'Escompte  de  Paris  (uhi 
aup.),  Sir  Joseph  Napier,   in  giving   judgment, 
says:   "In  order  to  decide    between    the  rival 
claimants,  two  questions  have  to  be  answered.  .  .  . 
Secondly,  was  the  transfer  of  the  bills  of  lading 
made  to  the  respondents  for  valuable  considera- 
tion, and  without  notice  of  such  circumstances  as 
rendered  them  not  fairly  and  honestly  assignable, 
and  so  as  to  transfer  to  the  respondents  a  property 
in  the  goods  freed  and  discharged  from  the  pro- 
prietary lien  of  the  unpaid  vendors.  .  .  .      The 
second  is  the  real  question  in  the  case.    The  re- 
spondents contend  that  they  gave  value  for  the 
bills  of  lading;   that  they  had  no  noUoe  of  any 
special  terms  of  agreement  between  the  vendors 
and  vendees,  of   which  they  say  they   were  not 
informed,  and  as  to  which  tney  say  they  were  not 
bound  to  make  inquiry.  .  .  .  The  general  rule,  so 
clearly  stated  and  explained  by  Lord  St,  Leonards 
in  the  case  of  Mangles  v.  Dixon  (3  H.  of  L.  Cas. 
702),  is,  that  the  assignee  of  any  security  stands  in 
the  same  position  as  the  assignor  as  to  the  equities 
arising  upon  it.    This,  as  a  general  rule,  was  not 
disputed,  but  it  was  contended  that  the  case  of  a 
bill  of  lading  is  exceptional,  and  must  be  dealt  with 
on  special  grounds.     Doubtless,  the  holder  of  an 
indorsed  bnl  of  lading  may  in  the  course  of  com- 
mercial dealing  transfer  a  greater  right  than  he 
himself  has ;  the  exception  is  founded  upon  the 
negotiable  quality  of  the  document.    It  is  confined 
to  the  case  where  the  person  who  transfeis  the 
right  is  himself  in  actual  and  authorised  possession 
of  the  document,  and  the  transferee  gives  value  on 
the  faith  of  it,  without  having  notice  of  any  cir- 
cumstance which  would  render  the  transaction 
neither  fair  nor  honest.      In  such  a  case,  if  the 
vendor  is  unpaid,  one  of  two  innocent  parties  mast 
suffer  by  the  act  of  a  third ;  and  it  is  reasonable 
that  he  who,  by  misplaced  confidence  has  enabled 
such  third  person  to  occasion  the  loss  should  sus- 
tain it :    {Lickbarrow  v.   Mason,  2   TJ;R.|.70.r 
Then  the  letter  from  Parry,  Lovell,  and  Co.  to  the 
plaintiffs  shows  that  they  were  under   advances 
from  the  plaintiffs  at  the  time,  and  that  there  was 
valuable  consideration  for  the  bill,  but  it  is  no  notice 
of  any  private  arrangement ;  it  simply  shows  that 
Parry,  Lovell,  and  Co.  are  afraid  that  there  might 
be  a  difficulty  in  their  enforcing  the  bill  of  Lading 
on  their  own  behalf,  but  that  3ie  plaiotiffs  would 
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hsye  no  snch  difficulty.  There  is  nothiDg  to  show 
ihttt  the  "  hitch  "  mentiooed  was  anythiag  more 
ihan  a  dispute  and  was  of  sooh  a  nature  as  to 
render  defective  Parry,  Lovell,  and  Oo.'s  title  to 
the  goods  represented  by  the  bill  of  lading. 

The  default  in  delivery  was  the  default  of  the 
shipowner,  who  was  bound  to  have  so  loaded  his 
goods  that  he  could  deliver  to  each  consignee  the 
amoont  shipped  under  each  bill  of  lading ;  if  ship- 
ping in  bulk  prevented  the  different  portions 
from  being  duly  allotted,  that  was  the  negligence 
of  the  shipowner.  At  the  worst,  the  plaintiffs  were 
entitled,  the  quantity  shipped  in  the  afterhold 
shonld  be  apportioned  among  the  three  holders  of 
the  bills  of  lading  A,  B,  and  0.  Nothing  appeared 
on  the  ship's  papers  to  show  priority,  and  all  were 
equally  entitled  to  delivery.  Bill  of  lading  0 
transferred  forty  tons  to  the  plaintiffs  as  much  as 
A  and  B  transferred  sixty  and  forty  respectively 
to  the  other  consignees.  Even  if  bills  of  lading 
only  transfer  what  was  actaally  shipped,  all 
the  consignees  were  equally  entitled  to  their 
proportion  of  the  103  tons.  But  it  is  said  that 
on  the  presentation  of  bill  of  lading  C,  there 
were  only  three  tons  left  on  board  to  satisfy  it 
after  the  others  had  been  disoharged,and  that  these 
three  tons  are  all  that  the  plaintiffs  are  entitled  to. 
But  the  Bills  of  Lading  Act  assumes  that  the  pro- 
perty named  in  the  bill  o(  lading  passes  to  the  nlti- 
mate  holder,  and  he  becomes  clothed  with  the 
rights  of  the  original  owner  as  if  the  contract  had 
been  made  with  him:  and,  farther,  it  is  well 
established  that  a  transferee  for  valae  without 
notice  has  a  better  title  than  even  the  original 
owner :  (Lickharrow  v.  Mason,  1  Sm.  L.  C, 
699) ;  and,  consequently,  the  plaintiffs  have  ac- 
quired an  absolute  right  to  have  delivered  to  them 
the  amount  of  the  goods  named  in  the  bill  of 
lading,  which  amount  the  defendants  cannot  deny 
as  against  the  plaintiffs,  however  much  they  might 
dispute  it  against  former  holders. 

Cur,  adv,  vuU, 
Feb,  18, 1875, — 3ir  B.  Phillimore  :  This  is  a  suit 
by  Hall,  Bower,  and  Oo.,  against  the  ship  Emilien 
Maris  and  the  foreign  owners,  for  short  del  i very  of  a 
cargo  of  certain  palm  kernels,  valued  at  500Z.  Hall, 
Bower,  and  Oo.  are  the  indorsees  of  a  bill  of  lading 
from  Parry,  Lovell,  and  Go.,  who  are  indorsers  of 
D.  Chinery,  the  managing  director  of  the  African 
Barter  Company  (Limited). 

It  appears  that  the  master  of  the  vessel  gave 
three  bills  of  lading  to  three  different  parties 
for  portions  of  the  same  cargo  of  palm  ker- 
nels. These  bills  are  marked  A,  B,  and  0  in 
the  pleadings.  The  bill  upon  which  the  plain- 
tiffs rest  their  claim  is  as  follows:  [His  Lord- 
ship then  read  bill  of  lading  C,  set  out  in  the 
pl^dings.]  Then  there  is  the  indorsement: 
*'  Deliver  the  within  to  Messrs.  Parry,  Lovell,  and 
Co.,  or  order — D.  Chinery ;"  indorsed  also  "Parry, 
Lovell,  and  Co."  Prima  facie  the  plaintiffs  are 
entitled  to  their  forty  tons  of  palm  kernels.  The 
other  bills  of  lading,  A  and  B,  are  as  follows: 
[His  Lordship  read  these  bills  of  lading,  as  set 
forth  in  the  pleadings.]  The  whole  shipment, 
therefore,  it  appears,  ought  to  have  amounted  to 
140  tons  of  kernels,  whereas,  when  the  cargo  came 
to  be  delivered  there  were  only  103  tons.  The 
holders  of  the  bill  of  lading  A  received  their  sixty 
tons,  the  holders  of  the  bul  of  lading  B  received 
their  forty  tons,  and  the  holders  of  the  bill  of 
lading  C  were  tendered  about  three  tons  of  kernels 


and  sweepings,  which  they  refased  to  accept,  and 
hence  the  institution  of  this  suit. 

Various  answers  have  been  pleaded  in  defence. 
Some  are  of  what  may  be  called  a  technical,  and 
some  oE  a  sabstantial  character.  I  will  first  deal 
with  those  of  the  former  category. 

First,  it  is  contended  as  follows  in  the  5th 
article  of  the  answer:  "The  said  vessel,"  &c. 
[His  Lordship  here  read  the  5th  paragraph  of 
the  answer,  as  above  set  out.]  Upon  examination 
of  the  statutes  referred  to  and  the  bye-laws  passed 
by  virtue  of  them,  I  am  clearly  of  opinion  that 
these  statutes  in  no  way  alter  the  legal  liability 
existing  previously  to  the  delivery  at  Liverpool,  to 
the  master  porter,  of  the  cargo.  Those  statutes 
and  bye*laws  relate  to  the  possibility  of  injury  in 
the  "  receiving,  weighinsr,  and  loading  of  the  goods,*' 
for  damage  to  which,  while  in  his  possession,  the 
master  porter  may  be  liable.  And  I  may  observe 
here,  that  the  order  of  the  shipbroker  to  the  master 
was  to  deliver  140  tons,  without  any  difference  to 
priority  or  to  any  supposed  bargain. 

Secondly,  the  question  was  raised  as  to  the  effect  of 
the  Bills  of  Lading  Act  (18  &  19  Yiot.  c.  111).  It  was 
contended  that  this  statute  gives  no  greater  right 
to  the  assignees  than  the  assignors  possessed,  and, 
therefore,  assuming  that  the  attsignors,  for  reasons 
presently  to  be  stated,  could  not  have  put  in  force 
the  bill  of  lading,  the  incapacity  attaches  to  the 
assignee.  This  argument  has  some  plausibility, 
but  I  think  no  soundness.  The  question  arises  in 
sect.  1  as  to  who  is  meant  by  the  term  "  himself/* 
I  think  the  ultimate  and  not  the  intervening 
owner,  and  that  in  this  case  it  is  as  if  the  kernels 
had  been  consigned  to  Hall,  Bower, and  Co.  direct, 
and  not  to  Chinery. 

Thirdly,  it  is  contended  that  the  vessel  had 
been  sub-chartered  in  this  case  to  Stainforth,  that 
the  master  signed  the  bill  of  lading  as  agent  for 
the  sub-charterers,  and  not  oE  the  owner.  If 
this  were  so,  it  would  be  enough  to  say  that 
at  least  notice  of  the  sub-charter,  or  that  the 
master  was  signing  as  agent  for  the  sub-charterers, 
ought  to  appear  on  the  hill  of  lading.  It  does  not 
appear,  and  I  am  further  of  opinion  that  the 
master  did  not  sign  in  that  capacity. 

Fourthly,  it  is  contended  that  though  the  cap- 
tain, being  a  part  owner  in  this  vessel,  may 
be  liable,  there  are  other  owners,  and  that  no 
liability  attaches  to  the  whole  ship,  which  it  is 
said  the  court  has  no  right  to  arrest,  I  am  of 
a  different  opinion.  I  think  the  court  has  juris- 
diction over  this  ship,  though  the  part  owners 
may  be  subject  to  an  action  in  another  court. 

Now  I  come  to  the  argument,  of  a  less  tech- 
nical and  more  substantial  character,  addressed 
to  the  court  on  behalf  of  the  defendants.  It  is,  in 
fact,  contended  that  the  plaintiffs  are  guilty  of  a 
fraud  in  the  matter  of  the  bill  of  lading  C,  an  alle- 
gation which  I  think  should  have  been  distinctly 
pleaded  if  intended  to  be  relied  upon.  It  is  said, 
however,  that  the  charge  necessarily  results  from 
what  is  pleaded.  The  10th  article  is  as  follows : 
*'  The  plaintiffs  had  notice  of  the  agreement  men- 
tioned in  article  8  of  this  answer  before  any  assign- 
ment was  made  to  them  of  the  said  bill  of  lading 
referred  to  in  the  said  petition.  No  consideration 
was  paid  by  the  plaintiffs  for  the  assignment  of 
the  said  bill  of  lading."  If  these  two  averments 
are  substantiated  by  evidence,  the  plaintiffs,  it  is 
contended,  are  putting  forward  a  claim  bottomed 
OD  fraud.    I  will  consider  them  in  their  order. 
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But,  firsii,  it  will  be  convenient  to  state  concisely 
the  law  applicable  to  both  these  allegations.  It  is 
perspicuously  stated,  in  the  na^e  of  Rodger  v.  The 
Comptoir  cCEscompte  de  Paris  (L.  Rep.  2  P.  0.  405), 
before  the  Privy  Council :  **  Doubtless,"  their  Lord- 
ships say,  '*  the  holder  of  an  indorsed  bill  of  lading 
may,  in  the  course  of  commercial  dealing,  transfer 
a  right  greater  than  he  himself  bas ;  the  exception 
is  founded  on  the  negotiable  quality  of  the  docu- 
ment. It  is  confined  to  the  case  wnere  the  person 
who  transfers  the  right  is  himself  in  actual  and 
authorised  possession  of  the  document,  and  the 
transferee  gives  value  on  the  faith  of  ic,  without 
having  notice  of  any  circumstances  which  would 
render  the  transaction  neither  fair  nor  honest." 

Now,  it  is  said  that  the  plaintiffs  had  notice  suffi- 
cient! to  invalidate  their  claim ;  what  it  was  is  set 
out  in  the  8th  article  (to  which  the  10th  refers)  of 
the  answer :  '*  At  the  time  of  the  said  shipment  by 
the  African  Barter  Company,  and  before  the  signing 
of  the  said  bills  of  lading,  it  was  for  valuable  con- 
sideration, agreed  by  and  between  the  said  com- 
pany and  Messrs.  Charles  Leigh  Clare  and  Co.  and 
Samuel  Bigby  Stainforth  respectively,  who  are 
the  consignees  respectively  named  in  the  said  bills 
of  lading,  copies  whereof  are  annexed,  marked  re- 
spectively A  and  B,  that  the  said  Charles  Leigh 
Clare  and  Co.  and  Samuel  Bigby  Stainforth  were 
respectively  to  have  delivered  to  them  out  of  the 
said  shipment,  made  by  or  on  behalf  of  the  said 
company,  the  full  quantity  of  kernels  mentioned  in 
their  said  bills  of  lading  before  any  portion  of  the 
said  kernels  should  be  delivered  to  the  said  D. 
Chinery,  managing  director  of  the  said  company, 
or  to  his  assigns,  on  the  said  bills  of  lading  men- 
tioned in  the  petition."  The  two  bills  of  lading 
A  and  6,  referred  to  in  this  article,  have  been 
already  recited.  The  shippers  in  these  are  the 
African  Barter  Company,  Leigh  Clare  and  Co.,  con- 
signees of  A,  and  Stainforth,  consignee  of  B,  had 
claims  secured  by  judgments  upon  their  allotments 
of  the  cargo.  The  shipper  in  bill  of  ladiog  C  is 
Finlay,  the  consignee  being  Chinery,  described  as 
managing  director  of  the  African  Barter  Company. 
It  is  said  that  Finlay  and  Chinery  are  practically 
the  same,  and  that  the  African  Barter  Company 
was  known  to  be  on  the  verge  of  bankruptcy.  But, 
if  this  be  so,  it  would  not  affect  Parry,  Lovell,  and 
Co.,  to  whom  Chinery  indorsed  the  bill  of  lading  C. 

Then  it  is  said  that  they  had  notice  of  a  pri- 
vate arrangement,  whereby  it  was  settled  that 
A  and  B  should  be  satisfied  before  C,  because 
Chinery  must  be  taken  to  have  been  cognizant  of 
this  agreement.  I  am  not  satisfied  that  Parry, 
Lovell,  and  Co.  were  not  innocent  holders  of  the 
bill  C ;  and  I  must  observe  that  it  is  not  pleaded 
that  they  took  bill  C  with  notice  or  without  consi- 
deration ;  but,  even  if  they  were  not  innocent 
holders,  what  is  alleged  against  Hall,  Bower,  and 
Co.?  Why,  that  a  letter  from  Parry,  Lovell,  and 
Co.  to  them  gave  them  notice  which,  as  honest 
assignees  of  bill  C,  ought  to  have  awakened  their 
suspicion,  and  have  admonished  them  to  make  in- 
quiries, the  result  of  which  would  have  apprised 
them  that  bill  C  was  to  be  postponed  to  A  and  B, 
andthat  lih ere  were  not  kernels  enough  to  satisfy 
the  three.  The  letter,  so  far  as  it  was  relied  on  to 
prove  this  charge,  is  as  follows  :  [His  Lordship 
then  read  the  letter  of  the  31st  Got.  1874,  from 
Parry,  Lovell,  and  Co.  to  the  plaintiffs,  before  set 
out.]  After  a  careful  consideration  of  this  letter, 
I  cannot  come  to  the  conclusion  that  it  warrants 


the  argument  that  Hall,  Bower,  and  Co.  were  bound 
to  have  made  further  inquiries  before  they  took  the 
bill  of  lading. 

The  general  principle  of  the  law  as  to  con- 
structive notice  to  allot  in  the  case  about  to 
be  cited  seems  to  be  well  laid  down  in  the 
judgment  of  Wigram,  V.C,  in  Jones  v.  8mi(k 
(11  Hare,  56) :  **  It  is  scarcely  possible,"  obserres 
his  Honour,  "  to  declare  a  priori  what  shall  be 
deemed  constructive  notice ;  because,  unquestion- 
ably, that  which  would  not  affect  one  man  may  be 
abundantly  sufficient  to  affect  another.  But  I 
believo  I  may,  with  sufficient  accuracy  for  my 
present  purpose,  and  without  danger,  assert  that 
the  cases  in  which  constructive  notice  has  been 
established  resolve  themselves  into  two  classes; 
first,  cases  in  which  the  party  charged  has  had 
actual  notice  that  the  property  in  dispute  was  in 
fact  charged,  encumbered,  or  in  some  way  affected, 
and  the  court  has  thereupon  bound  him  with  oon- 
structive  notice  of  facts  and  instruments  to  a 
knowledge  of  which  he  would  have  been  led  by  an 
inquiry  after  the  charges,  incumbrance,  or  other 
circumstance  affecting  the  property  of  which  he 
had  actual  notice ;  and,  secondly,  cases  in  which 
the  court  has  been  satisfied,  from  the  evidence 
before  it,  that  the  party  charged  has  designedly 
abstained  from  inquiry  for  the  very  purpose  of 
avoiding  notice.  The  proposition  of  law  upon 
which  the  former  class  of  cases  rests  is,  not  that 
the  party  charged  had  notice  of  an  instrument^ 
which  in  truth  related  to  the  subject  in  dispute, 
without  knowing  that  such  was  the  case,  but  that 
he  had  actual  notice  that  it  did  so  relate.  The 
proposition  of  law  upon  which  the  second  class  of 
cases  proceed  is,  not  that  the  party  charged  had 
incautiously  neglected  to  make  inquiries,  but  that 
he  had  designedly  abstained  from  such  inquiries 
for  the  purpose  of  avoiding  knowledge — a  purpose 
which,  if  proved,  would  clearly  show  he  had  a 
suspicion  of  the  truth,  and  a  fraudulent  determina- 
tion not  to  learn  it.  If,  in  short,  there  is  not  actual 
notice  that  the  property  is  in  some  way  affected, 
and  no  fraudulent  turning  away  from  that  know- 
ledge of  facts  which  the  res  gestcB  would  suggest  to 
a  prudent  mind — if  mere  want  of  caution,  as  dis- 
tinguished from  fraudulent  and  wilful  blindness, 
is  all  that  can  be  imputed  to  the  purchaser — ihere 
the  doctrine  of  constructive  notioe  will  not  apply ; 
there  the  purchaser  will  in  equity  be  considereid, 
as  in  fact  he  is,  a  bond  fide  purchaser  without 
notice."  These  remarks  in  favour  of  the  innocence 
of  the  purchaser  are  certainly  not  weakened  when 
applied  to  the  holder  of  a  bill  of  lading.  It  may 
be  that  the  letter  conveys  an  intimation  that  the 
African  Barter  Company  is  on  the  eve  of  bank- 
ruptcy, and  that  the  writer  desires  to  prevent  the 
bill  of  lading  from  forming  part  of  the  bankruptcy 
estate.  It  may  bo  before  another  tribunal,  and  for 
a  different  purpose,  the  writer  may  be  liable  for 
this  statement.  I  offer  no  opinion  on  these  points. 
The  question  before  me  is,  whether  the  letter 
ought  to  have  suggested  to  Hall,  Bower  and  Co. 
that  which  is  now  relied  upon,  namely,  that  the 
bill  of  lading  C  was  only  to  be  satisfied  if  the 
satisfaction  of  bills  A  and  B  left  a  sufficient  quan- 
tity of  kernels  for  the  purpose.  I  think  ic  contained 
no  such  suggestion. 

With  respect  to  the  objection  as  to  want  of  con- 
sideration given  by  Hall,  Bower,  and  Co.,  I  am  of 
opinion  that  the  bill  of  lading  was  assigned  to  and 
taken  by  them  in  part  payment  of  a  debt  due  to 
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them  from   tbe  assignee,  which  is  a  saffioient 
valuable  consideration. 

Upon  the  whole,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  prayer 
of  the  plaintiffs  ouf^ht  to  be  granted.  I  pronounce 
for  the  damage,  which  mast  be  referred  in  the  usoal 
manner  to  the  registrar  and  merchants,  and  T  con- 
demn the  defendant  in  costs. 

Solicitors :  Plaintiffs,  Snowball,  Gopeman,  and 
Sniiih ;  Defendants,  Duncan,  Hill,  and  Dickinson, 


Feb.  11  and  18,  1876. 

The  Earl  Spencer. 

Collision — Speed — Ship   overtaken^No    duty    to 

show  light  or  signal. 
A  steamship  entering  a  harbour  at  fuU  speed  on  a 
night  when  ships  not  showing  lights  can  be  seen 
only  at  a  distance  of  one  or  two  cables*  length 
ioiU  he  heild  to  blame  if  she  injures  another  ship. 
There  is  no  duty  imposed  upon  any  ship  to  exhibit 
a  light  or  signal  astern  to  another  ship  approach- 
ing the  former  from  such  a  direction  that  the 
regulation    lights   of  the  leading  ship  are  not 
visible  to  those  onboard  the  following  ship,  even 
when  the  leading  ship  Us  in  the  fair  way  of  a 
harbour  on  a  night  when  vessels  not  showing 
lights  cannot  be  seen  at  a  greater  distance  than 
one  or  two  cables*  length. 
This  was  a  cause  of  collision  instituted  on  behalf 
of  tbe  owners,  master,  and  crew  of  the  schooner 
Merlin,  and  on  behalf  of  the  owners  of  the  cargo 
lately  laden  on  board  thereof,  against  the  steam- 
ship Earl  Spencer,  and  against  the  London  and 
North- Western  Railway  Company,  the  owners  of 
the  said  steamship,  intervening.    The  petition,  so 
far  as  is  material,  was  as  follows : 

1.  At  about  or  shortly  before  5  a.m.  on  the  17th  Oct. 
1874,  the  schooner  Merlin,  of  65  tons  register,  manned  by 
a  crew  of  four  hands  all  told,  whilst  in  prosecution  of 
a  Tograge  from  Carmarthen  to  Liyerpool  with  a  cargo  of 
tin  plate,  was  in  Holyhead  Bay  inside  of  the  Breakwater. 

2.  The  wind  at  such  time  was  about  south-soutii- 
weet,  a  moderate  gale  ;  the  weather  was  rainy,  and  the 
tide  abont  one  hour  and  a  half  ebb,  and  the  Merlin  had 
her  proper  regulation  lights  duly  exhibited,  and  burn- 
ing brightly.  She  was  on  the  starboard  taok,  heading 
about  aonth-eaet  by  south;  her  speed  was  about  one 
and  a  half  knots  or  two  Icaots  per  hour,  and  she  was 
under  double-reefed  mainsail,  reefed  topsail,  standing 
jib  and  forestaysail,  and  her  crew  were  engaged  in 
■etting  her  double-reefed  foresail. 

8.  At  Buoh  times  the  aboye-named  steamship  Earl 
Spencer,  with  her  three  lights  open,  was  seen  at  the  dis- 
tanoe  of  about  a  cable's  length  astern  of  the  Merlin, 
and  ooming  towards  her  under  steam.  The  Earl  Spencer, 
although  loudly  hailed  from  the  Merlin,  ran  against  ana 
with  her  stem  struck  the  Merlin  a  violent  blow  on  her 
port  quarter,  doinpf  her  a  great  deal  of  damage.  The 
crew  of  the  Merlin  got  on  board  the  Earl  Spencer  in 
order  to  save  their  lives,  and  the  Earl  Spencer,  af tor  an 
nnsncoeasful  attempt  to  take  the  Ifer^  in  tow,  pro* 
eeeded  into  Holyhead  harbour,  and  the  Merlin  and  her 
cargo  and  everything  on  board  ner  were  totally  lost. 

4.  Those  on  board  the  Earl  Spencer  neglected  to  keep 
a  proper  look-out. 

5.  The  Earl  Spencer  improperly  neglected  to  keep  out 
of  the  way  of  the  Merlin, 

6.  The  Earl  Spencer  was  going  too  fast  considering  the 
state  of  the  weather,  and  did  not  duly  observe  and  com- 
ply with  the  provisions  of  Article  16  of  the  Regulations 
for  preventing  Collisions  at  Sea. 

7.  Tbe  said  collision  and  the  consequent  loss  of  the  Jfer- 
Un  and  her  cargo,  and  everything  on  board  her,  were  occa- 
sioned by  the  negligent  and  improper  navigation  of  the 
Sari  Spencer. 

8.  The  said  collision  was  not  occasioned  by  any  negli- 
gence on  the  part  of  the  master  or  crew  of  the  Merlin. 


The  defendants  filed  an  answer,  which,  so  far  as 
material  was  as  follows : 

1.  The  Earl  Spencer  is  a  paddle  steamship  of  350| 
horse-power,  and  of  431  tons  register,  belonging  to  the 

Sort  of  London,  is  manned  by  a  crew  of  twenty-eight 
ands  all  told,  and  is  employed  in  carrying  cargo  and 
passengers  between  Holyhead  and  Greenore  in  Ireland. 

2.  Tbe  Earl  Spencer  left  Greenore  bound  for  Holyhead 
on  the  evening  of  the  16th  Oct.  1874,  having  on  board  a 
cargo  of  general  goods,  cattle,  and  thirty-eight  passen- 
gers. 

8.  The  Earl  Spencer  proceeded  on  her  said  voyage  in 
safety  until  about  4.25  a.m.  on  the  17th  Oct.  1874,  when 
the  tide  being  ebb.  the  weather  dark  and  rainy,  and  a 
gale  blowing  »om  the  south-south-west,  the  Earl  Spencer 
was  rounding  the  breakwater  of  and  entering  Holyhead 
outer  harbour,  heading  about  south-half-east,  with  her 
regulation  lights  bnrmng  brightly,  and  a  good  look-out 
being  kept  on  board  of  her.  At  such  time,  and  after 
rounding  the  breakwater,  those  on  board  the  Earl  Spencer 
suddenly  sighted  a  vessel,  which  turned  out  to  be  the 
Merlin,  with  no  lights  visible,  bearing  about  half  a  point 
on  the  starboard  bow  of  the  Earl  Spencer  and  close 
ahead  of  the  latter  vessel,  and  inside  the  breakwater. 
The  master  of  the  Earl  fi[pencer,  thinking  that  the  Merlin 
was  a  vessel  at  anchor,  starboarded  the  helm  of  the  Earl 
Spencer  to  go  to  the  eastward  and  outside  of  her  and  of 
the  other  shipping,  there  being  several  vessels  at  anchor 
to  the  westward  of  the  Merlin,  but  discovering  imme- 
diately afterwards  that  the  MerUnwtM  under  weigh,  the 
master  of  the  Earl  Spencer  ordered  the  engines  of  that 
vessel  to  be  stopped  and  reversed  full  speed,  which  order 
was  immediately  obeyed,  but  as  the  time  which  had 
^psed  from  the  sighting  of  the  Merlin  was  so  short, 
and  as  the  MerUn  was  steering  a  course  which  crossed 
the  course  of  the  Earl  Spencer^  that  latter  vessel  was 
unable  to  avoid  the  Merlin,  but  her  bow  came  in  con- 
tact with  the  stern  and  port  quarter  of  the  MerUn.  The 
master  of  the  Earl  Spencer  attempted  to  tow  the  Merlin 
in  safety,  but  after  an  unsuccessful  attempt  to  do  so 
was  compelled,  through  fear  of  risking  the  lives  and  pro- 
perty under  his  care,  to  abandon  her  after  taking  on 
board  her  crew. 

4.  Save  as  herein  appears  the  defendants  deny  the 
several  allegations  of  the  plaintiffs'  petition. 

5.  Those  on  buard  the  Merlin  improperly  omitted 
under  the  circumstances  of  the  case  to  haU  the  Earl 
Spencer,  or  to  show  a  light,  or  to  take  any  proper 
measures  in  due  time  to  warn  those  on  board  the  Earl 
Spencer  of  the  proximity  and  position  of  the  Merlin, 
aUhough  from  the  relative  position  of  the  two  ships  the 
regulation  lights  of  the  Merlin  were  not  visible  to  those 
on  board  the  Earl  Spencer. 

6.  Those  onboard  the  MerUn  ne||[lected  to  observe  and 
comply  with  the  provisions  of  Articles  19  and  20  of  the 
Begulations  for  Preventing  Collisions  at  Sea. 

7.  The  said  collision  was  occasioned  or  contributed  to 
by  some  or  one  of  the  acts  or  defaults  set  forth  in  the 
5th  and  6th  Articles  of  this  answer,  or  otherwise  by  the 
negligence  of  those  on  board  the  Merlin, 

8.  The  said  collision  was  not  occasioned  by  any  neg- 
ligence of  those  on  board  the  Earl  Spencer,  but  was,  so 
far  as  they  were  concerned,  an  inevitable  accident. 

The  pleadings  were  thereupon  conolnded. 

Feb,  11. — ^Tbe  cause  came  on  for  hearing  before 
the  Judge,  assisted  by  Trinity  Masters.  The  facts 
of  the  case  were  not  in  dispute.  The  plaintiffs 
called  only  one  witness,  the  master  of  the  Merlin, 
who  stated  that  the  Merlin  was  beating  into  Holy- 
head harbour  for  refuge,  as  it  was  blowing  a  gide 
of  wind,  and  the  weather  was  dark  and  rainy.  He 
was  at  the  helm,  and  the  rest  of  the  crew  were 
enfi;aged  in  hoisting  the  foresail.  As  he  was  coming 
in  he  made  out  the  balls  of  two  vessels  at  the  dis- 
tance of  about  a  cable's  length  and  a  half  off ; 
They  had  their  riding  lights  up.  No  ooeon  board 
the  Merlin  sighted  the  Earl  Spenoer  till  she  was 
abont  a  cable's  length  off  astern  of  them,  and  then 
the  master  of  the  Merlin  saw  the  Earl  Spencer's 
three  lights,  and  made  out  that  vessel  coming  up 
right  astern  of  them,  and  the  Earl  Spencer  was 
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loudly  bailed,  but  oame  on  and  straok  tbe  Merlin  ' 
on  tbe  stem  a  little  on  tbe  port  side.  Tbe  Merlin 
was  beading  S.E.  by  S.,  and  tbe  Earl  Spencer 
S.  i  E.  In  cross-examination  tbe  master  of  the 
Merlin  admitted  tbat  be  could  bave  seen  tbe  ligbts 
of  tbe  Ea/rl  Spencer  tbroe  or  four  miles  off  if  be 
bad  looked  for  tbem,  and  that  if  be  bad  seen  them 
sooner  be  sboold  bave  shown  the  Earl  Spencer  a 
light  over  the  stern  of  the  Merlin ;  tbat  it  was  bis 
practice  to  show  a  light  over  bis  vessel's  stem  on 
such  occasions;  and  tbat  the  Earl  Spencer wbls 
coming  np  in  snob  a  direction  tbat  those  on  board 
of  her  conld  not  see  the  Merlin's  regulation  ligbts. 

The  defendants'  witnesses  stated  tbat  tbe  Earl 
Spencer  was  going  into  Holyhead  barbonr  at  a 
speed  of  eleven  knots,  and  tbat  snch  a  speed  is 
necessary  to  keep  enough  steerage  way  on  to 
enable  the  steamer  to  get  into  tbe  place  wbere  she 
lands  her  passengers  and  cargo.  If  she  slackened 
speed  she  would  be  thrown  off  her  course  by  tbe 
tide  and  wind.  Tbe  night  was  so  dark,  that 
although  a  good  look  out  (the  first  mate  and  three 
men)  was  kept  on  tbe  forecastle  the  Merlin  was 
not  sighted  until  within  a  cable's  length.  Tbe 
Merlin  was  in  tbe  usual  track  of  steamers  going 
into  the  harbour, and  bad  no  ligbts  visible,  buc  the 
master  of  tbe  Earl  Spencer  thougbt  sbe  was  a 
vessel  at  anchor,  it  being  a  common  tbing  for  small 
vessels  to  lie  at  ancbor  without  ligbts  inside  the 
breakwater.  As  there  were  otber  vessels  at  anchor 
to  starboard  of  tbe  Merlin,  tbe  master  of  the  Earl 
Spencer  starboarded  bis  helm  to  go  outside  of  her, 
but  immediately  afterwards  discovered  she  was 
under  weigb,and  stopped  and  reversed  his  engines, 
but  was  unable  to  avoid  the  collision. 

The  court  called  upon  (on  the  question  of  speed) 

Butt,  Q.C.  and  Ja/mes  P.  Aepinall  for  tbe  defen- 
dants.— Tbe  speed  of  tbe  Earl  Spencer  was  justi- 
fiable. If  such  speed  was  necessary  to  reach  her 
discbarging  berth,  she  cannot  be  held  wrong  in 
keeping  up  that  speed  even  when  entering  harbour. 
Having  only  just  entered  tbe  harbour,  it  would 
not  bave  been  safe  to  slacken  speed.  There  is  no 
rule  or  regulation  requiring  a  vessel  to  go  at  less 
than  full  speed  except  in  foggy  weather,  and 
whether  a  steam  ship  be  entering  harbour  or  in 
tbe  open  sea,  she  is  equally  entitled  to  keep  up  her 
speed  if  she  can  see  nothing  in  her  way.  Even 
it  she  bad  slackened  speed  on  entering  the  har- 
bour, sbe  could  not  bave  avoided  the  collision : 
she  made  out  tbe  Merlin  too  late  to  be  able  to 
avoid  tbat  vessel  even  if  she  bad  been  going  at 
half  speed. 

When  tbe  night  is  so  dark  tbat  tbe  look  out 
on  board  a  steamship  cannot  make  out  a  vessel 
ahead  till  within  the  length  of  a  cable  or  two, 
and  until  it  is  too  late  to  avoid  a  collision, 
it  is  tbe  duty  of  those  on  board  tbe  vessel  ahead, 
if  she  is  in  such  a  position  tbat  her  regulation 
ligbts  are  not  visible  to  tbe  overtaking  vessel, 
to  exhibit  a  light  to  tbat  vessel  or  to  give 
her  some  signal  by  which  she  may  recognise 
tbat  sbe  is  likely  to  run  into  risk  of  col- 
lision. The  master  of  tbe  Merlin  should  bave 
shown  a  light  or  signal  over  tbe  stem  of  tbe 
Merlin  in  time  to  bave  enabled  the  Earl  Spencer  to 
keep  out  of  tbe  way  of  tbe  Merlin,  This  duty  on 
tbe  part  of  tbe  leading  vessel  arises  under  the 
general  maritime  law  enforced  by  Article  20  of  the 
regulations  for  preventing  collisions,  which  says 
'*  Nothing  in  these  rules  shall  exonerate  any  ship, 
or  the  owner,  or  maateri  or  crew  thereof,  from  the 


oonsequenoes  of  any  neglect  to  carry  lights  or 
signal,  or  of  any  neglect  to  keep  a  proper  look-out 
or  of  the  neglect  of  any  precaution  which  may  be 
required  by  tbe  ordinary  practice  of  seamen,  or  by 
the  special  circumstances  of  tbe  case."  Under  the 
general  maritime  law  before  the  passing  of  these 
regulations,  although  there  was  no  rule  requiring 
fixed  lights  to  be  carried,  there  was  an  obligation 
upon  every  vessel  at  night  to  show  a  light  to 
another  vessel  approaching  from  any  direction  if 
the  vessels  were  navigating  in  frequented  water ; 
and  consequently  a  vessel  would  be  bound  to  show 
a  light  over  her  stem  to  another  approaching.  The 
regulations  only  provide  for  certain  fixed  lights  to 
be  carried  from  sunset  to  sunrise  (Arts.  3  &  5), 
which  are  visible  only  from  ahead  and  not  from 
astern.  Art.  20  expressly  reserves  tbe  obligation 
to  carry  such  lights  or  signals,  in  addition  to  those 
fixed  ligbts,  as  may  be  required  by  the  ordinary 
practice  of  seamen,  and  tbat  the  exhibition  of  a 
light  or  signal  over  the  stern  of  tbe  Merlin  would 
have  been  an  ordinary  seamanlike  precaution  is 
admitted  by  tbe  master  of  tbe  Merlin.  The 
regulations  leave  untouched  the  obligation  of  the 
maritime  law  as  to  showing  lights  or  signals  in  tbe 
directions  in  which  the  fixed  lights  are  not  visible. 
Such  occasional  lights  or  signals  should  be  ready 
for  occasional  exhibition  whenever  there  appears 
to  be  danger  of  collision.  [Sir  R.  Phillimorb. — 
I  shall  ask  the  Elder  Brethren  whether  in  this 
case  it  would  bave  been  in  accordance  with  the 
ordinary  practice  of  seamen  to  bave  exhibited  a 
light.]  The  practice  of  seamen  is  no  doubt  a 
question  for  tbe  Elder  Brethren  but  the  obligation 
under  the  maritime  law,  is  a  question  for  the 
court.  In  The  Chanonry  (1  Asp.  Mar.  Law  Cas. 
569 ;  28  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.  284),  this  court  intimated 
that  under  special  circumstances  tbe  exhibition  of 
a  light  astern  to  an  overtaking  vessel  would  be 
obligatory,  and  in  this  case  there  were  clearly 
special  circumstances ;  because  the  Merlin  was 
beating  into  a  barbonr  into  which  these  steamers 
went  regularly  and  was  in  the  usual  track  of  these 
steamers.  She  was  an  obstruction  to  tbe  fairway, 
and  as  such  was  bound  to  give  notice  of  her  posi- 
tion ;  failure  to  give  such  notice  disentitles  her 
from  recovering  in  this  action,  as  but  for  tbat  failure 
no  collision  could  bave  occurred. 

Milward,  Q.C.  and  Glarkson,  for  the  plaintiffs : 
— The  Chanonry  (uhi  sup.)  is  in  our  favour,  because 
it  was  there  decided  that  the  leading  vessel  was 
under  no  obligation  to  show  lights,  altbouffh  she 
was  navigating  one  of  the  passages  of  the  Bristol 
Channel,  and  a  strong  opinion  was  expressed  that 
snch  unusual  ligbts  would  bo  misleading.  Tbe  regu- 
lations clearly  contemplated  the  case  of  overtaking 
ships.  They  specially  provide  for  the  arc  of  the 
horizon  over  which  the  lights  are  to  be  seen,  and 
that  tbe  side  lights  shall  not  be  seen  abaft  tbe 
beam,  and  this  provision  indicates  that  vessels  are 
not  to  show  lights  astern.  Moreover,  article  2  of 
tbe  regulations  provides  tbat  **  the  lights  men- 
tioned in  the  following  articles,  numbered  3,  4,  5,  6, 
7,  8,  and  9,  and  no  others,  shall  be  carried  in  all 
weathers  from  sunset  to  sunrise,"  and  it  will  be 
noticed  that  in  those  articles  no  mention  is  made  of 
showing  a  light  astern,  and  tbat  article  20  is  not 
inclnded  among  the  articles  named  therein.  [Sir 
B.  Phillimoee. — But  articles  3  and  5  which  govern 
the  ship  apply  to  tbe  permanent  carrying  of  lights 
according  to  Mr.  Butt's  contention.]  The  only 
provision  in  the  rules  for  the  occasional  exhibition 
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of  lights  relates  to  the  case  of  small  vessels  (articles 
6  and  9),  and  this  ouly  in  case  it  is  impossible  to 
fix  the  lights;  when  the  lights  can  be  fixed  no 
others  should  be  exhibited.  What  light  or  signal 
is  a  Tessel  to  shovr  to  one  orertaking  her  P  In  The 
0.  8.  Butler  (L.  Rep.  4  Adm.  &  Eoc.  238 ;  31  L.  T. 
Rep.  N.  S.  549 ;  2  Asp.  Mar.  Law  Gas.  408),  a 
■teamer  was  held  to  blame  for  damaging  a  damb 
barse  navigating  the  Thames  at  night,  and  it  was 
held  that  there  was  no  obligation  on  the  barge  to 
show  a  light,  becanse  the  rules  provided  no  special 
light  for  a  dumb  barge.  If  we  are  bound  to  show  a 
white  light,  how  is  it  to  be  distinguished  from  an 
anchor  ught.  We  submit  that  the  Legislature 
expressly  omitted  any  mention  of  lights  astern  in 
order  to  prevent  confasion.  The  only  question 
is  whether  the  steamer  was  pmdentlv  navigated. 

Buit,  Q.O.,  in  reply. — Both  in  The  Ohanonry 
{ubi  sup.),  and  The  0.  8.  Butler  {ubi  sup,),  the 
nights  were  such  that  vessels  could  be  seen  with- 
out lights  at  a  considerable  distance,  whereas  here 
they  were  only  visible  when  close  to.  The  exhibi- 
tion of  a  light  under  such  circumstances  was  a 
matter  of  ordinary  precaution. 

Sir  R.  Pbilumobb. — ^The  court  entertains  no 
doubt  whatever  with  respect  to  a  portion  of  this 
case,  namely,  that  the  steamer  is  to  blame  for  the 
very  reprehensible  speed  at  which,  in  the  circum- 
stances of  this  case,  she  thought  proper  to  enter 
Holyhead  Harboar.  Bat  on  the  other  point  the 
court  will  take  a  little  time  to  consider,  and  will 
deliver  a  reasoned  judgment. 

Gwr.  adv,  vult 

Feb.  18.— Sir  R.  Phillimoee. — ^The  question 
reserved  in  this  case  is  whether  the  Merlin  be  not 
to  blame  as  well  as  the  Earl  8pencer — already 
pronounced  to  be  to  blame — because  she,  the 
Merlin^  did  not  exhibit  a  light  over  her  stem.  I 
must  consider  this  question  with  reference  to  the 
particular  case  and  the  general  law. 

First,  as  to  the  particular  c^e.  The  Elder 
Brethren  were  careful  to  draw  my  attention  to  the 
liEKst  that  the  crew  of  this  little  schooner  were  only 
four  in  number.  That  the  master  was  engaged  in 
steering  and  the  three  others  in  making  sail,  and 
in  their  opinion  there  was  not  time  or  opportunity 
to  have  exhibited  a  light  over  the  stem.  In  this 
opinion  I  agree,  but  I  am  afraid  I  must  consider, 
secondly,  what  the  general  law  is. 

That  law  is  to  be  fonnd  now  exclusively  in  the 
Regulations  fur  Preventing  GoUisious  at  Sea.  The 
regulations  carefully  prescribe  the  occasions  upon 
which  lights  are  to  be  carried,  and  the  character 
and  position  of  those  lights. 

It  is  not  denied  that  no  express  provision  is  to  be 
found  for  the  exhibition  of  a  light  to  an  overtaking 
vessel.  The  second  article  of  the  regulations 
rules  that  lights  mentioned  in  certain  rollowing 
articles,  and  no  others,  shall  be  carried  in  all 
weathers,  from  sunset  to  sunrise ;  and  it  is  clear 
that  the  case  of  an  overtaking  vessel  was  in  the 
contemplation  of  the  framers  of  the  regulations, 
for  Article  17  says,  **  Every  vessel  overtaking  any 
other  vessel  shall  keep  out  of  the  way  of  the  said 
last-mentioned  vessel ;"  and  if  it  be  ever  the  duty 
of  the  vessel  overtaken  to  exhibit  a  stern  light  here 
was  surely  the  place  where  it  would  have  been 
mentioned. 

It  is  no  secret  that  great  nautical  authorities 
are  divided  in  their  opinion  on  the  subject  of 
the  advantage  or  disadvantage  of  exhibiting 
a  stem  light.    It  may  be  proper  that  a  regulation 


to  the  effect  should  be  made.  I  do  not  offer  an 
opinion  upon  the  point. 

The  regulations,  having  au  international  cha- 
racter, would  of  course  require  great  consideration, 
caution,  and  commanication  with  other  states  who 
are  parties  to  the  existing  regulations,  but  until  a 
new  regulation  be  made  it  seems  to  me  that  to 
require  a  vessel  abont  to  be  overtaken  to  exhibit 
a  stern  light  would  lead  to  confusion  and  danger. 
The  necessity  for  exhibiting  such  a  light  would 
vary  with  the  circumstances  Of  each  case;  at 
least,  I  presume  it  would  not  be  contended  that 
the  overtaking  vessel  would  always  be  entitled 
to  expect  the  exhibition  of  a  light  from  the 
vessel  ahead.  The  consequence  would  probably 
be  that  uncertainty  would  be  introduced  to  the 
genend  matter  of  lights,  and  certainty  in  this 
respect  has  been  the  great  object  of  the  regula- 
tions. 

I  am  of  opinion  that  the  exhibition  of  a  stern 
light  is  not  obligatory  on  the  vessel  ahead.  This 
opinion  must  be  taken  as  correotivo  of  any  dicta 
uttered  by  me  in  th^  case  of  The  Ohanonry  (uhi 
sup.). 

I  pronounce  the  Earl  Spencer  alone  to  blame. 

Solicitors  for  the  plaintiff,  Ingledew,  Ince,  and 
Greening,  ^ 

Solicitor  for  the  defendants,  B.  F,  Boherts, 
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Reported  hj  E.  Stbwabt  Boch>  and  H.  Fbat,  Esqn., 

Bairiflten4it-Law. 

April  22  aud  29, 1875. 

(Before  the  Lords  Justices.) 

Ex  parte  Lambton  ;  Be  Ldtdsat. 

BUI  of  eoDchange — Doctrine  of  Ex  parte  Waring— 
8hip-huilding  contra^ — BiUs  drawn  against 
work  done— Vendor's  lien  for  unpiid  purchase^ 
money — Dotibleinsolvency^'BightsofbiUholders. 

A.  contracted  to  buUd  an  iron  steamship  for  B,for 
7600Z.  The  money  was  to  be  paid  by  instalments 
at  specified  periods,  as  the  buUding  of  the  ship 
progressed,  partly  in  cash  and  partly  in  bills,  ana 
from  the  tima  of  paying  the  first  instalment  the 
ship  was  to  be  the  property  of  B,,  to  the  extent  of 
his  payments,  subject  to  A.*s  lien  for  any  unpaid 
instalments.  B,  gave  his  acceptances  from  Vi/me 
to  time  to  the  amount  of  2700L  to  A,,  who  dis* 
counted  them  with  his  bankers  in  the  ordinary 
course. 

Before  the  ship  was  completed,  A.  and  B.  both 
became  insolvent,  and  the  bills  were  consequently 
dishonoured  at  maturity.  B.'s  creditors  resolved 
to  accept  a  composition,  and  their  resolution  was 
duly  registered.  B.  subsequently  abandoned  the 
contract,  and  the  trustee  under  A.*s  bankruptcy 
finished  the  ship.  The  bankers,  the  holders  of  the 
biUs,  which  were  expressed  to  be  drawn  "for 
value  received  in  iron  screw  steamer  now  build- 
ing" claimed  to  stand  in  B.*s  place,  and  to  be 
entitled  to  a  lien  upon  the  ship  for  the  moneys 
they  had  advanced  on  the  bUls : 

Held  {affirming  the  decision  of  the  Chief  Judge  in 
Bankruptcy),  that  the  doctrine  of  Ex  parte 
Waring  (19  Ves.  345)  did  not  apply,  and  that  the 
bill  holders  were  not  entitled  to  the  lien  claimed 
by  them. 

This  was  an  appeal  from  a  decision  of  the  Chief 

Judge  in  Bankruptcy,  reversing  a  decision  of  the 
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judge  of  the  County  Court  of  Newcastle-upon- 
Tyne. 

Edward  Lindsay,  the  bankrupt,  was  an  iron 
shipbuilder  at  St.  Lawrence,  near  Newcastle-upon- 
Tyne.  On  the  20th  Got.  1873,  ho  entered  into  a 
contract  with  Messrs.  Marshall,  Osborne,  and  Co., 
engineers  and  boiler  builders,  at  South  Shields,  to 
build  them  an  iron  screw  steamer,  the  material 
clauses  of  which  were  the  folio  wince : — 

The  facts  were  as  follows ; — 

That  if  at  any  time  the  said  Edward  Lindsay  shall  neg- 
lect or  make  defaalt  in  any  of  the  oonditionB  of  this 
oontraot,  or  in  the  event  of  the  death,  bankmptcy,  or 
insolvenoy  of  the  said  Edward  Lindsay,  or  if  not  com- 
pleted by  the  time  apeoified,  it  shall  be  lawful  then  and 
thencefortii  for  Marshall,  Osborne,  and  Co.  to  cause  any 
person  or  persons,  nominated  for  that  purpose  by  them, 
to  enter  upon  and  take  possession  of  the  vessel,  and  of 
all  materials,  matters  or  things  prepared  or  provided,  or 
in  the  course  of  preparation  for  the  vessel,  and  to  cause 
the  vessel  to  be  completed  by  any  person  whom  Marshall, 
Osborne,  and  Co.  may  see  fit  to  employ  in  such  com- 
pletion, and  at  such  place  or  places  as  Marshall,  Osborne, 
and  Co.  shall  choose  to  take  the  vessel  to  for  that  pur- 
pose ;  or  in  like  manner  to  contract  with  some  such 
person  or  persons  for  the  completion  of  the  work  agreed 
to  be  done  by  the  said  Edward  Lindsav,  and  to  employ 
such  materials  of  and  belonging  to  the  said  Edward 
Lindsay  as  shaU  then  be  upon  his  premises,  and  which 
shall  be  oonsidered  fit  and  applioaUe  for  the  purpose. 
And  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  said  Marshall,  Osborne, 
and  Co.  to  pav  to  such  person  or  persons  such  sum  or 
sums  as  they  shall  think  fit  or  agree  upon  in  that  behalf, 
and  to  deduct  such  sum  or  sums  of  money  as  they  may 
so  pay  from  and  out  of  the  payments  atrreed  by  them  to 
bepaid  to  the  said  Edward  Lindsay. 

That  the  said  vessel,  and  the  materials  prepared  and 
provided^  or  in  course  of  preparation,  shall,  from  the 
time  of  givinff  or  paying  the  first  instalment  by  the  said 
Marshall,  Osborne,  and  Co.  to  the  said  Edward  Lindsay, 
belong  and  be  deemed  in  every  respect,  for  every  and  idl 

Eurposes,  to  be  the  property  of  the  said  Marshall,  Oa- 
orne  and  Co.  to  the  extent  of  their  advances  (whether 
in  the  builder's  yard,  or  in  the  river,  or  in  the  graving 
dock  after  launching),  and  that  for  the  better  identifica- 
tion of  the  vessel,  and  for  the  protection  of  the  said 
Marshall,  Osborne,  and  Co.,  the  said  Edward  Lindsay 
shall,  immediately  the  keel  of  the  vessel  is  laid,  mark 
thereon  the  initisls  of  the  said  MarshaU,  Osborne,  and 
Co.,  as  owners,  and  the  name  of  the  said  vessel,  and  as 
soon  as  praptioable  mark  the  name  of  the  said  vessel, 
and  the  mitials  of  the  said  MarshaU,  Osborne,  and  Co.  as 
owners  thereof,  in  legible  characters,  subject,  neverthe- 
less, to  the  builder's  uen  for  any  unpaid  instalments. 

That  the  price  of  the  said  vessel  shall  be  67001.  ster- 
ling. 

That  the  said  vessel  shall  be  launched  on  or  before  the 
1st  Aug.  1874,  and  delivered  to  the  nurohasers  complete 
in  bull,  with  everything  named  in  the  specifioalaon,  by 
the  let  Sept.  1874.  .  .  . 

That  the  said  Edward  Lindsay  shall  be  paid  for  the 
said  vessel  am  foUows  *~^ 

When  keel  is  laid  1001,  cash,  and  500L  by  6  months' 
bill. 

When  framed,  lOOOl.  by  6  months'  bill. 

When  plated,  2001.  cash,  and  20001.  by  4  months'  bUl. 

When  launched,  2001.  cash,  and  20001.  by  4  months' 
bill. 

When  finished,  the  balance  by  6  months'  bill. 

All  bills  given  during  construction  to  be  retired  by 
Marshall,  Osborne,  andOo.,  at  completion  and  transfer. 

Edward  Lindsay  immediately  proceeded  to  build 
the  ship.  The  mode  of  payment  stipulated  for  by 
the  contract  was  not  strictly  adhered  to,  but  prior 
to  the  9th  July  1874,  Marshall,  Osborne,  and  Co., 
had  paid  to  Lindsey  about  1001.  in  cash,  and  had 
accepted  to  his  drafts  five  bills  of  exchange  to  the 
9^ggregB,te  amount  of  27001.  The  first  bill  was 
stated  to  be  given  "for  value  received  at  keel 
being  laid  for  steamer,"  and  the  remainder  pur* 
ported  to  be  "  for  value  received  in  iron  screw 


steamer  now  building."  Edwsrd  Lindsay  dis- 
counted all  these  bills  with  his  bankers,  Messrs. 
Lambton  and  Co.,  of  Newcastle-upon-Tyne,  with- 
out any  suspicion  on  their  part  that  the  bills 
would  not  be  met  at  maturity,  or  that  either 
Lindsay,  or  Marshall,  Osborne,  and  Ca  were  in 
difficulties. 

On  the  28th  July  1874,  Daniel  Thomas  Osborne 
died  before  any  of  the  aooeptances  given  by  his 
firm  had  become  payable,  and  on  the  31st,  the 
surviving  partner,  Robert  John  Osborne,  finding 
the  afEairs  of  the  firm  greatly  involved,  filed  his 
petition  for  liquidation,  and  at  the  first  meeting 
the  oreditors  passed  resolutions  accepting  a  com- 
position of  five  shillings  in  the  pound.  These 
resolutions  were  subsequently  confirmed,  and  re- 
gistered on  the  18th  Sept. 

On  the  10th  Oct.,  Eobert  John  Marshall  gave 
notice  in  writinc:  of  his  intention  to  abandon  the 
contract  with  Lindsay  for  the  building  of  the 
steamer. 

On  the  18th  Aug.  1874,  E.  Lindsay  filed  a  peti- 
tion for  liquidation,  but  the  proceedings  fell 
through. 

On  the  7th  Sept.  E.  Lindsay  was  adjudicated 
bankrupt,  upon  the  petition  of  B.  S.  Proctor,  a 
creditor  for  500Z.,  filed  on  the  20th  Aug.,  and 
Joseph  Greener  was  appointed  receiver  and 
manager  of  his  estate.  This  adjudication  wss 
annulled  on  appeal,  and  the  matter  remitted  to 
the  County  Court  to  inquire  into  the  alleged  act 
of  bankruptcy :  (see  Ex  parte  Lindsay,  31  L.  T. 
Rep.  N.  S.  415 ;  L.  Rep.  19  Eq.  52.)  The  petiUon 
for  adjudication  was  subsequently  dismissed  by 
consent. 

On  the  11th  Dec.  E.  Lindsay  was  again  adjudi- 
cated bankrupt,  and  Mr.  Greener  was  appcnnted 
the  trustee  thereunder.  At  this  time  the  ship  wss 
still  in  the  building  yard  of  E.  Lindsay,  in  an 
unfinished  state,  and  the  trustee  proceeded  to  com- 
plete it,  and  advanced  the  necessary  funds  for  that 
purpose. 

All  the  bills  were  dishonoured  at  maturity,  and 
Messrs.  Lambton  and  Co.  claimed,  under  the 
bankruptcy  of  Lindsay,  to  stand  in  the  place  of 
Marshall,  Osborne,  and  Co.,  and  to  have  a  lien 
upon  the  ship  for  the  amount  which  they  had 
advanced  to  Lindsay  upon  the  acceptance  in  their 
hands. 

On  the  23rd  Jan.  1875,  the  County  Court  Judge, 
upon  the  application  of  Messrs.  Lambton  and  Co., 
made  an  order,  declaring  that  the  steamer  was,  at 
the  date  of  the  bankruptcy  of  Edward  Lindsay,  a 
security  to  the  firm  of  Marshall,  Osborne,  and  Ca, 
for  indemnifying  them  against  the  payment  of  the 
bills  of  exchange  given  by  them  to  E.  Lindsay, 
and  then  in  the  possession  of  Messrs.  Lambton 
and  Co.,  as  the  holders  thereof  for  value,  and  that 
Messrs.  Lambton  and  Co.,  were  entitled  to  the 
benefit  of  such  security  in  respect  of  the  ssid 
bills. 

Against  this  order  Joseph  Green  appealed. 
LiUle,  Q.C.,  Winalow,  Q.C..  and  JF'.  H,  Colt,  ap- 
peared for  the  appellant. — The  qupetion  wss, 
whether  the  rule  in  Ex  parte  Waring  (19  Yes.  345) 
applied  to  the  present  case.  They  submitted  tbac 
it  did  not,  because  in  the  present  case  there  nevtf 
were  two  insolvencies  existing  at  one  and  the  same 
time.  Under  the  contract  the  ship  could  not  be  a 
security  to  anyone  who  was  not  willing  to  pay  the 
76001.,  the  amount  of  the  purchase  money,  and 
thus  gain  possession  of  the  ship.      Possession 
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was  to  be  given,  but  only  concarreotly  with 
the  obligation  to  retire  the  outstaDding  bills  of 
exchaoge.  Everythiog  was  conditional  upon  the 
payment  and  retiring  of  the  bills  at  maturity. 
They  cited 

Barrow  v.  Coles ,  3  Camp.  92 ; 

Bishop  V.  Shilito,  cited  in  Homhlower  v.  Proud,  2 

B.  A  Aia.329; 

Ex  parte  Birmingham  Oas  Light  and  Coke  Company, 

re  Adame,  24  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.  42 ;  L.  Bep.  11  £q. 
204.  .  ,*-  H 

De  Oext  Q.C.  and  J)oria,  appeared  for  the  bank, 
who  claimed  to  be  entitled  to  whatever  lien  E. 
Lindsay  possessed.  He  had  a  right  to  retain  the 
ship  until  all  the  bills  were  paid,a|id  the  bank  was 
also  entitled  to  have  the  ship  as  seonrity  for  the 
ootetanding  bills  in  their  hands,  without  being 
oompelled  to  complete  the  purchase.  That  was 
the  common  case  of  Ex  parte  Wearing,  and  there 
was  no  necessity  that  there  should  be  a  double  in- 
solvency. The  bank  was  entitled  to  the  equities 
both  of  E.  Lindsay  and  Marshall,  Osborne,  and 
Co.,  and  to  prove  against  both  estates,  and  to  take 
the  composition  under  the  one  and  the  instalments 
nnder  the  other.    They  cited 

PawUe  V.  Hargreaves,  22  L.  T.  Bep.  137  j  3  De  G. 

M.  AG.  480; 
Em  parte  Parr,  Back.  191 ; 
Ex  parte  Prescott,  1  M.  &  A.  316 ; 
Em  parte  Perfect,  1  Mont.  25 ; 
Bank  of  Ireland  v.  Perry,  25  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.  845 ; 

L.  Bep.  7  Ex  14 ; 
Em  parte  Smart,  28  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.  146;  L.  Bep.  8 

Ch.  App.  220 ; 
Be  Bamed*8  Banking  Company,  31  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S. 

862;  L.  Bep.  19  Eq.  1. 

The  Chief  Judge. — After  the  very  long  argu- 
ment that  I  have  heard,  it  is  satisiactory  that  one 
can  bring  the  case  back  to  a  very  simple  shape.  It 
appears  that  Lindsay  agreed  to  build  a  ship  for 
Messrs.  Marshall,  Osborne,  and  Co.,  for  76001.  If 
he  baild  the  ship  they  are  to  pay  him  76002.,  and 
if  they  do  not  pay  him  7600Z.  the  ship  must  re- 
main his.  That  7600Z.  has  not  been  paid.  Then, 
npoQ  what  ground  could  anyone  claim  to  have  any 
interest  in  the  ship  P  It  is  one  entire  contract,  and 
the  substance  of  it  is  that  which  I  have  stated. 
The  ship  is,  of  course,  proceeded  with  progres- 
sively ;  there  is  a  stipulation  for  payment  by  way 
of  advances  as  the  ship  proceeds.  There  is  a  sti- 
pulation that,  to  the  extent  of  these  advances,  the 
purchasers  shall  have  a  lien  on  the  ship.  But  all 
that  is  overridden  by  the  general  universal  stipu- 
lation that,  until  you  pay  Lindsay  7600Z.  that  ship 
is  not  Messs.  Marshall,  Osborne,  and  Co.'s,  nor 
any  interest  in  the  ship.  They  can  claim  nothing. 
Now,  it  seems  to  me  that  that  disposes  of  the 
question  altogether,  because,  unless  that  state 
of  facts  can  be  shaken,  the  case  of  Ex  parte 
Waring  cannot  be  resorted  to,  and  no  other  prin- 
dple  of  law  need  be  resorted  to.  Lindsay  is  to 
build  the  ship,  and,  as  in  the  course  of  building, 
expenses  are  incurred  from  day  to  day,  as  the 
ship  proceeds  advances  are  to  be  made.  The 
agi^eement  is  so  plain  and  so  clear  that  it  is  im- 
possible to  have  any  doubt  whatever  on  the 
subject.  The  4th  clause,  namely,  that  upon  which 
the  learned  judge  of  the  court  below  relies  most,  is 
that  which  has  furnished,  to  a  great  degree,  the 
arguments  I  have  listened  to  on  the  part  of  the 
respondent.  It  is  this,  that  the  vessel  shall,  from 
the  time  of  giying  or  paying  the  first  instalment 
by  Messrs.  Marshall,  Osborne,  and  Co.  to  Lindsay, 
belong  and  be  deemed  in  every  respect,  and  for 


every  and  all  purposes,  to  be  tho  property  of  the 
said  Messrs.  Marshall.  Osborne,  and  Co.,  to  the 
extent  of  their  advances.     The  meaning  of  that 
one  knows  well  enough  is  to  prevent  any  outside 
claim  from  being  made  upon  the  ship.    Then,  for 
the  better  identification  of  the  said  vessel,  it  is 
agreed  that  certain  marks  shall  be  put  upon  this 
vessel  as  soon  as  the  keel  is  laid ;  but  all  this  shall 
be  subject  nevertheless  to  the  builder's  lien  for 
any  unpaid  instalment.    There  is  a  stipulation  for 
the  period  within  which  the  ship  shall  be  com- 
plete, and  there  is  expressed  in  the  agreement  the 
periods  at  which  bills  are  to  be  given  as  the  ship 
proceeds;   and  there  is,  moreover,  this   express 
agreement,  that  all  the  bills  given  during  the  con- 
struction of  the  vessel  are  to  be  returned  by 
Messrs.  Marshall,  Osborne,  and  Co.  at  the  comple- 
tion of  the  transfer,  so   that,  although  bills  for 
6000L,  or  any  other  sums,  were  to  be  given  before 
the  completion,  yet   when    the   vessel  was  com- 
pleted, and  when  its  delivery  was  asked  for  by  the 
purchasers,  the  whole  sum  must  have  been  paid 
to  Lindsay.    That  is  the  very  essence  of  the  con- 
tract.   And  then  what  takes  place  is  this :  1002. 
are  paid,  and  at  certain  periods  bills  of  exchange 
are  given  for  other  sums.    These  bills  of  exchange 
are  discounted  by  the  bankers  in  the  most  ordi- 
nary course  of  trade;  there  was  no  suggestion, 
no  stipulation  that  these  bills  were  given  on  the 
security  of  the  ship,  although  the  bills  do,  on  the 
face  of  them,  mention  the  shii^  then  building,  but 
without  the  remotest  intention  on  the  part  of  any- 
body, discounter,  drawer,  acceptor,  or  anybody, 
that  there  should  be  any  connection  between  the 
moneys  advanced  on  the  security  cf  the  bills  and 
the  ship  in  course  of  building,    it  has  been  sug- 
gested, on  the  authority  of  E»  parte  Waring,  that 
the  holders  of  these  bills  were  entitled  to  a  lien 
on  the  ship.      What  part   of  the   ship,  I  askP 
Because  it  goes  only  to  the  extent  of  the  advances. 
That  is  clear  in  the  stipulation.    What  part  of  the 
ship,  then,  are  they  entitled  to  P     The  ship  is  to 
be  one  entire  substantive  thing,  and  to  be  the 
builder's,  notwithstanding  what  I  have  read  that 
it  should  belong  to  the  purchaser  to  the  extent  of 
the  advances.     It  is  the  property  of  the  builder 
until  he  is  paid.    The  bankers  say,  that  inasmoch 
as  there  bau  been  a  double  insolvency  and   a 
double  right  of  proof,  they  are  entitled  to  apply 
the  principle  of  £Jx  parte  Waring  to  this  case.    In 
my  opinion  nothing  can  be  more  foreign  to  the 

Crinciple  of  Ex  parte  Waring  than  the  case  now 
efore  me.  The  case  of  Ex  parte  Waring  pro- 
ceeds, not  upon  any  favour  to  the  bill-holders,  but 
upon  the  equitable  rights  subsisting  between  the 
parties  to  the  bills.  The  holders  are  disregarded 
for  all  purposes  of  legal  claims,  but  in  order,  as 
Lord  Eldon  said —  and  that  is  the  very  marrow  and 
point  ot  his  decision— to  work  out  the  equity  be- 
tween the  persons  liable  in  a  matter  in  which  they 
are  both  interested,  but  in  which  neither  of  them 
can  claim  the  property,  it  must  be  realised  for  the 
benefit  of  the  holders,  to  whom  both  are  under  an 
obligation  to  pay  a  share.  There  the  equity  is 
clear,  and  if  there  be  any  balance  it  is  to  be 
proved  for  in  the  ordinary  way  by  the  bill- 
nolders.  What  has  that  to  do  with  this  case? 
What  equity  subsists  here  P  There  are  no  equi- 
ties, no  legal  rights  that  the  purchaser  of  the 
ship  can  claim  until  he  has  paid  7600Z.  What  can 
he  do,  although  there  is  this  stipulation  in  the  4th 
clause  of  the  agreement  P    Can  he  sell  any  part  of 
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Ex  pof^te  Lambton  ;  Re  Linosat. 
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the  ship  thus  eaid  to  belong  to  him  P     Gould  he 
interfere  with   what  aoy  assignee  or  contractor 
might  do  for  the  oompletion  of  the  shipP     The 
object  and  intention  of  that  olanse  is  perfectly 
obvious.    Everybody  knows  it  is  to  prevent  the 
operatioik  of  the  order  and  disposition  clause,  and 
consequently  it  is  not  infrequent  that  such  a  stipu- 
lation is  made.    It  can,  however,  have  no  force 
with  respect  to  the  completion  of  the  ship.    With 
respect  to  the  double  insolvency,  I  quite  agree  that 
it  is  possible,  as  has  been  suggestea  to  me,  that 
assignees  or  other  persons  might  lay  their  heads 
together  and  practice  a  fraud  on  persons  holding 
billR.    I  have  not  the  least  reason  to  say  that  any 
such  thing  has  been  done  here,  and  I  find  nothing 
whatever  resembling  it.    What  is  the  state  of  cir- 
cumstances P      Mr.   Marshall   became    insolvent. 
He  is  unable  to  pay  his  debts,  and  summons  his 
creditors  together,  and  they  agree  to  take  5«.  in 
the   pound;  the  billholders  iare  bound   by  that 
agreement  to  the  extent  of  Marshall's  debts  and 
his  liability  upon  the  bills.      What  is  Mr.  Mar- 
shall's position  P       Here  is  a  ship  in  course  of 
building,  of  which  a  small  part,  less  than  one  half 
of  the  agreement  price,  has  been  paid  off  and  the 
bills  which  had  been  given  have  been  discounted. 
All  that  he  could  by  any  possibility  do  was  to  pay 
the  difference  and  insist  upon  the  ship  being  com- 
pleted for  him,    Marshall  had  not  the  means  of 
completing  the  ship  by   paying   the  difference 
between  the  sums  advanced  by  him,  which  certain 
right  belonged  to  him,  and  the  value  of  the  ship. 
To  relieve  himself  of  the  burden  of  this  contract, 
he  gives  notice  to  the  boilders  that  he  abandons 
the  contract.    He  was  free  by  means  of  the  com- 
position resolution,  and  he  declines  to  have  any 
responsibility  whatever.      Suppose  it  had  been 
otherwise,  and  that  his  right  and  his  interest  in 
the  contract,  which  revested  in  him  by  the  com- 
position, had  been  sold  in  any  way,  and  he  had 
bargained  with  anybody  to  sell  his  interest,  would 
anybody  say  that  the  linkers,  who  had  stipulated 
for  nothing,  and  who  knew  of  nothing,  for  so  I 
must  take  it,  had  a  lien  P    Marshall  might  have 
entered  into  such  a  contract,    Nobody  can  dispute 
that  he  did  enter  into  an  arrangement  or  engage- 
ment, whatever  it  might  be  called.    That  is  per- 
fectly clear  on  the  facts.    In  my  opinion,  the  case 
o{  Ex  parte  Waring  contains  law  which  has  been 
very  often   misunderstood,  but  the  principle  of 
which  has  never  been  questioned.    It  has  no  sort 
of  application  to  this  case.    If  it  had  it  would  be 
directly  in  favour  of  the  respondent,  because  the 
equitable  and  legal  light  arising  out  of  the  con- 
tract could   not   be    arranged    upon    any   other 
terms  than  the  parties  resolve.    I  decline  to  bind 
myself  by  any  opinion  now  as  to  what  device  may 
be  resorted  to  and  with  what  success  on  the  subject 
of  Ex  parte  Waring ;  but  in  this  case  I  find  it  clear 
and  distinct  that  after  Marshall's  insolvency,  and 
when  he  abandons  the  contract,  the  trustee  of  the 
bankruptcy  of  Lindsay,  acting  in  discharge  of  the 
simple  duty  which  was  incumbent  upon  him,  and, 
perhaps,  more  than  his  duty,  has  furnished  money 
to  complete  the  ship,  ana  the  ship  being  com- 
pleted, it  is  a  part  of  Lindsay's  estate  not  to  be 
affected  by  any  transaction  arising  out  of  the  bills, 
and  not  to  be  affected  by  the  principle  of  Ex  parte 
Waring  in   the  slightest  degree;  but   that    by 
reason  of  the  original  contract,  if  it  had  stood 
alone,  and   by  reason  further  of  the  conduct  of 
Marshall,  who  was  able  to  deal  with  and  dispose  of 


his  own  property,  and  in  that  view  of  the  bank- 
rupt's estate  and  that  alone,  the  trustee  is  enti- 
tled to  the  proceeds  of  this  ship,  and  that  there  is 
no  ground  whatever  for  the  claim,  which  the 
banker's  make,  because  they  are  the  holders  of 
the  bills.  The  order  of  the  court  below  must  be 
discharged.  


Lambton  and  Go.,  the  bill   holders,  now  ap- 
pealed fntm  this  decision. 

Be  Gex,  Q.C.  and  Doria,  for  the  appellants. — 
The  Chief  Judge's  decision  proceeded  upon  the 
ground  that  Marshall,  Osborne  and  Go.  had  no 
property  in  the  ship  till  they  paid  the  whole  of 
the  purchase  money.    But  the  contract  ezpreasly 
provides  that "  the  said  vessel,  &c.,  shall  finom  the 
time  of  giving  or  paying  the  first  instalment  by 
the  said  Marshall,  Osborne,  and  Go.  to  the  said 
Edward  Lindsay,  belong  and  be  deemed  in  every 
respect,  for  every  and  all  purposes,  to  be  the 
property  of  the  said  Marshall,  Osborne,  and  Ca, 
to  the  extent  of  their  advance."    Therefore  it  is 
impossible  to  say  that  the  property  in  the  ship 
dia  not  pass.    In  the  old  case  of  Woode  v.  Rusaeil 
(5  B.  &  Aid.  942*6),  where  there  was  a  very  dmilar 
shipbuilding  contract  to  that  in  the  present  case, 
Abbott,  G.J.  (Lord  Tenterden)  said  :  *'  This  ship  is 
built  upon  a  special  contract,  and  it  is  part  of  the 
terms  of  the  contract  that  given  portions  of  the 
price  shall  be  paid  according  to  the  progress  of 
the  work ;   part  when  the  keel  is  laid,  part  when 
they  are  at  the  light  plank.    The  payment  of  those 
instalments  appears  to  us  to  appropriate  specifically 
to  the  defendant  the  very  ship  so  in  progreB8,and  to 
vest  in  the  defendant  a  property  in  that  ship." 
But  the  present  case  is  stronger  than  that  by 
reason  of  the  express  provision  contained  in  the 
contract  that  from  the  time  of  paying  the  first 
instalment  the  ship    shall  be    tne    property  of 
Marshall,  Osboine,  and   Co.      In   Wood  v.  BeU 
(5  E.  &  B.  772),  it  was  held  that  a  provision  in  a 
ship-building  contract  making  the  payment  of  the 
instalments  partially  dependent    upon  the    pro- 
gress of  the  ship,  was  an  indication  of  intention  to 
vest  the  property  as  it  was  building.    The  bills 
which  we  hold  having  been  expressly  given  "  for 
value  received  in  iron  screw  steamer  now  build- 
ing," we  are  entitled  to  whatever  lien  Lindsay 
possessed.      He  had  a  right  to  retain  the  ship 
until  all  the  bills  were  paid,  and  we  are  also  en- 
titled to  have  the  ship  as  security  for  the  oat- 
standing  bills  in  our  hands,  without  being  com- 
pelled to  complete  the  purchase.     As  we  are  en- 
titled to  the  equities  of  both  Lindsay  and  Mar- 
shall, Osborne,  and  Co.,  and  to  prove  against  both 
estates ;  the  doctrine  of  Ex  parte  Waring  (19  Yes. 
345)  applies  to  this  case,  and  gives  us  a  right  to  a 
lien  on  the  ship.    They  cited — 

Powles  ▼.  Hargreaves,  22  L.  T.  £ep.  137 ;  8  De  G. 
M.  &  a.  480 ; 

Bank  of  Ireland  v.  Perry,  25  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.  8^; 
L.  Bep.  7  £z.  14 ; 

Bishop  V.  8hilUto,  2  B.  &  Aid.  329  n ; 

Barrow  v.  Coles,  3  Camp.  92. 
Little,  Q.O.,  Wimlow,  Q.O.  and  F.  E.  CoU,  for  the 
respondent,  the  trustee  in  the  bankrnptcjr  of 
Lindsay. — Marshall,  Osborne,  and  Co.  acquired 
no  property  in  the  ship.  In  Mueklow  v.  Manghi 
(1  Taunt.  318)  it  was  held  that  if  a  person  con- 
tracts with  another  for  a  chattel  which  is  not  in 
esistence  at  the  time  of  the  contract,  though  he 
pays  him  the  whole  value  in  advance,  and  the 
other  proceeds   to  execute  the  order,  the  buyer 
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Ex  parte  L^mbton  ;  Be  Lindsay. 


[Chan. 


aoqaires  no  property  in  the  chatteltill  it  is  finished 
SDd  delivered  to  him.  [De  Oex,  Q.C. — ^That  case 
is  distingnishable  from  the  present,  on  the  grounds 
Bttfted  by  Lord  Tenterden  in  Woods  v.  EusseU  (5 
B.^  Aid.  947),  "becaase  the  bargain  there  for 
bailding  the  b^ge  does  not  appear  to  have  stipu- 
lated for  the  advances  which  were  made  and  those 
advances  do  not  appear  to  have  been  regalated  by 
the  progress  of  the  work."]  Even  if  any  property 
passed  in  the  ship,  it  was  subject  to  the  vendor's 
lien,  and  no  one  can  claim  a  ship  nnder  the  par- 
chasera'  till  the  whole  of  the  parchase  money  has 
been  paid.  Possession  of  the  ship  was  to  he  given 
to  the  purchasers,  bat  only  conoarrently  with  the 
obligatioo  to  retire  the  out  sanding  bills.  Every- 
thing was  conditional  npon  the  payment  and  re- 
tiring of  the  bills  at  maturity.  The  doctrine  of 
Ex  parte  Waring  has  no  application  to  this  case, 
and  the  appellants  have  no  lien  upon  this  ship. 
They  citea 

Ex  parte  Chalmera.  re  Edwards,  28  L.  T.  Rep.  N.  S. 
325;  L.  Bep.SCh.  289; 

VaMghanr, flalltday ,80  L.  T.  Sep.  N.  S.  741 ;  L.  Bep. 
9Ch.561. 
De  Qex  Q.G.,  in  reply,  cited 

Clarhe  v.  ^ence,  4  Ad.  &  Ell.  448 : 

City  Bank  w.  Luckie,  28  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.  376 ;  L.  Bep. 
5Ch.  773. 

Lord  Justice  Jaues  said. — I  am  of  opinion  that 
this  case  is  really  a  redudio  ad  dbsurdum  of  the 
case  of  Ex  parte  Waring, 

The  bill  holders  in  this  case  never,  either  by 
contract  or  by  the  conduct  of  anybody,  ac- 
quired or  had  any  charge  whatever,  direct 
or  indirect,  upon  this  thing,  which  was  to 
have  beeo  a  ship,  and  which  has  now  become  a 
ship.  They  were  bill  holders,  having  a  right 
against  the  acceptor,  and  having  a  right  against 
the  drawer.  Those  bills  came  into  existence,  no 
doubt,  with  a  contract  for  building  the  ship,  and 
.  in  a  certain  state  of  circumstances,  if  there  had 
been  two  insolvent  estates  under  the  administra- 
tion of  the  Court  of  Chancery,  or  the  Court  of 
Bankruptcy,  or  one  estate  being  administered 
under  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy  and  one  estate 
under  the  Court  of  Chancery,  under  some  circum- 
stances like  those  it  might  have  been  the  duty  of 
the  trustees  of  the  one  estate  as  against  the  trus- 
tees of  the  other  estate,  or  it  might  have  been  the 
duty  of  both  sets  of  trustees  to  have  insisted  upon 
the  ship  being  sold,  or  that  which  was  to  be  a  snip 
being  sold  for  the  purpose  of  taking  up  the  bills. 
I  say  there  might  have  been  circumstances  which 
one  mig^ht  well  conceive  in  which  such  a  right 
would  have  been  acquired,  but  I  cannot  conceive 
that,  in  such  a  state  of  circumstances  as  that, 
merely  in  order  to  get  rid  of  what  is  said  to  be  a 
dead  look,  accidentally  and  casually  a  benefit 
should  arise  collaterally  to  the  persons  who  were 
holdinfc  the  bills  because  some  one  had  a  right  to 
take  them,  and  that  because  of  that  the  bill  holders, 
who  never  had  a  right  by  contract  or  otherwise 
with  re^^ard  to  the  ship,  could  interfere  with  the 
right  of  the  two  parties,  the  vendor  and  the  pur- 
chaser, or  the  assignees  of  the  vendor  or  the 
assignees  of  the  purchaser,  to  make  such  arrange- 
ments as  they  otherwise  could  nob  honestly  and 
properly  make  with  rei^ard  to  that  thing  which  is 
the  subject  of  an  executory  contract.  Icannotcon- 
oeive  that  the  holders  of  the  bills  would  have  a 
right  to  interfere  in  such  a  case  as  that. 

Mr.  Marshall  had  a  full  right,  if  he  thought 
that  that  was  for  the  benefit  of  hinself  or  his 
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creditors,  to  rescind  or  abandon  the  contract, 
and  to  say  I  cannot  complete,  and  the  other 
party  had  a  right  to  say,  *'That  being  the 
state  of  things,  we  will  accept  your  abandon* 
ment  of  the  contract,  and  wo  will  complete 
it  for  ourselves  and  take  whatever  remedies  we 
may  have.*'  It  seems  to  be  an  absolute  right  on 
the  part  of  Messrs.  Marshall,  Osborne  and  Co.,  as 
well  as  upon  the  part  of  the  other  side,  which  they 
might  have  exercised  at  that  time,  on  the  one  side 
to  make  the  abandonment,  and  on  the  other  to 
accept  it.  I  say  there  never  was  a  moment  of 
time  at  which  Messrs.  Marshall,  Osborne  and  Co., 
or  their  assignees,  had  a  right  to  say,  "  Sell  that 
unfinished  chattel  and  apply  the  proceeds  to  the 
payment  of  the  bills,  because  they  happen  to  be 
in  yonr  hands,  or  in  the  hands  of  bankers  to 
whom  both  you  and  myself  are  liable.  You  and 
I  are  liable  to  the  same  bankers,  and  therefore 
sell  that  ship."  There  was  no  such  right,  and 
therefore  Messrs.  Marshall,  Osborne,  and  Co.,  by 
becoming  insolvent,  would  not  alter  the  rights  of 
the  other  parties.  The  right  of  the  other  parties 
was  to  say :  We  will  keep  that  ship  until  you  have 
paid  the  purchase  money,  and  the  bankers  had  no 
right  to  interfere  with  the  contract  which  existed 
between  Messrs.  Marshall,  Osborne,  and  Co.,  and 
the  vendor,  or  to  enlarge  the  rights  of  Messrs. 
Marshall,  Osborne,  and  Co.,  and  to  diminish  the 
rights  of  the  vendor. 

The  Chief  Judge  was  of  opinion  that  the  right 
was  to  have  the  ship  upon  payment.  It  appears 
to  me  that  it  is  altogether  unnecessary  to  decide 
any  point  as  to  the  exact  nature  of  the  pro- 
perty which  was  transferred  from  time  to  time, 
or  the  exact  nature  of  the  charge  or  lien  which 
from  that  time  existed  with  regard  to  it.  The 
substance  of  it  was  that  the  makers  or  the 
builders  of  the  ship  were  not  to  part  with  their 
whole  interest,  legal  and  equitable,  except  in  ex- 
change for  full  payment  of  the  purchase  money, 
less  the  last  instalment,  and  therefore  everyone 
had  a  ri^^ht  to  say :  "  Yon  shall  not  take  that  ship 
unless  you  pay  the  full  purchase  money." 

I  am  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  the  Chief  Judge 
was  perfectly  right  in  the  opinion  at  which  he 
arrived. 

Lord  Justice  Mellish.  -^  I  am  of  the  same 
opinion. 

I  confess  that  when  this  appeal  was  first 
opened  I  was  a  little  alarmed  at  what  appeared  to 
be  an  expression  of  opinion  on  the  part  of  the 
Chief  Judge  in  Bankruptcy  that  no  property  had 
passed  in  this  ship,  because  for  years,  since  what 
was  said  by  Lord  Tenterden,  in  the  case  of  Wooda 
V.  EuseeU  (5  B.  &  Aid.  942),  I  have  always  under- 
stood the  law  to  be  that  where  a  contract  is  made 
for  the  building  of  a  ship,  and  the  price  is  to  be 
paid  by  instalments  in  proportion  to  the  amount 
of  work  done  upon  the  ship,  that  there  is  an  in- 
ference that  the  property  passes ;  because,  if  any 
doubt  were  thrown  upon  that  rule,  it  would,  in  my 
opinion,  very  seriously  affect  the  rights  of  pur- 
chasers of  ships  in  the  event  of  the  insolvency  of 
the  vendor  who  orders  ships  to  be  built.  But  now 
that  this  case  comes  to  be  understood,  it  really  seems 
to  me  that  it  signifies  very  little  whether  the  pro- 
perty had  actually  passed  or  not. 

It  appears  to  me  that  it  is  perfectly  plain,  upon 
the  construction  of  the  contract,  that  eituer  the  pro- 
perty had  passed  to  the  purchaser  subject  to  the 
vendor's  lien  for  all   the  sums  due   and   owing 
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except  the  last  bill,  or  else  the  property  remained 
in  the  vendor  subjeot  to  a  charge  in  favoor  of  the 
purchaser  for  any  sums  that  he  might  pay,  and  as 
an  indemnity  for  him  as  against  the  acceptance  of 
bills,  although  j  rather  think  myself,  having 
regard  to  the  express  mention  of  the  vendor's 
lien  in  the  contract,  that  the  true  construction  of 
the  contract  is  that  the  property  passed  subject  to 
the  vendor's  lien,  not  only  for  the  giving  of  the 
bills,  but  until  the  bills  were  paid. 

I  apprehend,  however,  that  notwithstanding 
that  the  property  may  have  passed,  the  pur- 
chaser of  a  ship  is  not  entitled  to  the  possession 
of  the  ship  except  upon  his  being  willing  to 
pay  the  full  amount,  and  if  the  purchaser 
becomes  insolvent  during  the  time  that  the 
ship  is  building,  his  merely  becoming  insol- 
vent will  not  of  itself  dissolve  the  contract. 
But  in  the  case  of  a  composition,  which  this  is, 
where  the  property  of  the  purchaser  never  becomes 
vested  in  any  trustee,  it  is  still  for  him  to  deter- 
mine, or  if  he  becomes  a  bankrupt,  it  is  for  his 
trustee  to  determine,  whether  it  is  for  the  benefit 
of  his  estate  to  have  the  contract  completed, 
for  it  does  not  follow  that  because  he  is  insol- 
vent it  may  not  poRsibly  be  for  the  benefit  of  the 
estate  to  complete  the  contract.  The  ship  might  be 
very  nearly  completed,  ships  might  have  risen  in 
value,  and  a  ship,  for  which  the  purchaser  might 
have  to  pay  £10,000,  might  be  worth  when  completed 
£15,000.  In  that  state  of  things,  notwithstanding 
that  the  purchaser  was  insolvent  he  would  have  no 
difficultv  in  borrowing  money  upon  the  ship  with 
which  to  pay  the  full  price,  and  in  that  case  I 
apprehend  that  the  vendor  would  be  obliged  to 
complete  the  contract  notwithstanding  the  insol- 
vency of  the  purchaser.  On  the  other  hand,  when 
the  purchaser  becomes  insolvent,  the  contract 
might  be  a  very  onerous  one,  and  if  the  building 
of  the  ship  were  to  go  on  and  it  was  to  be  com- 
pleted, the  costs  to  the  estate  would  only  be  in- 
creased, and  therefore  it  is  that  he  may  give 
notice  at  once  if  he  pleases  to  the  vendor  that  he 
abandons  the  contract,  and  in  that  case  the  vendor 
might  take  the  property  back  to  himself  and 
prove  for  his  damages. 

The  effect  of  giving  notice  is  that  it  fixes  the 
damages  as  those  caused  at  the  time  when  the 
notice  is  given. 

It  appears  to  me  that  it  is  unnecessary  to 
determine  whether  a  trustee  might  do  that  if 
the  purchaser  had  become  bankrupt.  Here  in 
point  of  fact,  as  to  Messrs.  Marshall,  Osborne, 
and  Co.,  there  was  a  composition  which  left 
the  property  in  the  ship  in  them,  and  I  do 
not  understand  what  possible  right  the  bill- 
holders  had  to  say  that  Messrs.  Marshall, 
Osborne,  and  Co.  were  not  entitled  to  abandon 
their  contract  with  the  vendors  if  that  was  most 
beneficial  to  them. 

Then  it  is  said  that  if  here  they  gave  notice 
to  abandon  it  there  was  a  bankruptcy,  and 
there  is  no  evidence  that  Lindsay's  trustees 
accepted  it.  I  should  think  I  may  assume  that 
a  person  would  accept  an  offer  which  was  for 
his  benefit.  Theie  is,  however,  abundant  evidence 
to  my  mind  that  these  parties  had  accepted  the 
offer  after  Lindsay's  bankruptcy  was  annulled, 
for  Lindsay  went  on  completing  the  ship,  and 
when  he  was  made  bankrupt  upon  a  subsequent 
occasion,  then  his  trustee  went  on  and  completed 
the  ship.    For  what  purpose  did  the  trustee  go 


on  and  complete  the  ship  P  Was  it  for  the  benefit 
of  Messrs.  Marshall,  Osborne,  &  Co.,  who  had 
become  insolvent,  and  who  had  given  notice  that 
they  did  not  claim  the  ship,  but  had  abandoo^d 
it  P  An  unfinished  ship  is  worth  nothing,  and  it 
was  necessary  to  complete  it  in  order  to  get  some- 
thing for  it.  I  cannot  conceive  what  possible 
ri^ht  the  bill  holders  had  to  prevent  their  pur- 
suing their  contract  for  their  benefit. 

There  are  various  ways  in  which  it  may  be  said 
that  the  case  of  Ex  parte  Waring  cannot  apply  to 
this  case.  One  conclusive  reason  is  that  at  the 
time  when  this  application  was  made,  Messrs. 
Marshal],  Osborne,  and  Co.,  had  ceased  to  have 
any  interest  whatever  in  this  ship,  and  the  ship 
was  exclusively  the  property  of  Lindsay's  estate. 
Ex  parte  Waring  could  not  apply  because  that 
case  only  applies  either  where  tne  property  of  the 
acceptor  has  been  pledged  with  the  drawer  or  the 
property  of  the  drawer  has  been  pledged  with  the 
acceptor,  or  where  the  property  is  exclnsiTely 
the  property  of  one  of  the  parties. 

I  think,  therefore,  that  the  decision  of  the  Chief 
Judge  was  perfectly  right,  and  that  this  appeal 
must  be  dismissed,  and  dismissed  with  costs. 

Appeal  accordingly  dismissed  with  costs. 

Solicitor  for  the  appellant,  O.  B.  Wheeler,  agent 
for  8.  JT.  BeweU,  Newcastle-upon-Tyne. 

Solicitor  for  the  respondent.  8.  W.  Hoyle,  agent 
for  Hoyle,  Shipley,  and  Hoyle,  Newcaatle-upon- 
Tyne. 

BOLLS   COUBT. 

Beportod  by  Q.  Wilbt  Enro  and  8.  H.  8.  Lofthouss,  Eiqn., 

Barristen-atXiaw. 


April  22,  28,  and  29, 1875. 
Be  Akthur  Average  Association  ;  Ex  parte  Coet 

AND  HaWKESLET. 

Mutual   marine  insurance  associaiion — Unineor' 
porated  wnd  unregistered  body — Winding-up-^ 
Association  for  a^uisUion  of  gain — Names  of 
underwriters  specified  in  policy — 30  Vtct.c,  23, «. 
7 — Companies  Act  1862,  ss.  4,  199. 

By  the  rules  of  a  mutual  insura/nce  associaiion  U 
was  provided  that  the  members  should  severally, 
and  respectively,  and  not  jointly  or  in  partnership 
nor  the  one  for  the  other,  bui  each  only  in 
his  own  name,  insure  each  other's  ships  for 
or^  year  from  noon  of  any  day  named  as 
the  commencement  of  risk,  suhjeet  to  the 
conditions  endorsed  on  the  form  of  policy  and 
to  the  rules  and  regulations  which  should  be  bind- 
ing on  all  the  members  of  the  association.  The 
managers  of  the  association  were  to  be  James 
Jackson  and  William  Sheppard,  and  either  of 
them  might  sign  their  firm  name  of  Jackson  onrf 
Sheppard  to  all  policies  of  insurance  in  the  name 
of  the  association  as  managers  thereof,  and  thi 
signature  thus  given  by  either  of  them  should  he 
binding  and  conclusive  on  all  the  members  of  the 
association,  and  should  have  on  ea^h  andaUff 
the  members  the  same  fjfect  as  if  each  and  every 
member  had  personally  signed  such  policy.  The 
annual  rates  on  the  sums  insured  were  payahlein 
advance  by  qiuirterly  proportions  by  members' 
acceptance  of  the  managers  draft  at  three  months* 
date ;  or  if  paid  in  cash  discount  of  51,  per  cent,  per 
annum  was  to  be  allowed,  which  was  fo  be  placed  to 
the  credit  of  each  respective  member;  and  if  such 
amount  exceeded  the  claims  for  losses  or  damags 
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nutained  hy  the  membere,  aueh  excess  teas  to  stand 
to  the  credit  of  each  mutual  member  proportio  nately 
as  he  might  have  contributed^  and  if  such  contrX' 
buttons  were  not  sufficient  to  meet  the  claims  of 
tnemhersfor  loss  or  damage  sustained  within  any 
respective  year,  then  such  credited  amounts  should 
he   applied  to  meet  such  deficiency,  and  if  there 
shotUd  still  he  a  deficiency,  such  sum  as  might  be 
required  to  meet  the  same  should  be  drawn  for  on 
each  respective  member  in  such  proportion  as  they 
hare  to  each  other.     The  rules  aiso  provided  that 
the  managers  should   have  authority    to  issue 
policies  to  members  for  periods  less  than  a  yea,ror 
for  special  risks  either  in  time  or  voyage  policies, 
fit  consideration  of  special  rates  of  premium,  to 
which  the  reserve  fund  should  in  no  way  apply, 
and  thai  the  rules  might  be  repealed,  altered,  or 
amendedhya  majority  of  the  members  cd  a  general 
meeting. 
Special  rate  policies  were  issued  to  non-members 
both  before  and  after  an  invalid  alteration  of  the 
rules,  by  which  it  was  attempted  to  give  the  man' 
agers  authority  to  issvs  special  rale  policies  to 
nofh-members. 
The  policies  issued  by  the  association  were  sigthed 
**  Jackson  and  Sheppard,  joint  managers  per  pro- 
curation cf  the  several  members  of  the  Arthur 
Average  AssocicUion  for  insuring  each  other's 
ships,  every  member  bearing  his  e^tAol  proportion 
according  to  the  sums  mutually  insured  therein, 
excepting  members  paying  special  rates" 
In  Feb,  1870  theassociationwas  ordered  to  bewoundr 
up,  and  on  the  2hth  May  1871  Cory  and  Hawker- 
ley  were  settled  on  the  list  of  contributories.    By 
the  chief  clerk's  certificate,  dated  2(Hh  Dec  1873, 
certain  svmw  were  found  to  be  due  to  holders  of 
special  policies  who  were  non-members.    On  a  call 
being  made  on  Cory  andHawkesley,  they  took  out  a 
summons  to  have  the  debts  admitted  by  the  certi- 
ficate of  certain  non-memhers  expunged. 
Held  thai  the  signature  to  the  policies  was  not  a 
specification  of  the  names  of  the    insurers  as 
required  by  the  7th  section  of  30   Vict  c,  23,  and 
that  the  policies  were  therefore  invalid. 
Held  also  that  the  issuing  of  special  rate  policies  to 
non-members  was  uUra  vires^  and  that,  notwith- 
starring  the  delay  in  applying  to  vary  the  chief 
clerk's  certificate,  the  amounts  found  due  to  non- 
members  tnust  be  empunged. 
Bemble,  that  an  unincorporated  ar^  unregistered 
mutual  insurance  associaiion,  formed  since  the 
passing  of  the   Companies  Act  1862,  being  an 
association  for  fhe  acquisition  of  gain^  cannot  be 
wound-up  under  the  \^^th  section  of  theCompanies 
Act  1862. 


Thb  Arthur  Average  Association  for  British, 
Foreii^n,  and  Colonial  bailt  ships  was  a  mntoal 
shipping  insaranoe  association  formed  in  1867, 
and  was  not  incorporated  nnder  any  Act  of  Farlia- 
zneot,  and  was  not  registered  under  the  Oompanies 
Act  1862. 

The  rules  of  the  association,  which  were  annexed 
to  the  policies  issued  by  the  association  to  members, 
were,  bo  far  as  is  material,  as  follows : 

1.  The  members  of  this  association  seyerally  and 
lespsctiTely,  and  not  jointly  nor  in  partnership,  nor  the 
onafor  theotber,  but  each  only  in  his  own  name,  do  hereby 
atfree  to  insure  each  other*s  uoips  for  one  year  from  noon 
Of  any  day  named  as  the  commencement  of  risk  against 
all  losses,  perils,  and  damages  described  in  the  form  of 
p<^ioy  bei«to  annexed,  and  subject  to  the  conditions 
endoned  on  said  form  of  p<^cyj  and  to  those  rales  and 
zegnlationfl  which  shall  be  binduig  and  conclnsiTe  on  all 


the  members  of  the  association.  The  manaffers  of  this 
association  shall  be  James  Jackson  and  WiUiam  Shep- 
pard  ,and  either  of  tiiem  may  si^  their  firm  nameof  Jackson 
and  Sheppard  to  all  policies  of  msnrance  in  the  nameof  this 
associaSon  as  managers  thereof,  and  the  signatnre  thns 
given  by  either  of  the  said  managers  shall  be  binding  and 
coDclnsiTC  on  all  the  members  of  this  association,  and 
shall  have  on  each  and  all  of  the  said  members  the  same 
legal  effect  as  if  each  and  every  member  had  personally 
signed  such  policy.  Hie  said  managers  shall  decide  in  what 
SMtion  any  ship  shall  be  included,  the  premium  to  be  psid 
for  the  same,  the  allowance  for  paid-up  premium,ana  the 
▼slue  of  the  ship  shall  be  entered  on  tne  policy. 

2.  Ships  classed  in  French  Veritas  ,  American  Lloyd's, 
or  any  other  au^orised  society's  boon  for  the  dasnfica- 
tion  of  ships,  may  be  admitted  by  computation  according 
to  corresponding  class  in  British  Lloyd's,  and  shall  be 
divided  into  seotionB  marked  A.,  B.,  C,  and  so  on  suc- 
oessiT^y,  and  paying  different  annual  rates  as  agreed  on 
at  the  time  of  entering  the  association  or  at  the  com- 
mencement of  any  subsequent  year  on  the  sum  insnred,  to 
be  payable  in  advanoa  by  quarterhr  proportions  by 
members'  acceptaaoe  of  managers'  draft  at  three  months' 
date ;  if  paid  in  cash,  discount  of  five  per  cent,  per  annum 
will  be  allowed  which  shell  be  placed  to  the  credit  of 
each  respectiye  member,  and  should  such  amount  eacoeed 
the  amount  of  claims  for  losses  or  d&mage  sustained  by 
the  members  during  each  year  respectiTely,  such  excess 
shall  stand  to  the  credit  of  each  mutual  member  pro- 
portionately as  he  may  have  contributed,  and  should  it 
be  that  such  contributions  are  not  sufficient  to  meet  the 
daims  of  members  for  loss  or  damage  sustained  within 
any  respectiTe  year,  then  such  credited  amounts  shaU  be 
applied  to  meet  such  deficiency,  and  should  there  still 
be  a  defideney  such  sum  as  may  be  required  to  meet  the 
same  shidl  be  drawn  for  on  each  respectiTO  mutual  mem- 
ber in  such  proportions  as  they  bear  to  each  other. 

3.  The  said  managers  shall  also  have  authority  to  issue 
policies  to  members,  ior  periods  less  than  a  year,  or  for 
special  risks  either  in  time  or  yoyage  policies  in  consider- 
ation of  special  rates  of  premium,  to  be  fixed  by  s&id 
managers  as  in  last  clause  of  the  first  rule,  to  which  the 
resenre  fund  should,  in  no  way  apply,  also  to  allow 
brokerage  and  discount  to  insurance  brokers. 

The  rules  further  provided  that  the  afEairs  of  the 
association  should  be  managed  by  a  committee, 
which  should  have  i>ower  of  calling  general  and 
special  general  meetings  of  the  members,  which 
should  have  authority  to  make,  repeal,  alter,  or 
amend  the  rules  or  regulations  for  the  government 
of  the  association,  and  the  decision  of  the  majority 
of  such  meeting  should  be  binding  and  conclusive 
on  all  the  members. 

Special  rate  policies  were  issued  to  non^membera 
both  before  and  after  an  alteration  of  the  rules 
made  on  the  29iih  March  1869,  by  which  i^  was 
attempted  to  authorise  the  managers  to  issue 
policies  to  non-members  for  special  risks  or  on 
voyage  policies;  but  such  alteration  was  n^e 
without  the  sanction  of  the  members  at  a  genarad 
meeting  as  provided  for  by  the  rules. 

The  policies  issued  were  signed  '*  Jackson  and 
Sheppard,  joint  managers  per  procuration  of  the 
several  members  of  the  Arthur  Average  Association 
for  insuring  each  other's  ships,  every  member 
bearing  his  equal  proportion  according  tothe  sums 
mutually  insured  therein,  excepting  members 
paying  special  rates.*' 

On  the  12th  Feb.  1870,  an  order  was  made  for 
winding-up  the  association.  Messrs..  Cory  and 
Hawkesley  were  settled  on  the  list  of  oontributories 
on  the  25th  May  1871.  By  the  cluef  clerk's  certi- 
ficate, dated  the  20th  Dec.  1873,  the  sum  of  17,532L 
lis.  8(2,  was  found  to  be  due  to  holders  of  special 
policies,  many  of  whom  were  non-members. 
Amongst  such  non-members  holding  special  policies 
were  Messrs.  Hargrave,  Ferguson,  and  Jackson  to 
whom  policies  hi&  been  issued  both  before  and 
i^r  the  alteration  of  the  rules. 
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In  Jane  1874  a  summons  was  taken  oat  by  the 
official  liquidator  for  a  call  upon  Messrs.  Cory  and 
Hawkesley,  and  thereupon  they  took  oat  a  sam- 
mons  asking  that,  notwithstanding  the  time  limited 
by  General  Order  XXXV,  B.  62,  had  expired,  the 
certificate  might  be  Tarted  by  expunging  the  debt 
of  Messrs.  Hargrave,  Ferguson,  and  Jackson. 

Fry,  Q.O.,  North,  and  EUbery,  for  the  applicants. 
— ^The  association,  not  having  been  registered  under 
the  Companies  Act  1862,  was  an  illegal  association, 
and  conld  not  authorise  Messrs.  Jackson  and 
Sheppard  to  act  on  its  behalf,  nor  ought  it  to  have 
been  wound-op  under  the  199th  section  of  the 
Companies'  Act  1862.  The  association  had  no 
power  to  issue  policies  to  Messrs.  Hargrave  and 
Co.,  who  were  not  members,  and  did  not  become 
BO  by  having  special  rate  policies  granted  to  them. 
Agam,  this  being  a  marine  policy,  the  7th  section 
of  30  Yiot.  c.  23  requires  that  the  names  of  the 
assurers  should  be  specified  in  the  policy.  They 
referred  to 

TwmbuU  V.  Woolfe^  9  Jnr.  N.  8.  57 ; 

Bromley  v.  Williams,  32  Beav.  177 ; 

Watson Y.  Bwann,  11  C.  B..  N.  S.,  756 ; 

Be  London  Marine  Insurance  Association,  L.  Bep.  4 
Ch.  611;  21  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.  97; 

Be  Mexican  arid  Sovth  American  Com^pany,  L.  Bep.  2 
Ch.  387 ;  16  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.  194. 

ChUiy,  Q.C.  and  Bobineon,  for  Messrs.  Hargrave 
and  Co.,  contended  that  the  courts  had  always 
construed  the  Act  of  Parliament  liberally  in  favour 
of  insurers,  and  that  Jackson  and  Sheppard  signed 
for  the  members  of  the  association  as  they  were 
aathorised  to  do  by  the  rules.  They  referred  to 
Dowell  V.  Moon.  4  Oamp.  169 ; 
Reid  V.  Allan, 4Et.  Bep.  326. 

8outhgate,  Q.C„  Waller,  Q.C,  and  E,  0.  Willis, 
for  the  official  liquidator. 

Sir  Geobge  Jessel, — ^The  cfoestion  which  I  have 
to  decide  is  complicated  with  another:  that  is 
whether  this  association,  as  it  is  called,  should  have 
been  wound  np  at  all,  or  if  wonnd-up  at  all,  whether 
it  should  not  have  been  wonnd-npin  a  different  way. 
As  I  understand  the  decision  in  Be  Londoth 
Marine  Assurance  Aseoeiatum  (which  followed  other 
oases),  where  the  objection  is  simply  to  Rtrike  out  a 
debt  or  to  oppose  a  call  order,  what  I  may  call  a 
sabsidiarr  application  in  the  winding-ap,  it  is  not 
open  to  the  applicant  to  say  that  the  winding-up 
order  ought  not  to  have  been  made.  Therefore,  an 
objection  which  amounts  to  this,  that  there  was  no 
jurisdiction  to  make  a  winding-up  order,  or  that 
the  winding-ap  order  ought  not  to  have  been  made 
on  any  other  groond,  it  is  not  admissible. 

Now  the  first  objection  which  has  been  taken 
to  the  debt  which  has  been  proved  (debts  they 
are,  bat  for  this  purpose  we  may  treat  one 
alone),  which  is  a  claim  under  a  policy  for 
insuring  a  ship  entered  into  with  the  managers 
of  the  Arthar  Average  Assooiation,  the  first 
objection  was  that  the  Arthar  Average  Associa- 
tion was  an  illegal  body  by  reason  of  its  not 
having  been  registered  ander  the  Companies  Act 
of  1862,  although  formed  after  the  passing  of  that 
Act,  and  it  was  said  that,  being  an  illegal  body, 
it  coald  not  authorise  an  agent  to  contract  on  its 
behalf.  In  other  words,  an  illegal  body  oould  not 
enter  into  a  valid  contract  of  agency,  and  any 
person  dealing  with  the  alleged  agent,  and  having 
notice  of  the  nature  of  the  body,  which  of  coarse 
all  these  applicants  had,  coald  not  avail  himself  of 
soch  a  contract  of  agency  with  the  view  of  charging 
the  alleged  principals. 


Now  that  involved  another  proposition,  that 
this  was  an  association  coming  within  the  4th 
clause  of  the  Companies'  Act  1862,  and,  al- 
thoagh  for  a  reason  which  I  have  already  alluded 
to,  and  which  I  think  applied  to  this  case,  I  do 
not  think  I  am  absolutely  compelled  to  decide 
this  question,  yet,  it  being  a  question  of  very  c<m- 
siderable  importance,  on  which  I  have  heard  a  g^reat 
deal  of  argument,  and  as  to  which  I  have  formed 
an  opinion,  I  think  it  right  to  express  that  opiniou 
with  a  view,  if  this  case  goes  farther,  to  its  being 
before  the  Court  of  Appeal,  or  if  it  does  cot  go 
further,  that  it  may  be  before  other  judges  when 
similar  questions  came  to  be  discussed. 

The  4th  seetion  of  the  Act  is  this :  "  No  oom- 
pany,  association,  or  partnership  consisting  of 
more  than  ten  persons  shall  be  formed  after 
the  commencement  of  this  Act  for  the  purpose 
of  carrying  on  the  business  of  banking  nn- 
.less  it  is  registered  as  a  company  under  this 
Act,  or  is  formed  in  pursuance  of  some  other 
Act  of  Parliament  or  of  Iietters  Patent ;  and  no  com- 
pany,  association,  or  partnership,  consistingof  more 
than  twenty  persons  shall  be  formed  after  the 
commencement  of  this  Act  for  the  purpose  of 
carrying  on  any  other  business  that  has  for  its 
object  the  acquisition  of  gain  by  the  company, 
association,  or  partnership,  or  by  the  individual 
members  thereof,  unless  it  is  registered  as  a  com* 
pany  under  this  Act."  The  only  other  section 
which  I  am  aware  of  which  throws  any  light  on 
the  meaning  of  that  section  is  the  21st  section, 
which  is  in  these  terms :  "  No  company  formed  for 
the  purpose  of  promoting  art,  science,  religion, 
charity,  or  any  other  like  object,  and  not  invoWiog 
the  reouisition  of  gain  by  the  company,  or  by  the 
individual  members  thereof,  shall,  without  the 
sanction  of  the  Board  of  Trade,  hold  more  than  two 
acres  of  land ;  but  the  Boiurd  of  Trade  may  by 
licence  under  the  hand  of  one  of  their  principal 
secretaries  or  assistant  secretaries  empower  any 
such  company  to  hold  lands  in  such  a  quantity  and 
subject  to  such  conditions  as  they  think  fit." 

It  is  to  be  observed  that  the  objects  there  men* 
tioned  are  all  objects  which,  aooording  to  the  defini- 
tion which  the  Court  of  Chancery  gives  to  the  words 
'  charitable  objects,'  are  charitable  objects.  They 
are  all  objects  which,  if  described  in  a  testator's  will 
as  the  objects  of  bounty,  could  be  well  supported  as  a 
charity,  and  therefore,  "  the  like  objects  "  are  ob- 
viously objects  of  the  same  kind.  It  was  quite  right 
to  put  in  the  words  **  not  involving  the  acquisition  of 
gain  by  the  company,"  becauFetno  doubt  under  the 
cloak  of  religion  or  charity  yea  might  establish  a 
company  which  reallyhad  the  private  gain  of  the 
individuals  in  view ;  therefore,  that  restriction  was 
very  properly  inserted.  But  the  words,  I  think, 
throw  some  light  upon  what  was  meant  by 
"  gain ; "  all  those  words  denote  objects  whi(i 
primd  fade  would  lead  to  expenditure  as  distin- 
guished from  profi t.  In  other  words,  a  company  or 
an  association  formed  for  any  of  those  objects  would 
rather  be  a  company  or  association  formed  to 
regulate  the  spending  of  the  members'  money  than 
the  acquisition  of  money  by  any  of  the  mem- 
bers. The  position  of  a  company  for  giving  away 
or  spending,  is  distinguished  from  a  company  for 
getting  or  acquiring  anything.  Therefore,  we 
see  that  the  Legislature  contemplated,  as  we  all 
know  that  there  are,  both  companies  and  associa- 
tions formed  for  charitable  objects  or  similar 
objects  which  include  the  spending  or  giving  away 
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mone^  by  the  members  of  those  companies  or 
aBBOoiatioDs. 

The  words  used  are  "  aoqoisition  of  ^in.' '  If  yoa 
inqaire  the  meaning  of  the  word  "  ^c^n  "  it  means 
acqaisition ;  it  has  no  other  meaning  that  I  am 
aware  of — gain  is  something  obtained  or  acquired. 
It  is  not  limited  to  peonniary  gain,  in  fact,  we 
shoald  have  to  pnt  the  word  "  pecuniary  "  to  show  it, 
and  in  no  sense,  of  the  word  that  I  know  of  does  it 
mean  commercial  profits,  except  that  of  oonrse  in 
one  sense  commercial  profits  are  gain.  It  is  not 
**  gains,"  hot "  gain  "  in  the  singular.  Commercial 
profits  no  doubt  if  acquired  are  gain,  but  I  cannot 
find  any  word  limiting  it  simply  to  a  commercial 
profit.  I  take  the  words  as  referring  to  a  company 
which  is  formed  to  acquire  something,  or  in  t^hich 
the  individual  members  are  to  acquire  something, 
as  distinguished  from  a  company  formed  for 
spending  something  and  in  which  the  individual 
members  are  simply  to  give  somethiog  away,  or  to 
spend  something,  and  not  to  gain  anything. 

If  that  then  is  the  fair  meaning  of  the  word,  what 
is  the  constitution  of  the  association  which  Ihave  to 
deal  with  P  It  is  said  that  a  contract  for  mutual 
indemnity  is  not  within  the  meaning  of  that  clause. 
What  is  meant  by  a  contract  for  mutual  indemnity? 
I  can  understand  this  (we  can  take  ib  between  two 
people  as  well  as  between  two  hundred): — ^A.  and  B. 
enter  into  a  mutual  contract  that  if  either  of  them 
iucnrs  a  loss  of  a  certain  kind  the  other  shall  make 
it  good.^  That  is  a  contract,  I  suppose,  of  mutual 
indemnity ;  but  these  contracts  are  very  different 
things-Hbhey  are  that  which  I  have  mentioned. 
This  is  simply  an  association  of  people,  by  the  rules 
of  which  it  is  agreed  that  everybody  who  wants  to 
insure  a  ship  against  loss  shall  pay  a  certain  sum 
of  money  by  way  of  premium,  which  sum  of  money 
is  not  equal.  It  depends  on  the  nature  of  the  ship 
insured  ;  that  is,  on  the  nature  of  the  loss  to  be 
guarded  against.  The  sums  of  money  are  to  go 
into  a  common  fund,  and  the  common  fund  so 
raised  is  to  be  applied  in  payment  of  the  losses  as 
far  as  it  will  go,  and  if  deficient,  the  losses  are  to 
be  made  good  by  the  members,  not  in  proportion 
to  the  sums  subscribed,  as  I  understand  it,  but  in 
proportion  to  the  sums  assured,  which  of  course  is 
a  very  difFereat  thing.  The  premiums  vary  in 
amount  according  to  the  nature  of  the  risk,  and  are 
very  different  proportions.  It  is  quite  clear  that,  in 
addition  to  these  policies,  there  may  be  policies  for 
periods  less  than  a  year  and  policies  for  special 
risk  in  respect  of  which,  as  I  read  the  rules,  the 
members  are  not  liable  to  contribute  anything 
beyond  their  premiums. 

The  result  then  is  this:  the  association  in- 
sures the  ships  with  a  view  certainly  of  get- 
tinpc  enongh  money  in  the  shape  of  premiums, 
at  least  to  pay  the  losses,  to  pay  the  expenses, 
and  to  have  somethinc;:  over  in  the  shape  of 
a  reserve  fund.  Why  is  not  that  an  association 
formed  for  the  purpose  of  profit,  even  using  the 
word  "  profit "  instead  of  "  gain  P  "  Between  the 
aMociation  and  its  members  it  carries  on  business 
with  a  view  of  getting  more  than  it  will  have  to 
pay ;  it  must  acquire  the  difference;  it  contemplates 
the  acquiring  it.  It  is  formed  for  the  purpose  of 
acquiring  first  of  all  the  sums  required  for  the 
expense  of  carrying  it  on,  and  secondly  the  sums  to 
form  a  reserve  fund  at  the  end  of  the  year.    It  is 

Suite  true  that  the  reserve  fund  may  be  ultimately 
ivided,  but  it  is  not  divided  and  given  back  to  the 
people    who    have     paid    too    muchi    but    to 


another  class,  because,  as  I  understand,  itisalimited 
reserve  fund,  although  it  stands  to  the  credit  of 
each  member  proportionately  as  be  may  have  con- 
tributed ;  it  is  a  reserve  fund,  which  does  not  arise 
from  the  policies  of  less  than  a  year  or  from  special 
risk  policies ;  to  them  the  reserve  fund  shall  in  no 
way  apply.  So  that  I  understand  that  members, 
or  those  who  pay  premiums  for  time  voyages  or 
special  risks,  do  not  get  any  share  of  the  reserve 
fund.  That  is  how  I  read  Rule  No.  3.  The  result, 
therefore,  is  that  there  is,as  between  the  association 
and  its  members,  a  gain — the  association  acquires 
something. 

But  then  I  think  that  individual  members  ob- 
tain gain.  If  an  individual  member  loses  his 
ship  he  gets ,  his  ship  paid  for,  and  he  gets  a 
proportion  of  the  reserve  fund,  not  merely  the 
share  that  he  has  contributed  to  it,  but  also  the 
share  of  the  other  members,  who  have  got 
time  policies  or  policies  on  special  risks,  because 
of  course  the  theory  on  which  the  rules  of  the 
association  are  formed  is  that  everyone  pays  more 
than  is  absolutely  necessary,  otherwise  you  could 
not  pay  the  expenses  or  carry  on  the  assurances. 
The  whole  theory  of  insurance  is  that  every 
premium  meets  something  more  than  the  risk; 
that  is  the  whole  theory  of  successful  insurance. 
That  being  so,  it  appears  to  me  that  the  members 
acquire  something.  But  I  am  not  prepared  to  say 
that,  even  independently  of  that  consideration,  an 
association  by  which  people  are  indemnified  from 
losses  in  carrying  on  any  trade  is  not  an  association 
for  gain.  Some  of  tneee  associations  are  for 
insuring  freight.  The  freight  is  composed  partly 
of  the  expenditure  of  the  ship  owner,  and  partly  of 
the  profit  of  carrying  on  his  trade.  If  he  insures 
his  freight,  he  insures  his  actual  profit  of  carrying 
on  his  trade;  that  is,  he  secures  himself  his  profit. 
Is  not  that  a  gain  P 

It  seems  to  me  that  this  Act  broadly  means 
this:  all  conmiercial  undertakings  shall  be  re- 
gistered. That  is  the  meaning  of  it  as  I  under- 
stand it.  It  distinguishes  in  so  many  words, 
and  intends  to  distinguish,  between  commercial 
undertakings  on  the  one  hand,  in  which  insurance 
companies  certainly  are  included,  for  there  are 
special  provisions  relating  to  them,  and  what  one 
may  call  literary  or  charitable  associations  on  the 
other  hand,  in  which  persons  associate,  not  with  a 
view  of  obtaining  a  personal  advantage,  but  for  the 
purpose  of  promoting  literature,  science,  art, 
charity,  or  something  of  that  kind ;  that  I  think  is 
the  broad  distinction,  and  if  that  broad  distinction 
is  kept  in  view,  I  think  there  will  be  no  difficulty 
in  putting  a  fair  and  reasonable  and  also  a  literal  and 
grammatical  construction  on  the  passage.  In  my 
opinion,  whether  the  persons  who  were  entitled  to 
take  out  time  policies  and  special  risk  policies  were 
or  were  not  to  be  members  of  the  association,  the 
association  in  question  was  one  formed  for  the 
purpose  of  gain  within  the  meaning  of  the  4th 
section,  and  would  have  required  registration. 

But  it  is  then  asserted  that  it  ought  not  to  have 
been  wound-up  at  all  under  the  I99th  section.  That 
in  my  present  impression.  There  are  provisions 
for  registering  an  association  for  the  purpose  of  its 
being  wound-up,  but  it  does  not  app^  to  me  that 
the  unregistered  association  pointed  out  in  the 
I99th  section  was  intended  to  be  an  illegal  associa- 
tion formed  after  the  passing  of  the  Act.  I  think 
it  must  have  meant  that  the  unregistered 
association  contemplated  was  a  legal  association, 
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which  might  hare  beeo  unregistered  beoaase  it  was 
formed  before  the  passing  of  the  Act,  or  because  it 
was  excepted,  for  it  is  not  every  association 
which  requires  registration.  It  was  within  the 
exception  if  it  were  an  association  formed  after  the 
passing  of  this  Act,  which  did  not  require  registra- 
tion. The  Act  of  Parliament  is  clear  that  there  are 
exceptions,  I  think,  therefore,  the  plain  meaning 
of  it  is  that  the  court  ought  not  to  wind-up  an 
illegal  association.  Bat  that  argument  proves  too 
much,  for  it  is  an  argument  which  makes  the 
association  illegal  in  any  event,  and  therefore,  if 
well  founded,  would  destroy  the  validity  of 
the  winding-up  order,  and  consequently  is  not 
admissible  for  the  benefit  of  the  applicants  on  the 
present  occasion. 

The  next  objection  is  that  this  is  a  marine 
policy,  and  that,  being  a  marine  policy,  the  Act 
of  Parliament  avoids  it  unless  the  names  of  the 
assarers  are  specified.  Now  this  association  was 
one  of  very  peculiar  character.  The  members 
of  the  association,  not  jointly,  or  in  partnership, or 
the  one  for  the  other,  out  "  each  only  in  his  own 
name,  do  hereby  agree  to  insure  each  other's  ships 
for  one  year  from  noon  of  any  day  named  as  the 
commencement  of  the  risk."  The  members  of  the 
association  insure  each  in  his  own  name,  neither  in 
partnership,  nor  one  for  the  other,  and  only  for 
one  year  from  noon  of  any  day  named  as  the  com- 
mencement of  the  risk,  and  they  insure  each  other's 
ships. 

Then  the  third  rule  says :  "  The  sub-manager 
shall  also  have  authority  to  issue  policies  to  mem- 
bers for  periods  less  than  a  year  or  for  special  risks 
either  in  time  or  voyage  policies,  in  consideration 
of  special  rates  of  premiums,  to  be  fixed  by  the  said 
manager  to  which  the  reserve  fund  shall  in  no  way 
apply."  I  take  that  to  mean  that  when  you  have 
got  a  person  already  a  member  of  the  association, 
you  may  give  him  a  policy  in  respect  of  which  he 
would  have  no  right  whatever  to  the  reserve  fond, 
and  no  liability,  therefore,  to  contribute  to  the  re- 
serve fund  for  this  purpose ;  that  is,  he  pays  his  pre- 
mium and  there  is  an  end  of  ^he  matter  as  far  as  he 
is  concerned ;  but  if  a  loss  occurs  he  is  entitled  to 
call  upon  the  other  members  of  the  association, 
including  also  himself  to  the  extent  to  which  he  is 
liable  under  a  current  policy,  carrent  when  the 
loss  occurs,  to  contribute  to  that  loss ;  but,  as  I 
understand  it,  his  liability  would  be  measured 
without  any  regard  whatever  to  the  amount  for 
which  he  has  insured  by  a  special  policy ;  as  to 
that,  he  is  under  no  liability.  Everybody  is  under 
liability  with  reference  to  the  amounts  insured  by 
what  has  been  called  the  mutual  policy.  Assuming 
that  to  be  so,  in  a  sense  no  doubt  he  is  a  member 
of  the  association,  and  he  would  be  liable  in  respect 
of  his  current  mutual  policy  possibly  to  make  some 
contribution  to  the  loss,  assuming  always  that  the 
loss  occurred  within  the  period  of  one  year  from 
the  time  of  his  mutual  policy  issuing.  But  if  a 
mutual  policy  were  near  expiring,  I  do  not  see 
how  he  could  be  made  liable  for  anything  if  the 
mutual  policy  expired  before  the  loss  on  the  special 
rate  policy ;  I  do  not  see  that  he  is  under  any 
liability.  He  is  only  liable  from  the  noon  of  any 
day  to  the  noon  of  the  same  day  in  the  follow- 
ing year,  so  that  it  may  well  be  that,  though 
he  was  a  member  at  the  time  when  the  policy  was 
issued  to  him,  he  would,  so  to  say^  have  ceased  to 
be  a  member  before  the  loss  occurred,  and  conse- 
quently he  would  be  entitled  to  call  upon  the  other 


members  who  had  still  current  policies  to  con- 
tribute to  the  fund  to  indemnify  him,  but  would 
not  be  entitled  to  call  upon  the  members  whose 
policies  had  expired.  This  shows  the  difficulty  of 
finding  out  who  assured,  because  the  persons  who 
assured  are  not  ascertained  persons  at  the  time  of 
the  insurance  bein^;  effected,  but  in  the  case  of  a 
special  rate  policy  it  can  only  be  asoertained  when 
the  loss  has  actually  occurred,  inasmuch  as  the 
vears  of  the  mutual  policies  might  have  run  off 
before  loss  occurred. 

Now  the  only  signature  to  the  policy  is  that  of 

Messrs.  **  Jackson  and  Sheppard  per  procuration 

of  the  several  members  of  the  Arthur  Average 

Association  for  insuring  each  other's  ships,  every 

member  bearing  his  equal  proportion  according  to 

the    sums  mutually  assured  therein,  exceptmg 

members  paying  special  rates  ."  I  think  that  does 

not  quite  express  what  was  meant,  that  is,  that 

every  member,  not  being  a  special  rate  insured 

member  should  pay  his  equal  proportion,  and  that 

members  who   have  paid    special  rates  are  not 

to  pay  any  more,  and  the  result  of  that  is  thatyoa 

actually  do  not  know  who  insures.    The  members 

are  only  liable  for  a  year  from  the  date  of  their 

own  policies,  and  if  the  loss  oncurred  after  any 

member's  policy  expired,  he  is  not  an  insurer.    To 

suppose  that  that  is  a  specification  of  the  names 

as  required  by  the  Act  of  Parliament  seems  tome 

a   most  remarkable  conclusion  for   any   person 

possessed  of  ordinary  powers  of  reason  to  arrive  at. 

I  was  told  that  it  was  concluded  by  authority.   I 

do  not  always  bow  to  the  authority  of  a  court  of 

co-ordinate  jurisdiction,  but  I  endeavour  to  do  so  if 

it  is  possible,  and  if  an  unanimous  decision  of  a 

Court  of  Common  Law  had  been  brought  to  my 

notice  saying  that  that  was  a  speoifioation  of  the 

names  of  the  insurers,  I  am  not  prepared  to  say 

that  I  should  have  followed  it,  if  it  were  the  decision 

of  a  court  of  co-ordinate  jurisdiction  and  a  recent 

decision.  But  I  am  relieved  from  considering  that 

point,  because  the  decisions  brought  to  my  notice 

by  no  means  go  to  any  such  extent.    The  only 

decision  bearing  on  the  point  was  this,  that  when 

the  insurers   consisted    of  a  firm,  an  ordinary 

common  partnership  oarrviog  on    business,  the 

statute  was  complied  with  by  stating  the  name  of 

the  insurers,  and  that  was  the  name  of  the  firm. 

That  is  all  the  decision  was.    It  does  not  appear 

to  me  to  have  any  direct  bearios  on  the  argument 

before  me,  and  the  only  indirect  bearing  it  has  is 

that  which  was  put  forward  so  frequently  by  Mr. 

Chitty,  that  it  was  evidence  of  the  liberality  of 

Courts  of  Law  in  construing  this  statute  in  favour 

of  insurers.     Beyond  that  it  certainly  appears  to 

me  it  did  not  go.    All  I  can  say  is  that  the  only 

names  I  find  on  this  policy  are  Jackson  and 

Sheppard ;  I  find  the  names  ot;  no  one  else.  As  I  said 

before,  if  it  is  **  members  of  the  Arthur  Average 

Association,"  that  is  not  right ;  it  did  not  mean  the 

then  present  members  of  the  Arthur  Average 

Association,  they  were  not  the  people  who  were 

to  insure,  and  yon  could  not  tell  till  a  future  period 

who  were  the  insurers.    There  is  no  description. 

The  rules  themselves  even  are  not  on  the  policy, 

that  is  not  to  be  forgotten   You  could  not  find  out 

from  the  policy  who  were  to  be  liable  under  the 

rules.     Therefore,  the  argument  of  the  case  in 

Campbell's  Reports  does  not  apply.  There  were  no 

means  of  ascertaining  from  the  policy  itself  who 

the  insurers  were  to  be ;  and  I  am  of  opinion  that 

that  objection  is  fatal  to  the  policy,  and  that  it  i4 
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not  really  oeoessary  to  consider  the  next  objeo- 
tion. 

But  the  next  objection  appears  to  me  to  be  a  very 
serioas  one,  and  I  cannot  see  that  there  is  any 
satisfactory  answer  to  it.  First  of  all  it  appears 
that  the  rales  were  altered  on  the  29 bh  March  1869, 
bjr  which  ^  members  "  were  strack  oat  so  that  yoa 
mii^ht  inRiire  any  one  by  special  risks  or  on  voyage 
policies.  This  appears  to  have  been  done,  not 
according  to  the  rnles,  at  a  general  meetin^z:,  bat  at 
a  meeting  of  the  committee.  Bat  Mr.  Cory,  one  of 
the  applicants  before  me,  was  insared  by  policies, 
the  last  of  which  was  dated  on  the  8th  Sept.  1868, 
which  ia  of  coarse  long  before  the  29th  March 
1869;  he  is,  therefore,  not  boand  by  these  alterations, 
and  be  never  authorised  his  credit  to  be  pledged. 
I  decline  to  enter  into  the  position  of  the  other 
applicant,  Mr.  Hawkesloy.  Bat,  as  1  said,  according 
to  the  well-established  rale  now  in  saits,  as  regards 
misjoinder,  yoa  oontd  always  amend  by  striking 
oat  the  applicant.  It  is  not  necessary  to  go  into 
the  question  whether  or  not  Mr.  Hawkesley  has 
aanctiooed  these  alterations  because  Mr.  Gory  alone 
oonld  support  the  application. 

Then  there  being  no  valid  alteration,  the  rule 
appears  to  me  to  aathorise  the  managers  to  insure 
members  only  on  these  terms. 

Then  it  is  argued  that  the  mere  issuing  of 
a  policy  to  a  person  on  these  terms  makes  him 
a  member;  now  1  am  unable  to  accede  to  that. 
Members  are  defined,  and  they  are  defined  to 
be  people  who  insure  for  a  year,  and  insure 
each  other's  ships  for  that  year,  and  the  way 
they  insure  is  by  making  contributions.  But  these 
people  neyer  insured  anybody  for  a  year;  they 
did  not  insure  anybody  for  any  time  whatever. 
They  simply  paid  a  premium  as  every  insurer  does, 
and  it  seems  to  me  to  be  an  abuse  of  terms  to  say 
that  a  man  who  pays  a  premium  thereby  pays  a 
coDtribation  to  the  insurance  of  his  own  ship.  That 
ia  not  the  meaning  of  the  rule.  The  plain  and 
literal  and  common-sense  meaning  coincide  in  this 
case,  as  they  generally  do,  and  in  my  opinion  the 
isauing  of  a  policy  to  any  person  not  already  a 
member  was  not  authorised  by  this  rule,  and  con- 
sequently the  act  of  the  agents  was  wholly 
nnautliorised ;  the  power  of  attorney  under 
which  they  acted  or  assumed  to  act  did  not 
confer  upon  them  the  authority  to  enter  into 
this  contract,  and  consequently  the  contract 
itself  does  not  bind  the  association.  It  appears 
to  me  that  persons  who  enter  into  these  con- 
tracts have  no  right  to  complain.  They  must 
have  had  notice  of  the  nature  of  the  body  which 
was  contracting  with  them,  and  of  course  notice  of 
the  roles  and  regulations  which  form  the  consti- 
tution of  the  company.  As  1  said  before,  con- 
sidering the  enormous  importance  of  the  question 
to  the  parties,  and  the  nature  of  the  objections,  I 
thought  it  right  to  give  my  opinion  on  this  objection 
also. 

On  these  grounds  the  only  conclusion  I  can 
come  to  is  that  if  the  question  of  delay  is  not 
decided  adversely  to  the  applicants,  the  alleged 
creditors  are  not  creditors  of  the  association,  and 
their  debts  ought  not  to  be  allowed. 

Now  the  question  of  delay  is  toa  certain  extent  no 
doubt  to  be  dealt  with  as  a  matter  of  discretion.  The 
law  seems  to  me  to  stand  in  this  way.  By  a  general 
order,  which  was  authorised  by  Act  of  Parliament, 
the  ordinary  practice  of  the  Court  of  Chancery  has 
been  extended  to  winding-up  cases,  and  according 


to  the  ordinary  practice  of  the  Court  of  Chancery, 
after  a  chief  clerk  has  made  a  certificate  and  eight 
days  have  expired,  you  cannot  set  rid  of  that 
certificate  except  on  special  grounds.  The  natare 
of  those  Rpecial  grounds  has  nowhere  been  strictly 
defined,  but  it  must  be  something  substantial,  and 
it  also  must  be  at  a  time  when  you  do  not  very 
much  vary  the  position  of  the  parties.  Now  in 
the  present  case  it  must  be  remembered  that  the 
certificate  is  obtained  by  the  official  liquidator,  who 
in  a  sense  represents  everybody.  The  persons  who 
now  apply  had  no  direct  intervention  in  the  matter. 
They  are  not  in  quite  as  bad  a  position,  if  I  may 
say  so,  as  parties  to  a  suit,  who  are  present  when 
the  decipion  is  given ;  their  direct  intervention  is 
caused  by  an  attempt  to  make  thom  pay  something, 
and  then  their  attention  is  first  aroused.  In  the 
next  place  the  creditors  have  done  nothing  more 
than  prove  they  did  not  obtain  a  dividend,  and 
they  have  not  obtained  a  call ;  therefore,  their 
position  is  not  affected  except  to  the  extent  of  any 
coBts  they  may  have  incurred  subsequently,  and 
which  the  court  may  give  them.  And  thirdly  it 
must  be  and  no  doubt  will  be  considered  that  the 
questions  upon  which  the  official  liquidator  at  first 
had  to  decide,  and  the  questions  which  the  court 
has  now  to  decide,  are  not  matters  which  every 
one  can  decide  for  himself :  they  are  not  matters, 
so  to  say,  so  plain,  and  so  clear,  and  so  easy  that 
every  policy  holder  must  be  considered  to  have 
known  them  from  the  beginning  and  to  have  stood 
by  and  acquiesced  in  what  has  taken  place.  The 
mere  length  to  which  this  argument  has  gone,  and 
the  nature  of  the  discussions  which  has  taken  place, 
I  think  will  be  sufficient  to  show  that.  Looking, 
therefore,  to  the  fact  that  in  the  other  cases  as 
great  an  amount  of  delay  has  not  been  considered 
sufficient  to  induce  the  court  to  say  that  the  rights 
of  the  parties  are  finally  established,  and  considering 
that  the  special  reasons  I  have  mentioned  are  to 
my  mind  very  strong  indeed.  I  think  there  is  no 
such  delay  as  should  preclude  the  applicants  from 
the  relief,  which  they  would,  otherwise,  be  en- 
titled to. 

That  being  so,  I  think  the  proper  order  to 
make  is  to  expunge  the  debts,  and,  considering 
that  the  creditors  have  been  brought  here  after 
this  lapse  of  time,  I  think  it  would  be  only  right 
to  provide  for  their  costs,  as  well  as  for  the  costs  of 
the  appellants  and  the  official  liquidator,  out  of  the 
estate  subject  to  the  winding-up  I  think  inasmuch 
as  there  may  be  a  question  as  to  whether  the 
creditors  or  alleged  creditors  are  not  entitled  to 
obtain  a  return  of  their  premiums  from  somebody, 
it  would  be  right  to  add  to  the  order  that  it  is 
made  without  prejudice  to  any  application  which 
they  may  be  advised  to  make  to  obtain  the  return 
of  the  premiums  so  paid. 

Solicitors :  F.  W.  Hilbery ;  W.  W.  Wynne;  Weslall, 
Roherte,  and  Barlow, 
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JUDICIAZi  COMMITTEE  OF  THE 
FBIVT  COUirCIL 

ON  APPEAL  PBOM    THB  SUPREME  COUBT  OP  HALIPAX, 

NOVA  SCOTIA. 
Beported  bj  Jambs  F.  Aspotall,  XSuq.,  Banistor-At-Law. 


March  17,  and  18, 1875. 

(Present,  The  Right  Hons.  Sir  J.  W.  Coltile,  Sir 
Barnes  Peacock,  Sir  Montague  B.  Smith,  Sir 
B.  P.  Collier,  and  Sir  Henrt  Keating.) 

The    Cobequid  Marine  Insurance  Company  v. 

Barteaux. 

Marine    inswrance  —  Master's  power    of    sale — 
Stringent  necessity — Total  loss — Notice  of  aban- 
donment. 
The  master  of  a  ship  may^  under  certain  drcum- 
stances,  effect  the  sale  of  his  ship  so  as  to  thereby 
render  the  underwriters  liable  for  a   total  loss 
without  notice  of  abandonment,  but  he  can  only 
do  so  in  cases  of  stringent  necessity — that  is  to 
say,  a  necessity  thcU  leaves  the  master  no  alter' 
native,  as  a  prudent  and  skilful  man  acting  bond 
fide  for  the  best  interests  of  all  concerned  and 
with  the  best  and  soundest  judgment  that  can  be 
formed  un^er  the  circumstances,  but  to  sell  the 
ship  as  she  lies.    If  he  comes  to  this  conclusion 
hastily,  either  without  iuffident  examination  into 
the  actual  state  of  the  ship,  or  without  having  pre- 
viously  made  every  exertion  in  his  power,  with 
the  means  then  at  his  disposal,  to  extricate  her 
from  the  peril  or  to  raise  funds  for  her  repair,  he 
will  not  be  justified  in  selling,  even  thovgh  the 
danger  at  the  time  appear  exceedingly  imminent. 
This  was  an  appeal  from  the  judgment  of  the  Sa- 
preme  Court  of  Halifax,  Kova  Scotia,  of  the  8th 
Feb.  1873,  disc^barging  a  rale  nisi  obtained  by  the 
appellants  for  a  new  trial  in  an  action  brought  by 
the  respondent  against  the  appellants. 

The  action  was  brought  by  the  respondent  to 
recover  4000  dollars  and  interest  upon  a  policy  of 
insurance  effected  with  the  appellants  in  the  sum 
of  4000  dollars  upon  the  brigantine  Foyle,  valued 
at  8000  dollarp,  for  twelve  mouths,  that  is  to  say, 
from  the  23rd  June  1868,  at  noon,  until  the  23rd 
Jnne  1869.  The  policy  was  a  time  policy  in  the 
usual  form. 

The  writ  and  declaration  were  issued  on  the  10th 
Aug.  1870,  and  contained  two  counts  on  the  policy 
for  a  total  loss,  and  a  common  money  count  for 
interest.  To  the  counts  upon  the  policy  the  ap- 
pellants pleaded  five  pleas,  and  to  the  money  count 
never  indebted.  The  third  plea,  which  denied 
that  the  vessel  was  lost  by  the  perils  insured 
against,  and  the  fourth  plea,  which  averred  that 
the  alleged  loss  was  caused  by  the  fraud  and  neg- 
ligence of  the  respondent  and  his  servants,  and  not 
by  the  perils  of  the  sea,  are  the  only  pleas  material 
to  this  appeal. 

The  cause  came  on  for  trial  before  the  Chief 
Justice  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Halifax  and  a 
jury,  on  the  11th  Oct.  1871.  At  the  trial,  the  ap- 
pellants admitted  the  making  of  the  policy,  and 
also  that  the  respondent  was  interested  in  the 
vessel,  and  evidence  was  adduced  of  (amongst  other 
things)  the  following  facts : 

The  respondent  was  part  owner  of  the  Foyle,  the 
vessel  insured,  of  which  beowntd  44/64th8,  James 
Boy  her  master  16/64th8,  and  one  Downie  4/64ths. 
On  the  1 5Lh  June  1869,  the  Foyle,  a  brigantine 
of  243  tons  register,  then  a  good  vessel,  about 
three  years  old,  and  worth  about  10,000  dollars, 


left  the  harbour  of  Lingan,  in  Nova  Scotia,  with  a 
cargo  of  coals,  bound  for  Boston,  and  anchored 
outside  the  bar  of  the  harbour.  At  11  a.m.  on  the 
following  day,  the  16th  Jnne,  the  Foyle  proceeded 
on  her  voyage,  with  a  whole  sail  breeze  from  the 
south-west.  About  thirty  minutes  after  getting 
under  way  the  vessel  ran  upon  a  sunken  reef  off 
the  southern  head  of  Lingan  Bay,  distant  about 
three  miles  from  Lingan,  about  one  mile  from 
Bridgport,  and  at  the  utmost  half  a  mile  from  the 
shore.  The  vessel  struck  about  an  hour  before 
high  water  on  a  shelviufi^  ledge — not  a  sharp  rock 
— on  the  western  side  of  the  reef,  almost  broadside 
on. 

The  master  of  the  Foyle,  upon  the  vessel  strik- 
ing the  reef,  threw  the  sails  aback,  but  she  would 
not  back  off.  He  then  signalled  for  the  tugboat  at 
Lingan,  and  a  kedge  anchor  with  sixty  or  aeventy 
fathoms  of  line  was  run  out,  and  all  the  strain  it 
would  bear  put  upon  it.  The  tugboat  soon  arrived, 
and  at  high  water  took  a  hawser  from  the  FoyU. 
An  attempt  was  then  made  to  get  the  vessel  off  by 
jerking  at  the  hawser,  but  without  success,  the 
hawser  having  twice  parted.  The  master  of  the 
Foyle  and  the  master  of  the  Lingan  tugboat  then 
consulted,  and  the  master  of  the  tugboat  having 
told  the  master  of  the  Foyle  that  he  thought  it  was 
of  no  use  trying  any  more  with  the  boat,  and  that 
the  master  of  the  Foyle  had  better  get  the  coals 
out  of  the  vessel,  for  if  the  wind  came  from  the 
north  he  would  lose  her,  left  the  Foyle  and  returned 
with  his  tug  to  Lingan.  After  dinner  the  crew  of 
the  Foyle  commenced  to  throw  the  cargo  over- 
board, but  they  did  not  discharge  more  than  aboab 
ten  tons  of  coal.  At  the  next  high  water,  between 
12  and  1  a.m.  of  the  17th  June,  another  attempt 
was  made  to  get  the  vessel  off  by  heaving  on  the 
kedge  anchor,  but  failed. 

On  the  morning  of  the  17th  June  the  wind  began 
to  change  to  the  north,  and  about  5  a.m.  the  master 
of  the  Foyle,\mng  very  uneasy,  went  ashore,  noted 
his  protest,  and  procured  three  persons,  namely, 
James  McDonald  a  shipwright,  and  Kiohard  Laffin 
formerly  a  shipmaster,  both  of  Lingan,  and  John 
Diggins  master  of  a  schooner  belonging  to  East- 
port,  in  the  United  States,  to  go  on  board  the  vessel 
to  survey  her.  The  surveyors  got  on  board  the 
vessel  between  10  and  11am.  the  same  day,  the 
17th  June,  and  at  the  time  they  went  ashore, 
which  was  between  11  a.m.  and  noon,  the  wind 
was  about  W.N.W.,  hauling  northwardly.  They 
agreed  that  the  vessel  should  be  condemned,  but, 
to  give  every  chance  of  getting  her  off,  to  wait 
until  two  o'clock  of  the  18th  June  before  selling 
her,  and  advertisements  were  written  out  to  the 
effect  that  the  vessel  would  be  sold  at  that  time. 
They,  however,  about  an  hour  afterwards,  deter- 
mined to  sell  the  vessel  on  the  same  day,  the  17th 
June  at  four  o'clock.  The  reason  given  by  Richard 
LafBn,  the  only  one  of  the  surveyors  who  was 
called  at  the  trial,  for  the  change  of  determination 
was,  that  the  wind  actually  went  round  to  the 
north-east  before  the  survey  was  written  out. 

Upon  coming  to  this  conclusion,  the  surveyors 
made  a  report  in  writing  of  their  survey,  in  which 
they  stated  as  follows :  — 

**  We  find  that  the  said  vessel  has  stranded  oft 
the  southern  head  of  Lingan  Bay,  exposed  to  the 
storms  of  the  Atlantic,  making  water,  lying  on  a 
reef,  and  in  a  very  dangerous  position,  considerably 
hogged  on  the  port  side,  badly  strained,  rolling 
heavily  on  her  bilge.     We  also  find  that  the  said 
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▼easel  lies  in  snch  adangeroos  position  that,  should 
the  wind  happen  to  change  and  blow  from  the 
north-east,  sonth-east,  or  east,  she  would  propably 
go  to  pieoes  immediately.  We  therefore  reoom- 
mend  that  the  said  yessel  be  advertised  and  sold 
this  day,  without  mnning  the  risk  of  leayiog  her 
oremight,  that  she  may  be  stripped  of  her  sails 
and  rigging,  and  sold  as  soon  as  possible  for  the 
benefit  of  all  concerned." 

^  Richmrd  Laffin,  who  was  examined  for  the  plain- 
tiff (reap.)  at  the  trial,  admitted  in  cross-examina- 
tion that  he  conld  not  say  that  the  vessel  was  making 
water,  that  she  had  a  list  to  port  of  only  two  or 
three  strakes,  or  from  18iD.  to  2ft.,  and  that,  if  she 
was  either  hogged  or  strained  as  stated  by  the 
snrreyors,  she  would  have  been  leaking.  Evidence 
was  giyen  by  the  defendants  (apps.)  to  show  that 
upon  these  points  the  survey  was  incorrect. 

About  1  p.m.  of  the  same  day,  the  17th  June, 
the  Glace  Bay  tug  wentuptothei>%2eand  backed 
close  to  her.  John  Dnnlap,  the  mate  of  the  Glace 
Bay  tag,  then  threw  a  line  to  the  Foyle,  but  it  was 
refnaedy  and  a  man  on  board  prevented  another 
from  catching  it.  On  the  17th  June,  between  four 
and  five  in  the  afternooo,  the  master  of  the  Foyle 
sold  the  vessel  and  cargo  by  public  auction  in 
lang^n,  two  or  three  advertisements  having  been 
put  up  in  Lingan  about  two  hours  before  the  sale. 
The  vessel  was  sold  for  about  1000  dollars,  and  was 
bouffht  by  Richard  Laffin,  one  of  the  survejorsi 
for  his  two  nephews. 

Immediately  after  the  sale,  preparations  were 
made  by  the  purchasers  to  get  the  vessel  off. 
Between  seven  and  eight  in  the  evening  of 
the  same  day,  thirty  men  were  taken  down 
to  the  vessel  with  the  Lingan  tugboat  and  a 
schooner.  Fifty  to  sixty  tons  of  coal  were  dis- 
charged ont  of  the  vessel  into  the  schooner,  and 
ten  tons  were  thrown  overboard.  Thev  worked 
■teadily  until  3  a.m.  on  the  morning  of  the  18th 
June,  and  the  Foyle'a  bower  anchor  was  then  ran 
out  and  let  go,  and  by  hauling  on  the  anchor  and 
kedge,  and  jerking  at  a  new  7-in.  hawser  which 
had  been  hired  for  the  puipose,  the  vessel  was  got 
off  about  half-past  three  in  the  morning  of  the 
18th  June,  without  having  sustained  any  damage 
whatever,  except  the  loss  of  a  small  piece  of  her 
shoe. 

During  the  whole  of  the  time  the  vessel  was  on  the 
reef  the  weather  was  fine,  and  although  the  wind 
got  round  to  the  north  on  the  17th  June,  and  there 
was  a  breeze  in  the  afternoon,  the  weather  was  not 
severe  at  all  on  that  day;  but  it  was  alleged  that 
if  the  wind  had  continued  in  the  north,  it  would 
have  been  impossible  to  have  got  the  ship  off. 

There  were  four  tugs  and  abundance  of  men  from 
Lingan  to  Cow  Bay ;  and  80  to  100  men  at  Bridg- 
port,  whose  services  could  have  been  obtained  by 
the  master  of  the  FoyU,  and  he  had  the  same 
means  of  extricating  his  vessel  as  were  actually 
used  by  the  purchasers  to  get  her  off  within  his 
reach  and  in  his  power. 

There  was  conflicting  evidence  as  to  the  wind  to 
be  expected  on  the  17th  June.  The  statement  of 
the  master  was,  that  on  the  17th  he  "expected  a 
strong  breeze,''  and  that  at  the  time  of  the  sale 
"there  were  indications  of  a  heavy  blow,"  and 
Eichard  Laffin  stated  that  at  the  time  of  the  sale 
it "  had  the  appearance  of  being  rough,"  but  they 
were  contradicted  upon  this  point  by  the  master  of 
the  Lingan  tugboat ;  a  witness  for  the  respondent, 
who  stated  that  the  wind  "  was  going  down  at  the 


time  of  the  sale,"  and  also  by  the  witnesses  who 
were  called  for  the  appellants,  whose  evidence  was 
to  the  effect  that  it  was  usually  fine  in  June,  July, 
and  August,  and  that  the  middle  of  June  was  the 
finest  season  a;;  Lingan,  and  that  gales,  to  injure  a 
vessel  lying  where  the  Foyle  was,  were  unusual  in 
June,  and  that  there  were  no  indications  of  a 
heavy  blow. 

There  was  also  a  oonfiict  of  opinion  between  the 
witnesses  for  the  respondent  and  those  for  the  ap- 
pellants as  to  the  course  a  prudent  uninsured  owner 
would  have  pursued  under  the  circumstances. 

At  the  close  of  the  respondents'  case,  the  counsel 
for  the  appellants  moved  for  a  nonsuit,  on  the 
grounds,  amongst  others,  that  there  was  no  notice 
of  abandonment,  and  that  the  sale  was  not  justi- 
fiable, but  the  Chief  Justice  refused  to  nonsuit  the 
respondent. 

The  Chief  Justice  directed  the  jury  as  follows  : 
"  The  want  of  a  notice  of  abandonment  conld  only 
be  excused  by  the  necessity  of  the  sale,  if  that 
necessity  existed.  This  was  a  point  of  a  good  desl 
of  nicety,  which  he  would  reserve,  if  the  appellants' 
counsel  desired  it,  for  the  consideration  of  the 
court.  The  main  question  was  the  alleged  neces- 
sity for  the  sale,  and  the  jury  must  look  with  a 
sharp  and  jealous  eye  at  the  transaction,  marked 
by  many  unusual  and  suspicious  circumstanoes. 
There  was  no  evidence  of  a  fraudulent  stranding. 
A  resident  would  have  avoided  the  shoal,  but  it 
was  not  on  the  chart,  and  it  was  unknown  to  the 
master.  Being  competent  to  command  the  ship, 
his  ignorance  or  want  of  caution  in  this  matter 
afforded  no  defence  to  the  underwriters ;  but,  being 
on  shore,  had  he  exerted  himself  with  suffioienc 
promptitude  and  energy  P  The  Chief  Justice  here 
cited  the  rules  of  law,  as  laid  down  in  Amould, 
and  in  our  own  decisions,  and  put  it  to  the  jury 
whether  the  master  ought  to  have  been  oontenD 
with  the  discharge  of  only  ten  tons  of  coal  on  the 
16th,  and  should  not  have  called  in  on  that  and 
the  succeeding  day  a  body  of  miners  or  other  men 
in  the  neighbourhood,  and  attempted  by  their  aid 
what  the  purchasers  actually  effected.  The  jury 
should  consider,  too,  whether  the  holding  of  the 
sale  on  a  day  sooner  than  was  at  first  intended  was 
a  bond  fide  and  honest  act,  or  was  the  result  of 
any  contrivance  or  collusion.  The  survey  also  had 
been  hurriedly  and  incautiously  drawn ;  all  these 
facts,  on  which  I  forbore  to  give  any  opinion,  were 
to  be  taken  into  acoount.  There  was  no  proof 
of  the  vessel  having  been  overvalued  or  over- 
insured,  and  the  master  disclaimed  any  interest 
in  the  purchase.  Still,  if  he  had  precipitated  the 
sale  for  want  of  firmness  or  of  judgment,  this  was 
one  of  the  cases  where  the  owners  must  suffer 
from  it.  He  could  sell  his  own  quarter,  but  not 
the  other  three-quarters,  so  as  to  bind  the  insu- 
rers, unless  an  extreme  over- mastering  necessity, 
a  moral  necessity  for  the  sale,  had  been  shown  to 
the  satisfaction  of  the  jury.  I  lastly  told  them, 
that  if  they  found  for  the  respondent  this  was  not 
one  of  the  cases  in  which,  as  I  thought,  they  should 
give  interest,  and  that  the  defendants  were  entitled 
to  credit  for  one-half  of  the  net  proceeds,  being  474 
dollars  for  3526  dollars." 

The  jury  found  a  verdict  for  the  respondent  for 
3526  dollars. 

On  the  14bh  Oct  1871  the  appellants  obtained  a 
rule  nisi  for  a  new  trial,  on  the  grounds  of  misdi- 
rection, the  verdict  being  against  law  and  evi- 
dence. 
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Oo  the  argument  of  the  rale,  oa  the  8th  Feh. 
1873,  the  Sapreme  Court  gave  judgment  dis- 
charging the  rule  unanimously  on  the  qne^ tion  of 
misdirecbion,  but  Mr.  Justice  Wilkins  dissenting 
on  the  question  whether  the  verdict  was  against 
evidence. 

The  judgment  of  the  majority  of  the  court,  de- 
livered by  Mr.  Justice  Ritchie,  was  founded  upon 
the  argument  that,  although  the  master  of  the 
Foyle  did  not  appear  to  have  exercised  all  the 
'  means  in  his  power  to  get  his  ship  off,  and  had  not 
exerted  himself  with  sufficient  promptitude  and 
enercry  as  to  justify  the  sale  of  the  ship,  yet  this 
was  a  question  for  the  jury  and  not  for  the  court, 
and  the  Chief  Justice  having  left  the  question  to 
them,  and  they  having  found  for  the  plaintiffs, 
their  finding  ought  not  to  be  disturbed.  Mr.  Justice 
Wilkins  differed  from  the  rest  of  the  court  npon 
the  ground  that  there  was  no  necessity  for  a  sale 
shown  upon  the  facts  proved,  and  that  the  finding 
of  the  jury,  being  in  opposition  to  those  facts, 
ought  to  be  set  aside. 

From  this  judgment  the  appellants,  on  the  28th 
Feb.  1873,  applied  for  and  obtained  from  the 
Supreme  Court  of  Halifax  leave  to  appeal  to  Her 
Majesty  in  Council,  and  they  appealed  accordingly 
upon  the  following,  amongst  other  grounds : 

1.  Because  there  was  no  evidence  npon  which  a 
jury  could  properly  proceed  to  find  that  there  was 
a  total  loss  of  the  vessel  by  the  perils  insured 
against. 

2.  Because  the  verdict  was  against  the  evidence. 

3.  Because  notice  of  abandonment  was  neces- 
sary. 

4.  Because  the  learned  judge  misdirected  the 
jury,  and  led  them  to  suppose  that  even  if  the 
vessel  could  have  been  extricated  from  her  posi- 
tion by  means  within  the  reach  of  the  master,  and 
that  if  he  sold  the  vessel  without  first  exhansting 
those  means,  the  sale  might  still  be  justified  by 
necessity. 

5.  Because  the  question  whether  the  master 
could,  by  means  within  his  reach,  and  which  he 
could  reasonably  use,  have  extricated  the  vessel, 
was  not  clearly  put  to  the  jury. 

6.  Because  the  leiamed  judge  ought  to  have 
explained  to  the  jury  that  the  true  question  in 
the  case  was,  whether  the  vessel  under  the  cir- 
cumstances, was  in  such  a  condition,  take  all  things 
together,  that  it  was  not  worth  while  to  pursue 
her  any  further,  or  to  make  any  further  attempt  to 
save  her,  with  a  v-iew  to  recovering  her  and 
restoring  her  as  a  seagoing  ship,  or  that  the  as- 
sured would  have  been  justified  as  a  prudent  man 
in  abandoning  her,  and  giving  np  all  further  in- 
tention of  extricating  her  from  her  position. 

7.  Because  owing  to  the  want  of  a  proper  under- 
standing of  the  law,  and  of  the  effect  of  the  sale, 
the  jury  found  a  verdict  wholly  unwarranted  by 
the  evidence. 

8.  Because  there  was  a  miscarriage  of  justice, 
and  the  verdict  for  the  respondent  ought  to  be  set 
aside  and  a  new  trial  granted. 

WcUHn  Wittiama,  Q.C.,  and  Wood  Hill,  for  the 
appellants. — ^There  are  two  questions  in  the  pre- 
sent case ;  first,  whether  the  case  is  one  of  total 
loss  or  average  loss  ;  secondly,  whether,  assuming 
a  constructive  total  loss,  the  master  did  right  in 
selling,  or  should  have  {given  notice  of  abandon- 
ment, and  have  kept  the  ship  and  done  his  best 
with  her. 

First,  we  submit  that  there  was  no  total  loss 


npon  the  facts  proved.    Where  a  ship  is  stranded 
or  damaged,  if  it  is  absolutely  and  physically  im- 

{)ossible  to  restore  her,  she  is  an  absolute  total 
OSS;  but,  assuming  the  physical  possibility  of 
restoring  her  to  her  former  condition,  then  the 
test  of  her  being  a  total  loss  is  not  whether  it  is 
best  and  most  expedient  under  the  droumstances, 
in  the  interests  of  her  owner,  to  sell  or  to  try  and 
restore  her  at  great  risk  and  expense,  but  whether 
the  outlay  in  trouble  and  expense  will  exceed  the 
value  of  the  ship  when  rescued  and  repaired.     A 

gartial  loss  cannot  be  turned  into  a  total  loss,  even 
y  a  prudent  sale  by  a  master ;  the  test  is  not 
whether  a  prudent  owner,  uninsured,  would  have 
sold,  but  whether  the  cost  of  repairing  (or  for- 
warding of  goods)  would  exceed  the  value  of  the 
thing  insured  when  restored. 

Beimer  y  Ringrove,  6  Ex.  268  ; 

Navone  y.  Haddon,  9  C.  B.  90 ; 

Parsons  on  Marine  Inauranoe,  vol.  1,  pp.  148, 140, 150. 
The  power  of  a  master  to  sell,  so  as  to  bind  hia 
owners  and  their  underwiters,  is  entirely  limited 
by  the  necessities  of  tho  case.  In  Amould  on 
Marine  Insurance  (4th  edit.,  vol.  1,  p.  333),  it  is 
said,  *'  The  exercise,  however,  of  this  power  (to 
sell)  is  most  jealously  watched  by  the  English 
courts,  and  rigorously  confined  to  cases  of  extreme 
necessity,  a  necessitv  that  leaves  tho  master  no 
alternative  as  a  prudent  and  a  skilful  man»  acting 
bond  fide  for  the  best  interests  of  all  concerned, 
and  with  the  best  and  soundest  judgment  that  can 
be  formed  under  the  circumstances,  but  to  sell  the 
ship  as  she  lies.  If  he  came  to  this  concluaion 
hastily,  either  without  sufficient  oxaminaUon  into 
the  actual  state  of  the  ship,  or  without  having 
previously  made  every  exertion  in  his  power,  with 
the  means  then  at  his  disposal,  to  extricate  her 
from  the  peril  or  to  raise  funds  for  her  repair,  he 
will  not  be  justified  in  selling,  even  though  the 
danger  at  the  time  appear  exceedinriy  imminent." 

Camhridae  v.  Andertotit  2  B.  ft  C.  691 ; 

Idle  y.  The  Royal  Exchange  Auurance  Company 1 3 
Brod.  &  B.  151 ;  8  Taant.  755. 
There  is  no  loss  by  sale  in  marine  insurance  law ; 
an  assured  can  only  recover  for  a  total  loss  after 
a  sale  where  the  facts  of  the  case  show  a  total  loss, 
independently  of  the  sale.  [Sir  H.  S.  Keatikg.— 
That  is  to  sav  if  the  facts  were  such  as  to  occasion 
a  necessity  for  an  immediate  sale,  a  total  loss 
accrues  as  soon  as  the  sale  takes  place.  The  sale 
does  not  make  the  total  loss,  but  is  justified  by  a 
proper  apprehension  of  it ;  but  if  the  ship  is  not 
actually  lost  there  would  be  no  total  loss  if  the 
sale  did  not  take  place,  so  that  in  one  sense  there 
is  a  loss  by  sale.]  But  in  this  case  there  were  no 
facts  justifying  the  sale.  It  appears  from  the 
evidence  that  the  ship  could  have  been  extricated 
from  her  position  by  means  within  the  reach  of 
the  master  and  this  being  so,  the  master  assuming 
that  he  acted  bond  fide  in  the  sale,  was  not  under 
such  a  necessity  to  sell  as  to  constitute  the  sale  a 
total  loss,  either  constructive  or  actual.  The  ship 
was  not  in  imminent  danger  of  destruction  at  the 
time  of  the  sale,  and  it  is  only  such  danger  as 
would  have  justified  sale  and  constituted  a  total 
loss. 

Secondly,  but  even  supposing  the  ship  had  been 
so  damaged  that  she  would  have  been  a  coustmc- 
tive  total  loss,  we  submit  that  the  facts  show  that 
it  would  have  been  a  more  prudent  thing  on  the 
part  of  the  master  to  have  kept  her  and  gifen 
notice  of  abandonment.  Her  rescue  was  so  easy, 
and  the  means  at  his  disposal  so  abundant,  that 
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there  was  no  reasonable  cxcase  for  the  sale  nnder 
SQch  disadvantageoas  ciroamstances. 

Thirdly,  the  neoessit j  for  notice  of  abandonment 
was  not  enperseded  by  the  sale.  [Sir  H.  S. 
Keating. — If  there  was  an  immediate  necessity 
for  a  sale,  notice  of  abandonment  was  practically 
impossible,  and  as  soon  as  the  sale  had  taken 
place  there  was  nothing  to  abandon.  The  nnder- 
writers  can  claim  to  dedact  the  proceeds  oi  the 
Bale  from  the  total  loss  as  salvage,  bnt  how  can 
they  claim  notice  of  abandonment  P]  The  res  still 
existed  in  specie. 

Cohen,  Q.C.  and  Orcmihamfi,  for  the  respondent. 
— ^The  appellants  assume  that  the  apprehension  of 
danger  to  the  ship  is  no  material  element  in  a  case 
sooh  as  this.  We  submit,  first,  that  if  a  vessel  is 
placed  by  the.  perils  of  the  seas  in  such  a  position 
that  the  master  has  by  the  necessity  of  the  case  an 
implied  authority  to  sell  her  so  as  to  convey  a  good 
title  to  the  purchaser  without  the  assent  of  the 
owner,  and  if,  acting  in  good  faith  and  for  the  in- 
terest of  all  concerned,  he  does  sell  her,  then  the 
assured  can  recover  as  for  a  total  loss  from  the 
underwriter.  Secondly,  that  the  question  whether 
there  was  a  reasonable  necessity  for  a  sale  does  not 
denend  upon  the  ultimate  event,  but  upon  the  con- 
sideration whether  there  was  reasonable  appre- 
hension that  the  ship  would  not  bo  saved,  and 
whether  the  master  in  selling  acted  in  good  faith 
and  with  a  view  to  the  interests  of  all  concerned, 
and  that  this  qaeation  is  one  entirely  for  the  jury. 
Thirdly,  that  in  the  present  case  there  was  evi- 
dence on  which  the  jury  might  reasonably  find 
that  the  sale  was  3astifiable,  and  that  there 
was  no  misdirection,  and  that  the  verdict  oaght 
not  to  be  disturbed.  Fourthly,  that  no  notice  of 
abandonment  was  necessary. 

First.  In  the  case  supposed  the  ship  has  become 
irrevocably  the  property  of  the  purchaser,  and  the 
owner  has  been  as  much  deprived  of  her  asif  she  had 
been  oaptured,condemned,and  sold.  Now  it  is  clear 
that  the  underwriters  undertake  to  indemnify  the 
assured  as  much  against  deprivation  of  as  damage 
to  property.  In  Arnould  on  Marine  Insurance  (4th 
edit.,  vol.  2,  p.  882),  it  is  said :  "  Every  effective 
privation  of  the  apes  recwperandi  amounts  to  an 
absolute  total  loss."  In  fact,  the  contract  of  in- 
Boranoe  is  a  contract  of  indemnity  against  loss, 
and  undoubtedly  the  assured  has  in  the  supposed 
case  entirely  lost  his  property.  The  only  question 
is,  whether  the  loss  can  be  properly  said  to  have 
been  occasioned  by  the  perils  of  the  seas.  It  is 
argued  by  the  appellants  that  the  loss  is  occasioned 
by  the  sale,  and  not  by  perils  of  the  seas.  This 
argument  is  fallacious ;  it  is  a  general  principle  of 
law  that  if  a  cause  has  for  its  necessary  oonse- 
qaenoe  an  effect  which  occasions  a  loss,  then  that 
loss  is  in  law  occasioned  by  the  primary  cause : 

Phillips  on  Insurance,  6  1132. 

lonidesY.  The  Univental  Marine  Insurance  Company, 

8  L.T.  EOT.  N.  S.705;  82  L.  J.  170,C.  P. ;  1  Mar. 

Law  Cas.  O.  S.  853. 

If  a  ship  is  insured  against  loss  by  fire  at  sea,  and 
a  fire  breaks  out  and  bums  a  hole  in  the  ship's 
side,  into  which  the  water  rushes  and  causes  the 
loss  of  the  vessel  in  fine  weather,  this  would  be  a 
loss  by  fire.  The  same  principle  is  equally  true  if 
the  cause  naturally  and  necessarily  produces  an  act 
which  occasions  the  loss ;  e.^.,  if  goods  are  insured 
against  fire,  and  damage  is  done  by  water  poured 
in  to  eztin^sh  the  fire,  the  underwriters  are 
liable  for  this  damage.   Again,  in  Barker  v.  Janson 


(17  L.  T.  Rep.  N.  S.  473 ;  L.  Rep.  3  C.  P.  303,  305 ; 
3  Mar.  Law  Gas.  0.  S.  28)»  Willes,  J.,  saj^s :  *'If  a 
ship  is  so  injured  that  it  cannot  sail  without  re- 
pairs, and  cannot  be  taken  to  a  port  at  which  the 
necessary  repairs  can  be  executed,  there  is  an  actual 
total  loss,  for  that  has  ceased  to  be  a  ship  which 
can  never  be  used  for  the  purposes  of  a  ship."  In 
the  case,  then,  of  a  ship  not  being  worth  repairing, 
there  is  a  total  loss,  but  it  does  not  become  a  total 
loss  until  the  owner  elects  not  to  repair ;  and  as 
it  is  his  election  which  fixes  and  establishes  the 
total  loss,  it  would  be  an  equally  good  argument 
to  say  that  there  was  no  total  loss  in  such  a  case 
by  perils  of  the  seas.  But  the  true  answer  is,  that 
since  the  election  not  to  repair  is  the  natural  and 
reasonably  necessary  consequonoe  of  the  perils  of 
the  seas,  the  law  considers  that  the  loss  occasioned 
by  such  election  is  a  loss  by  perils  of  the  seas. 
Where,  then  any  peril  insured  against,  neoes^ 
sarily  brings  about  a  state  of  things  which  results 
in  a  loss,  that  loss  falls  upon  the  underwriters  : 
Dent  V.  Smith,  20  L.  T.  Rep.  N.  S.  868 ;  L.  Rep.  4 

Q.B.  414;  3  Mar.  Law  Cm.  O.  S.  251 ; 
Stringer  y.  EngUah  and  Scotch  Marine  Insurance 
Co,  {Limited),  22  L.  T.  Rep.  N.  S.  802 ;  L.  Rep.  4 
Q.B.  676 ;  3  Mar.  Law  Cas.  O.  S.  440. 
If,  then,  the  sale  by  the  master  was  in  this  case 
rendered  necessary  by  the  danger  to  which  the 
ship  was  exposed,  and  the  sale  deprived  the  ship- 
owner of  his  ship,  it  follows  that  the  loss  sustained 
by  the  shipowner  was  occasioned  in  law  by  the 
perils  of  the  sea.  The  oorrectness  of  this  view  is 
confirmed  by  the  fact  that,  in  all  insurance  cases 
similar  to  the  present,  the  only  question  submitted 
to  the  jury  has  been,  whether  the  sale  was  effected 
with  a  view  to  the  interests  of  all  concerned,  and 
was  reasonably  necessary.  A  contrary  doctrine 
would  be  most  prejudicial  to  underwriters,  because 
if  a  master  is  not  to  be  encouraged  in  doing  what 
is  best  in  his  judgment  for  all  concerned,  acting 
on  reasonable  probabilities,  he  would  be  at  liberty 
to  let  a  damaged  ship  go  to  pieoes  and  yet  recover 
against  the  underwriters.  In  the  present  case 
the  master  acted  upon  the  probabilities  laid  before 
him  by  the  report  of  the  surveyors  and  his  own 
judgment,  and  if  he  acted  reasonably  in  sellini^ 
the  ship,  be  acted  for  the  benefit  of  all  ooncerned, 
and  his  acts  should  be  binding  upon  the  under- 
writers. 

In  all  cases  in  which  a  sale  is  found  to  have  been 
reasonably  necessary,  the  underwriters  are  liable 
for  a  total  loss  : 

Milles  T.  Fletcher,  Douffl.  219,  232 ; 

Doyle  V.  DaUas,  1  M.  and  R.  48 ; 

Gardner  v.  Salvador,  1  M.  and  R.  116 ; 

Robertson  v.  Camtthers,  2  Stark.  571 ; 

Fleming  v.  Smith,  I  H.  of  L.  Cas.  514 ; 

Mount  V.  Harrison,  4  Bing.  388 ; 

Famworth  v,  Hyde,  34  L.  J.  207,  C.  P. ; 

Arnould  on  Marine  Insorauoe,  2nd  edit.,  vol.  2,  pp. 

1090, 1095 ;  4th  edit.,  p.  885 ; 
Phillips  on  Insoranoe,  §§1524, 1569, 1570, 1571. 

All  these  cases  show  that  if  there  was  a  reasonable 
necessity  for  the  sale  on  account  of  the  dangers 
threatening  the  ship,  the  owner  can  recover  for  a 
total  loss,  and  there  are  two  grounds  on  which 
these  cases  are  decided ;  first,  because  the  property 
has  thereby  passed  out  of  the  hands  of  the  ship- 
owner ;  secondly,,  because  if  the  underwriters  were 
upon  the  spot  at  the  time,  the  owner  might 
abandon  to*  them,  and  that  the  sale  marks  the 
owner's  election  to  abandon.  Bayley,  J.,  in 
Chirdner  v.  Salvador  (1  M.  &  R.  116),  says  that 
there  is  "  no  such  head  in  insurance  law  as  loss  by 
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Bale,"  and  this  is  trae  in  a  certain  sense,  as  where 
a  ship  is  not  worth  repairing,  and  the  owner  can 
be  oommnnicated  with  and  is  not,  or  does  not  give 
notice  of  abandonment  after  receiving  a  communi- 
cation ;  or  where  a  ship  is  damaged  bnt  is  not  in 
any  danger.  In  the  latter  case  the  master  has  no 
authority  to  sell.  Bat  when  a  ship  is  in  imminent 
danger,  there  is  no  anthority  to  show  that  the 
above  dictum  applies.  It  cannot  be  contended  that 
if  a  ship  is  in  imminent  danger,  and  is  sold,  but  is 
afterwards  got  off  by  the  purchaser  and  repaired, 
there  is  by  reason  of  her  rescne  no  total  loss. 

Secondly,  under  what  circumstances  is  there 
such  a  reasonable  necessity  for  a  sale  as  to  justify 
the  master  in  selling  the  ship  and  to  enable  him 
to  give  a  good  title  to  the  purchaser?  On  this 
question  the  law  has  changed  daring  the  last  200 
years.  It  has  always  been  held  that  if  there  is  no 
valid  reason  for  the  master  not  oommunicatiog  with 
the  owner  before  selling,  a  sale  without  previous 
communication  is  invalid.  But  in  former  times  it 
was  generally  impossible  to  communicate  within  a 
reasonable  time,  and  it  was  considered  dangerous 
to  allow  a  master  a  discretiooary  power  of  sale, 
the  necessity  for  which  might  arise  frequently, 
and  as  to  which  it  was  so  difficult  to  procure  infor- 
mation and  evidence  as  to  the  proper  or  improper 
manner  in  which  the  master  had  exercised  his 
power.  But  now,  as  there  are  comparatively  few 
cases  in  which  the  master  cannot  in  reasonable 
time  communicate  with  his  owners,  and  as  the 
means  of  obtaining  information  from  distant  parts 
are  greater  than  formerly,  the  danger  of  giving 
the  master  such  a  power  in  cases  of  emergency  is 
very  much  less  than  it  was,  and  the  evils  of  de- 
priving him  of  such  a  power  in  the  few  cases  where 
the  owner  cannot  be  consulted,  are  so  manifest, 
that  where,  as  formerly,  it  seems  to  have  been 
considered  that  the  master  never  had  any  authority 
to  sell,  the  law  now  is,  that  a  sale  is  considered 
necessary  and  valid  if  the  master,  being  in  reason- 
able apprehension  of  not  being  able  to  avert  the 
destruction  of  the  vessel,  and  acting  bond  fide  for 
the  benefit  of  all  concerned,  both  owner  and  under- 
writers, effects  a  sale : 

Johnton  v.  Shippen,  2  Ld.  Bajm.  962 ; 

Hayman  v.  ifoZlon,  5  Esp.  65 ; 

Robertson  v.  Clarke,  1  Biog.  445, 450 ; 

Somes  V.  Lugrue,  4  C.  A  P.  276 ; 

Idle  V.  The  Royal  Exchange  Assurance  Company,  8 

Taont.  755 ; 
Hwnter  v.  Parker,  7  Bi.  ft  W.  340 ; 
The  Kamak,  21  L.  T.  Eep.  N.  S.  159 ;  L.  Eep.  2  P.  C. 

512;  3  Mar.  Law  Gas.  O.  S.  276 ; 
The  Australasian  Steam  Navigation  Company,  t. 

Morse,  1  Asp.  Mar.  Law  Caa.  407 ;  27  L.  T.  Bep. 

N.  S.  357 ;  L.  Bep.  4  P.  C.  222,  229. 

The  rule  is  laid  down  by  Story  J.,  as  follows :  *•  If 
the  circumstances  were  such  that  an  owner,  of 
reasonable  prudence  and  discretion,  acting  upon 
the  pressure  of  the  occasion,  would  have  directed 
the  sale,  from  a  firm  opinion  that  the  vessel  could 
not  be  delivered  from  the  peril  at  all,  or  not  with- 
out hazard  of  an  expense  utterly  disproportionate  to 
her  real  value,  then  the  sale  by  the  master  is  justi- 
fiable : "  (The  Sarah  Ann,  2  Sumner,  215 ;  and  see 
Amould  on  Marine  Insurance,  2ad  edit.,  vol.  2,  p. 
1095.)  There  roust  be  a  necessity  for  a  sale,  and 
the  master  is  to  judge  of  this  necessity  by  the  pro- 
babilities of  the  case  and  by  the  assistance  of  the 
best  advice  he  can  procure  at  the  time.  [Sir  H. 
Keating. — ^There  can  be  no  degrees  of  necessity.  A 
sale  must  be  either  necessary  or  not,  and  that  is 


the  question  which  the  court  has  to  consider.]  We 
submit  that  the  true  question  is,  whether  at  the 
time  of  the  sale  it  appeared  a  necessity  to  the 
master,  acting  as  a  prudent  man.  Subsequent 
events  cannot  affect  the  question  of  the  apparent 
necessity  at  that  time.  We  submit  that  in  the 
present  case  the  master  took  all  the  precautions 
and  adopted  all  measures  which  he  should  have 
taken  and  adopted  before  proceeding  to  a  sale.  The 
danger  was  imminent,  and  it  was  shown  that  if 
there  had  been  a  change  of  wind  the  ship  must 
have  been  destroyed.  Attempts  were  made  to  get 
the  ship  off,  and  they  failed.  It  was  reasonable 
for  the  master  to  suppose  that,  as  he  could  not  get 
the  ship  off,  and  there  was  imminent  danger  of  her 
destruction,  a  sale  was  the  best  for  all  conoerned  ; 
and  if  the  master  and  the  surveyors  came  to  this 
conclusion,  it  lies  upon  the  defendants  to  show 
that  the  ship  could  have  been  saved  by  reasonable 
endeavours.  The  respondents  are  not  boand  to 
contend  that  at  the  time  the  ship  ran  on  the  reef 
there  was  a  constructive  total  loss  or  the  sale  was 
then  justifiable.  The  question  is,  whether  at  the 
time  of  the  sale  there  was  a  constructive  total  Ices, 
i.e.,  no  real  hope  of  recovering  the  ship  at  any  ex- 
pense less  than  her  actual  value  when  recovered 
and  repaired.  It  was  thought,  and  with  reasonable 
probability,  that  the  ship  was  hogged,  and  on  this 
supposition  the  master  and  surveyors  acted. 

Thirdly.  It  was  admitted  that  there  was  no  mis- 
direction or  improper  rejection  of  evidence,  and 
therefore  the  question  is  mainly  whether  the  ver- 
dict was  against  the  weight  of  evidence.  In  con- 
sidering this  question  the  respondents  are  entitled 
to  assume  that  the  jury  entirely  disbelieved  the 
appellant's  witnesses,  and  gave  credence  to  the 
respondent's  witnesses,  and  to  contend  that  their 
finaio^  thereon  ought  not  to  be  disturbed.  There 
was  evidence  on  which  a  jury  was  justified  in  finding 
that  a  sale  was  a  necessity  under  the  circumstances, 
and  the  jury  saw  and  heard  the  witnesses,  and 
this  court  has  not  seen  them,  and  must  be  taken 
as  the  true  judges  of  this  question  of  fact  It  does 
not  appear  that  the  Chief  Justice  was  dissatisfied 
with  the  verdict,  and  the  court  below,  in  the  exer- 
cise of  its  discretion,  refused  a  new  trial.  In  aacb 
a  case,  especially  an  in^nrance  case,  the  Court  of 
Appeal  will  not  interfere,  nor  will  the  court  ia  in- 
surance cases,  as  a  rule,  interfere  even  when  the 
judge  does  not  agree  with  the  jury  on  questions 
of  ract. 

Anderson  y,  Moriee,  2  A«p.  Mar.  Law  Caa.  425  ;  31 
L.  T.  Eep.  N.  S.  605 ;  L.  Eep.  10  C.  P.  58. 

Fourthly.  No  notice  of  abandonment  is  neces- 
sary where  the  circumstances  are  such  as  to 
necessitate  an  immediate  sale  by  the  master,  and 
such  a  sale  takes  place  under  such  circumstances, 
there  would  be  nothing  substantial  which  the  un- 
derwriters could  take  possession  of,  and  aban- 
donment would  be  wholly  superfiuous. 

Rankin  v.  Potter,  2  Aip.  Mar.  Law  Caa.  65 ;  29  L.  T. 

Bep.  N.  S.  142 ;  6  H.  of  L.  Cas.  102 ; 
FamwoHh  v.  Hyde,  34  L.  J.  207,  C.  P.  ; 
Knight  v.  Faith,  15  Q.  B.  649. 

[Sir  H.  S.  Keating. — If  there  was  a  necessity  for 
a  sale,  notice  of  abandonment  could  scarcely  be 
necessary,  bub  the  real  question  is,  whether  there 
was  such  a  necessity.] 

Wathin  Williams,  Q.C,  in  replv.— The  conten- 
tion of  the  respondent  is  that,  if  the  master  acted 
bond  fide  and  as  a  reasonable  man,  under  the  cir- 
cumstances of  the  case,  and  bond  fide  believed  in 
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the  report  of  the  anrveyors,  be  was  jastified  in  the 
sale,  and  made  it  binding  npon  the  anderwriters. 
The  authorities,  however,  show  that  sach  a  gronnd 
of  action  is  not  sufficient.  In  Parsons  on  Marine 
Insorance  (Vol.  II.,  p.  147),  the  following  passage, 
supported  by  weighty  authorities,  appears :  "  It  is 
frequently  said  that,  in  determining  whether  the 
master  should  have  repaired  the  vessel,  instead  of 
selling  her,  or  should  bare  forwarded  the  cargo,  in- 
stead of  breaking  up  the  adventure  at  the  inter- 
mediate port,  regard  should  be  bad  to  the  question 
whether  a  prudent  owner,  had  he  been  present  and 
uninsured,  would  have  acted  as  the  master  did.  We 
have  already  said  that  this  language  is  to  be  re- 
gretted. Nothing  is  more  certain  or  more  obvious 
toan  that  the  rule  that  a  sale  by  the  master  is 
justified  only  by  'a  stringent  necessity,'  and  the 
rule  that '  a  sale  by  the  master  is  justified  if  a  pru- 
dent owner,  under  the  same  circumstances,  would 
have  made  it,'  are  not  only  two  rules,  but  two 
very  different  rules.  If  a  prudent  selection  from 
alternatives  be  not  the  same  thing  as  an  adoption 
of  a  course  which  is  forced  upon  one,  or  if  choice 
be  not  the  same  thing  as  compulsion,  then  both 
these  rules  cannot  be  held  applicable.  One  must 
be  selected  and  enforced,  and  that  should  be  the 
rule  of  necessity.  The  most  that  can  be  done  with 
the  other  is  to  use  it  by  way  of  illustration,  and  to 
use  it  80  carefully  that  it  shall  not  itself  seem  to 
be  the  rule.  Indeed,  it  seems  to  be  used  with  this 
caution  in  cases  of  the  highest  authority,  and,  as 
the  sale  by  the  master  is  not  valid  unless  it  is  not 
only  the  result  of  necessity  but  is  also  made  in 
entire  good  faith,  the  inquiry  whether  a  prudent 
owner,  then  and  there  present,  would  have  done 
as  the  master  did,  may  aid  the  jury  in  determining 
whether  this  good  faith  had  been  perfectly  pre- 
served.'' If  the  respondent's  eyidenceonly  is  looked 
at  in  this  case,  then  that  evidence  alone  shows  that, 
however  prudent  it  might  have  been  for  the* 
master,  as  part  owner,  to  sell  the  ship,  there  was 
**  no  stringent  necessity"  for  the  sale ;  the  master 
had  not  nearly  exhausted  all  means  of  saving  the 
ship. 

March  18, 1875. — The  judgment  of  the  court  was 
delivered  by  SirH.  S.Keating. — This  was  an  action 
brought  in  Nova  Scotia  upon  a  policy  of  insurance 
effected  with  the  present  appellants  in  favour  of  the 
respondent.  It  was  a  time  policy  for  twelve  months, 
upon  a  vessel  called  the  Foyle,  which  was  a  com- 
paratively new  vessel,  being  only  three  years  old, 
and  carrying  somewhere  about  400  tons.  The 
plaintiffs  in  the  action  below  sought  to  make  the 
msurers  liable  upon  the  ground  of  a  total  loss,  and 
the  total  loss  relied  upon  was  the  sale  of  the  vessel 
under  circumstances  which,  it  was  said,  justified 
that  sale,  and  so  occasioned  to  the  owners  a  total 
loss  of  the  ship. 

The  cause  was  tried  before  the  Chief  Justice  of 
the  Supreme  Court  of  Halifax,  and  he  directed  the 
jury  that  in  order  to  justify  the  sale  it  was  neces- 
sary that  an  urgent  necessity  for  such  sale  should 
be  shown ;  and  he  left  the  question,  accompanied 
by  some  strong  remarks  on  the  facts,  to  the  jury 
as  to  whether  that  necessity  existed.  A  verdict 
was  found  for  the  plaintiff.  Their  Lordships  do 
not  think  it  necessary  to  inquire  into  the  way  in 
which  the  verdict  was  afterwards  settled  upon  the 
figures,  because  the  verdict  was  only  questioned 
in  the  Snpreme  Court  upon  the  ground,  first,  that 
the  Chief  Justice  had  misdirected  the  jury,  and 
next,  that  the  verdict  as  found  for  the  plaintiff 


was  against  the  weight  of  the  evidence  in  the 
case.  The  whole  court  were  of  opinion  that  there 
was  no  ground  for  imputing  misdirection  in  the 
charge  of  the  Chief  Justice  to  the  jury,  and  in 
that  opinion  their  Lordships  concur.  But  the 
majority  of  the  court  were  of  opinion  that  the  ver- 
dict of  the  jury  was  so  far  justified  by  the  evidence 
that  they  refused  to  grant  a  new  trial  upon  the 
ground  that  the  verdict  was  against  the  weight 
of  the  evidence,  and  discharged  a  rule  obtained  for 
such  new  trial.  One  member  of  the  court  took  an 
opposite  view,  and  the  appeal  comes  up  here  as  to 
how  far  the  majority  of  the  court  was  right  in 
refusing  a  new  trial  upon  the  ground  that  the  ver- 
dict was  against  the  weight  of  the  evidence  in  the 
case. 

With  reference  to  the  law  npon  the  subject, 
there  seems  now  to  be  no  doubt  whatever ;  and  it 
cannot  be  qnestioned  that  the  master,  under  cir- 
cumstances  of  stringent  necessity,  may  effect  a 
sale  of  the  vessel  so  as  thereby  to  affect  the  insu- 
rers. That  be  can  only  do  in  cases  of  such 
stringent  necessity  has  been  laid  down  in  a  great 
variety  of  cases  unnecessary  more  particularly  to 
be  referred  to,  as  they  are  well  summarised  in  the 
work  of  Mr.  Parsons  on  Marine  Insurance  (vol.  2, 
p.  147),  where  he  also  takes  the  distinction  between 
the  rule  that  a  sale  is  justified  by  stringent  neces- 
sity only,  and  what  was  sometimes  supposed  to  be 
a  rule,  that  the  sale  would  be  justified  if  made 
under  circumstances  that  a  prudent  owner  unin- 
sured would  have  made  it.  He  distinguishes 
between  the  two,  and  establishes,  upon  satisfactory 
authority,  that  whilst  what  a  prudent  owner  would 
have  done  under  the  circumstances  if  uninsured, 
may  illustrate  the  question  as  to  how  far  there 
was  a  stringent  necessity  for  selling,  yet  that  the 
rule  is  that  there  must  be  a  stringent  necessity. 
In  Arnould  on  Insurance  (4th  edit.,  vol.  1,  p.  333), 
the  circumstances  that  will  justify  the  master  in 
selling  seem  to  be  well  and  clearly  put,  and  to  be 
quite  borne  out  by  the  authorities  that  are  cited  in 
support.  Mr.  Arnould  says :  *'  The  exercise,  how- 
ever, of  this  power,"  that  is,  the  power  of  the 
master  to  sell,  *'  is  most  jealously  watched  by  the 
English  Courts,  and  rigorously  confined  to  cases 
of  extreme  necessity.  Such  a  necessity,  that  is,  as 
leaves  the  master  no  alternative  as  a  prudent  and 
skilful  man,  acting  bond  fide  for  the  best  interest's 
of  all  concerned,  and  with  the  best  and  soundest 
judgment  that  can  be  formed  under  the  circum- 
stances, except  to  sell  the  ship  as  she  lies ;  if  he 
come  to  this  conclusion  hastily,  either  without 
sufficient  examination  into  the  actual  state  of  the 
ship,  or  without  having  previously  made  every 
exertion  in  his  power  with  the  means  then  at  his 
disposal  to  extricate  her  from  the  peril,  or  to  raise 
funds  for  the  repair,  he  will  not  be  justified  in 
selling,  even  although  the  danger  at  the  time  appear 
exceedingly  imminent."  That  seems  to  be  the 
true  rule  to  apply  in  these  cases,  where  it  is  most 
important  to  confine  within  strict  limits  the  powers 
of  a  master  to  sell  the  ship. 

Now,  applying  that  rule  to  the  circumstances  of 
the  present  case,  their  Lordships  come  to  the  con- 
clusion that  this  case  ought  to  undergo  a  further 
inquiry. 

It  seems  that  this  vessel,  the  Foyle,  being  at  a 
place  called  Lingan,  in  Nova  Scotia,  shipped  a 
cargo  of  coals  to  the  amount  of  420  tons;  but  that 
quantity  being  too  great  to  admit  of  her  pas&ing 
over  the  bar  of  the  port,  she  was  lightened,  and 
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having  passed  the  har,  again  reshipped  the  coals  ^ 
which  had  been  taken  out  of  her.  Ou  the  16th  June 
1869,  at  11  a.in.,  she  weighed  her  anchor,  and  in 
about  thirty  minutes  afterwards  ran  upon  a  reef  or 
ledge  off  the  soathem  head  of  Lingan  Bay,  at  a 
distance  of  about  300  yards  from  the  shore,  aboat 
three  miles  from  Lingan,  and  aboat  a  mile  from  a 
place  called  Bridgport.    It  is  material  to  consider 
the  neighbonrhood  of  that  place,  because  that  was 
a  place  from  which  it  appears  clearly  on  the  evi- 
dence assistance  could  have  been  obtamed.  Having 
run  upon  this  reef,  the  captain  at  first  signalled 
for  the  tugboat  at  Lingan;  the  tug  came  out  and 
attempted  to  haul  the  vessel  from  the  reef,  but  tbe 
hawser  parted.    Havine  repaired  that  hawser,  it 
parted  a  second  time.    The  hawser  having  parted 
a  second  time,  the  master  of  the  tug,  who  was 
called  as  a  witness,  seems  to  have  given  very  good 
advice,  namely,  that  the  ship  should  be  lightened 
in  order  that  further  efforts  should  be  made.    The 
captain  of  the  Foyle  appears  to  have  acted  upon 
that  advice  to  a  certain  extent,  for  about  ten  tons 
were  taken  out  of  the  vessel  by  the  crew,  and  they 
worked  at  it  up  to  about  nine  o'clock  that  night. 
Whether  that  was  a  sufficient  quantity  or  an  in- 
sufficient quantity  does  not  become,  perhaps, in  the 
result,  vei7  material    That  was  tbe  only  quantity 
that  was  got  out  up  to  that  period.    The  master 
afterwards  became  anxious,  because  he  was  told 
that  if  the  wind  shifted  to  the  north  he  would  be 
in  great  peril.    At  5  a.m.  on  the  17th  he  went  on 
shore,  and  between  10  and  11  a.m.  brought  off 
three  persons  to  make  a  survey  of  the  vessel,  and 
what  is  called  a  survey  was  thereupon  made.    The 
surveyors  agreed  that  the  vessel  should  be  con- 
demned, and  at  first  were  of  opinion  that  the  sale 
might  be  delayed  until  the  18th,  but  they  seem 
suddenly  to  have  changed  that  opinion  and  to  have 
thought  that  the  sale  ought  to  take  place  on  the 
17th,  and  with  a  view  to  that  sale  they  drew  up 
the  form  of  their  survey.  They  stated  that,  having 
"  carefully  and  particularly  inspected,  examined, 
and  surveyed  the  said  vessel,  we  find  that  the  said 
vessel  lies  stranded  off  the  southern  head  of  Lin- 
gan Bay,  exposed  to  the  storms  of  the  Atlantic, 
making  water,  lying  on  a  reef,  and  in  a  very 
dangerous  position,  considerably  hogged  on  the 
portside,  badly  strained,   rolling  heavily  on  her 
bilge.    We  also  find  that  the  said  vessel  lies  in 
such  a  dangerous  position  that  should  the  wind 
happen  to  change  and  blow  from  the  north-east, 
south-east,  or  east,  she  would  probably  go  to  pieces 
immediately."     And  they  recommend  a  sale  to 
take  place  the  same  day. 

Now,  in  deciding  the  question  how  far  the  ver- 
dict was  or  was  not  against  the  weight  of  the 
evidence,  Mr.  Cohen  would  seem  to  be  justified  in 
saying  that  the  case  as  made  upon  the  part  of  the 
plaintiff  should  alone  be  looked  at,  as  he  was  en- 
titled to  assume  that  the  jury  might  possibly  have 
believed  the  case  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  and 
utterly  disbelieved  all  the  witnesses  on  tbe  part  of 
the  defendant,  even  though  no  proof  is  furnished 
that  would  justify  a  conclusion  that  such  was  the 
case.  But  even  looking  only  to  the  case  of  the 
plaintiff,  and  the  evidence  given  upon  his  part,  it 
appears  to  their  Lordships  that  this  report  of  the 
surveyors  was  manifestly  incorrect,  and  indeed 
wholly  unfounded.  There  is  no  evidence  that  the 
ship  was  **  making  water;"  or  that  she  was  "  con- 
siderably hoffged  on  the  port  side,"  or  hogged  at 
all ;  or  that  she  was  ''  badly  strained ;"  inde^,  the 


reverse  was  the  case ;  and  it  is  of  great  importance 
to  observe  that  these  statements  as  to  the  vessel 
were  statements  of  facts  which  ought  to  have  been 
apparent  to  the  eye  of  the  master  himself  how  far 
they  were  correct  or  the  reverse,  as  he  states  that 
he  was  present  when  the  vessel  was  surveyed  by 
the  surveyors,  and  he  says,  "  I  saw  no  pumping,  1 
did  not  know  that  she  bad  suffered  any  injury." 
In  that  he  was  quite  right,  because,  in  fact,  tbe 
vessel  had  not  suffered  any  injury,  and  there  was 
no  necessity  for  pumping,  because  the  ship  bad 
made  no  water. 

Now,  in  judging  of  the  question,  how  far  the  sale 
was  justified  by  stringent  necessity,  of  C9urse  the 
state  of  the  vessel — that  is,  not  the  reported  state 
but  the  true  state  of  the  vessel — becomes  an  im- 
portant element  for  consideration.  Here  the  vessel 
was,  in  fact,  uninjured,  as  the  master  must  or 
ought  to  have  known,  and  yet  with  the  exception 
of  taking  a  very  small  quantity  of  her  cargo  out 
and  hauling  upon  the  kedge,  which  he  could  not 
have  supposed  would  be  of  any  effect,  he  seems  to 
have  done  nothing  between  the  16th  and  the  sale, 
although  it  does  not  appear  that  all  the  means  sub- 
sequently used  by  the  purchasers,  which  floated  ber 
within  a  few  hours,  might  not  have  been  equally 
made  available  by  himself  for  the  same  purpose 
had  he  endeavoured  to  obtain  them.  As  to  the 
state  of  weather,  there  is  a  conflict  of  evidence  as 
between  a  calm  and  a  breeze,  but  there  is  no  evi- 
dence of  anything  like  rough  weather,  and  whilst 
the  sale  was  going  on  any  wind  that  existed  is 
admitted  to  have  gone  down. 

The  sale  took  place.  It  is  not  necessary  to  go 
into  tbe  particulars  of  the  sale.  The  ship  was  sold 
of  course  very  much  below  her  value,  and  par- 
chased  by  one  of  the  surveyors,  for  bis  two 
nephews,  who  quickly  took  the  means  neglected 
by  the  master  and  floated  her  substantially  unin- 
jured in  a  few  hours. 

The  judges  who  formed  the  majority  of  the  court 
upon  this  occasion,  professed  themselves  unable  to 
understand  or  to  collect  from  the  evidence  why 
further  efforts  had  not  been  made. 

*'  In  the  light  of  these  facts,  I  confess,"  says  tbe 
learned  judge  who  delivers  the  judgment,  which 
must  be  taken  to  be  the  judgment  of  the  whole  of 
the  majority  of  the  court,  "  I  cannot  quite  under- 
stand the  conduct  of  the  master,  nor  why  he  did 
not  pursue  the  course  subsequently  adopted  by  the 
purchasers  after  his  first  attempt  bad  failed.  The 
lightening  of  the  vessel  by  the  discbarge  of  ber 
cargo  would  seem  the  obvious  course  to  be  pur- 
sued, and  this,  on  consultation  with  the  master  of 
the  tug,  was  determined  upon.  He  did  indeed 
employ  his  crew  for  a  time  in  doing  this ;  but,  if  he 
really  considered  his  vessel  in  jeopardy,  and  Hall, 
the  master  of  the  tug,  had  told  him  to  get  the 
coals  out  of  her,  for  if  the  wind  came  from  the 
north  he  would  lose  her,  ought  he  not  to  have 
sought  assistance  from  the  shore,  which  he  could 
have  obtained  as  easily  as  the  purchasers  did  ?  If 
I  were  asked  whether  in  my  opinion  the  master 
had  done  what  was  required  of  him,  I  should  be 
slow  in  arriving  at  tbe  conclusion  that  he  had  re- 
sorted to  all  tbe  measures  within  his  reach,  and 
had  exerted  himself  with  sufficient  promptitude 
and  energy  so  as  to  justify  the  sale  of  the  vessel." 
But  the  learned  judge  added  that  it  was  a  practical 
matter  for  the  considei*ation  of  the  jury. 

Now  their  Lordships  entirely  agree  with  the 
learned  judge  in  their  inability  to  discover  on  the 
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evidence  for  tbe  plaintiff  himself  why  those  efforts 
were  not  made;  and  inasmuch  as  to  justify  the 
sale  those  efforts  ought  to  have  been  made,  there 
Mcnia  to  be  strong];  reason  for  ascertaining  how 
fskv  another  jury  would  agree  in  the  very  sound 
and  sensible  opinions  expressed  by  the  majority 
of  the  court  themselves,  or  whether  they  would 
coincide  in  the  view  taken  by  the  former  jury. 

Of  coarse  their  Lordships  woiild  be  slow  to 
advise  a  new  trial  where  there  was  a  substantial 
conflict  of  evidence.  In  the  present  case  the  record 
does  not  disclose  the  fact  whether  the  Lord  Chief 
Justice  expressed  himself  dissatisfied  with  the 
verdict.  It  does  not  state  the  fact  eiuher  way,  that 
he  expressed  himself  to  be  satisfied  or  dissatisfied. 
That  he  was  not  perfectly  satisfied  with  the  verdict, 
their  Lordships  can  perhaps  collect  from  the  pas- 
sage just  read,  and  which  must  be  taken  to  be  the 
expression  of  the  opinion  of  the  Chief  Justice  him- 
self. Bat  in  an  ordinary  case,  although  the  non- 
expression  of  the  dissatisfaction  upon  the  part  of 
the  judge  is  generally  looked  upon  as  forming  a 
serious  obstacle  to  ordering  a  new  trial,  yet  at  the 
same  time,  if  it  is  plain  that  the  evidence  was  such 
that  there  is  g^und  for  the  belief  that  the  jury 
really  did  act  without  giving  that  weight  which 
ihey  ought  to  do  to  the  evidence  that  was 
laid  before  them,  there  is  no  reason  whatever  why 
a  new  trial  in  the  interests  of  justice  should  not 
be  directed. 

In  this  case  it  would  be  too  much  to  say  that 
there  was  no  evidence  of  the  stringent  necessity 
that  would  have  juAtified  a  sale.  Had  there  been 
no  evidence  there  would  have  been  a  misdirection ; 
but  their  Lordships  are  of  opinion,  having  regard 
to  the  evidence  given  of  the  absence  of  those  e£>rts 
upon  the  part  of  the  master,  which  efforts  would 
alone  justify  a  valid  sale — that  is,  a  sale  which 
should  be  valid  as  against  the  insurers — that  the 
verdict  of  the  jury  as  given  was  undoubtedly 
against  the  weight  of  the  evidence.  The  learned 
judge  who  dissented,  Mr.  Justice  Wilkins,  states 
"  That  he  gathered  from  the  opinion  expressed  by 
a  majoritv  of  the  court,  that  had  the  respective 
judges  wno  composed  it  been  on  the  jury  that 
tried  the  cause,  they  would  not  have  found  as  the 
jury  found.  I  should  certainly,  had  I  been  in  the 
3UTy  box,  not  have  concurred  in  such  a  finding. 
My  opinion  is,  moreover,  that  wherever  such  a 
sentiment  pervades  the  bench  in  relation  to  such  a 
case  as  this,  the  result  of  investigation  and  delibe- 
ration that  induces  it  ought  to  constitute  a  sufficient 
ground  for  setting  the  verdict  aside." 

It  is  not  necessary  to  pronounce  an  opinion  as  to 
how  far  that  does  or  does  not  lay  down  the  rule 
too  broadly.  It  is  sufficient  to  say  that  tbe  ver- 
dict is  against  the  weight  of  the  evidence.  The 
rule  which  is  correctly  laid  down  in  Arnould  (4th 
edit.,  vol.  1,  p.  333)  seems  to  fit  this  oase  so  com- 
pletely as  to  render  a  new  trial  inevitable  upon 
this  evidence :  '*  If  the  master  come  to  the  con- 
clusion to  sell  hastily,  either  without  sufficient 
examination  into  the  state  of  the  ship  or  without 
having  previously  made  every  exertion  in  his  power 
with  the  means  then  at  his  disposal  to  extricate 
her  from  the  peril,  he  will  not  be  justified  in  selling 
even  though  the  danger  at  the  time  appear  ex- 
ceedingly imminent." 

Not  only  in  the  opinion  of  the  judges  forming 
the  majority  of  the  court  were  not  snob  efforts 
made,  but  they  were  unable  to  perceive,  even  upon 
the  evidence  of  the  plaintiff  himself,  any  reason 


why  those  efforts  were  not  made.  Their  Lord- 
ships agree  with  that  view;  and  therefore  they 
will  humbly  advise  her  Majesty  that  the  judgment 
of  the  court  below,  refusing  to  make  the  rule 
absolute  for  a  new  trial,  be  reversed,  that  the  rule 
be  made  absolute  for  a  new  trial,  and  that  the 
costs  of  the  first  trial  and  of  this  appeal  do  abide 
the  event. 
Solicitors  for  the  appellants,  Dawes  and  Sam, 
Solicitors  for  the  respondent,  HUl  and  Son. 


COUBT  OF  EXCEEQinSB. 

Beported  by  H.  Lsiqh  and  Ctril  Dodd,  Esqn.,  Banistera- 

ai-Law. 


Nov,  23, 1874;   and  Feb,  12,  1875. 

QUNESTEAD  V,  PbICE  AJfD  0THBP8. 

FuLLMOBB  V.  "Wait. 

County  Courts  Admiralty  Jurisdiction  Acts  (31  ^  82 
Vict,  c.  71,  «.  9 ;    32  <fc  33  Vict,  c.  51.  s,  2)— 
Action  for  demurrage  in  Superior  Court — Claim 
under  SOOL-^Ju/risdietion — Plaintiff*s  right    to 
costs — Certificate  for — Constrtuilion  of  statutes. 
The  jurisdiction  given  to  the  County  Courts  by  the 
County  Courts  Admiralty  Jurisdiction  Act  1868 
(31  &  32  Vict.  c.  71)  sect.  3.  and  the  County 
Courts  Admiralty  Jwriidiction  Amendment  Act 
1869  (32  &  33  Vict.  c.  51)  sect.  2,  is  confirm  to 
causes  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  High  Court 
of  Admiralty  :  and,  therefore,  in  an  action  in  a 
Supfjfrior  Court  on  a  charter-party  for  freight  or 
demurrage,  which  is  a  cause  not  within  thejuris' 
diction  of  the  Admiralty  Court,  a  plaintiff,  claim- 
ing  and  recovering  a  sum  between  201.  and  300Z., 
is  entitled  to  his  costs,  and  cannot  be  deprived  of 
them  by  theoperation  of  sect.  9  of  the  Act  of  1868 
(31  ^  32  Vict.  c.  71)i  which  is  not  applicable  to 
siuh  a  case. 
Simpson  v.  Blues  (ante,  vol.  1,  p.  326 ;    L.  Rep. 
7  C.  P.  290 ;  26  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.  679)  approved, 
and  Oargo  ex  Argos  (ante  vol.  1,  p.  519;  L.  Bep. 
5  P.  a.  134 ;   28  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.  77)  dissented 
from. 
The  first- mentioned  of  these  cases,  Ounestead  y. 
Price  and  others,  was  an  action  brought  by  the 
plaintiff,  a  shipowner,  against  the  defendants,  as 
charterers,  to  recover  the  balance  of  an  account 
for  freight  and  demurrage,  amounting  to  the  sum 
of  95L  6s.  3(2.    Two  counts  of  the  plaintiff's  decla- 
ration were  upon  a  charter-party  for  the  freight 
and  demurrage,  and  there  were  also  the  usual 
money  counts.    In  answer  to  the  action  the  de- 
fendants paid  into  court  the  sum  of  S6l.  16s.  6d., 
and  with  respect  to  the  residue  of  the  plaintiff's 
claim  they  pleaded  several  pleas.    The  cause  came 
on  for  trial  on  the  26th  Feb.  1874,  at  the  sittings 
for  London  after  Hilary  Term  1874,  before  Kelly, 
O.B.,  and  a  special  jury,  when  a  verdict  was  found 
in  favour  of  the  plaintiff  for  the  sum  of  19Z.  Is.  9d., 
beyond  the  amount  paid  into  court  as   above- 
mentioned. 

Subsequently  thereto  the  plaintiff  delivered  his 
bill  of  costs,  and  upon  its  coming  in  the  usual 
course  before  the  master  for  taxation,  it  was 
objected  on  the  part  of  the  defendants  that  inas- 
much AS  under  the  second  section  of  the  County 
Courts  Admiralty  Jurisdiction  Amendment  Act 
1869  (32  &  33  Yict.  c.  51),  the  action  should  have 
been  brought  and  tried  in  the  County  Court,  the 
plaintiff  came  under  sect.  9  of  the  County  Courts 
Admiralty  Jurisdiction  Act  1868  (31  &  32  Yict 


544 


MARITIME  LAW  CASES. 


Ex.] 


GUNESTEAD  V,   PrICB  AND  OTBERS;   FULLMOBE  V.  WaTT. 


LEx. 


c.  71),  and  was  thereby  diseDtttled  to  recover  his 
ooets,  and  was  also  liable  to  pay  the  defendant's 
costs.  The  master,  however,  was  of  opinion  that 
the  case  did  not  come  within  the  jarisdiction  of 
the  Connty  Court,  and  could  not  have  been  tried 
there,  and  he  accordingly  decided  that  the  plain- 
tiff was  entitled  to  his  costs ;  and  for  the  purpose 
of  having  the  question  brought  before  the  court 
for  its  deoisioo,  he,  at  the  request  of  tbe  defen- 
dants, and  with  the  plaintiffs  consent,  gave  bis 
allocatur  for  the  sum  of  120Z.,  a  nominal  amount 
agreed  to  by  both  parties. 

The  defendants  aflorwards  moved  for  and  ob- 
tained a  rule  nin  callinic  on  the  plaintiff  to  sbow 
cause  why  the  master  should  not  review  bis 
taxation,  and  the  allocatur  be  set  aside,  on  the 
ground  that  tbe  cause  was  an  Admiralty  cause 
within  the  meaning:  of  the  Oounty  Courts  Admi- 
ralty Jurisdiction  Act  1868,  and  the  County  Courts 
Admiralty  Jorisdiction  Amendment  Act  1869; 
and  subseojuently  to  that  rule  having  been  ob- 
tained by  tne  defendants,  an  application  was  made 
on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  to  the  learned  Chief 
Baron  for  a  certificate  that  the  cause  was  one 
that  was  proper  to  be  tried  in  the  Superior  Court, 
and  the  certificate  was  accordingly  given  by  the 
learned  judge. 

The  othier  case  of  FtUlmore  v.  Wait  was  also 
an  action  by  a  shipowner  against  the  charterer  to 
recover  the  sum  of  1002.  for  freight  and  demurrage. 
The  declaration,  in  addition  to  the  common  money 
counts,  contained  a  count  whicb  charged  that  a 
cargo  was  shipped  on  board  the  plaintiff's  vessel 
to  be  delivered  at  Bristol  under  a  bill  of  lading, 
incorporating  the  terms  of  the  charter-party,  and 
that  the  defendant  as  indorsee  of  tbe  bill  of  lading, 
promised  the  plaintiff  to  discharge  the  cargo 
within  the  time  prescribed  for  so  doing  by  the 
charier  party,  and  to  pay  a  demurrage  of  13Z.  a  day 
for  every  da^'s  detention  beyond  that  limited  time 
according  to  the  terms  of  the  charter-party;  and 
it  charged  a  detention  by  the  defendant  of  the 
plaintiff's  vessel  for  seven  days  on  demurrage.  In 
answer  to  this  claim,  the  defendant  paid  78Z.  into 
court,  and  pleaded  never  indebted  except  as  to  the 
said  782.  Tbe  defendant  took  this  782.  out  of 
court  in  full  satisfaction  of  his  claim,  and  entered 
a  noUe  prosequi  as  to  the  residue. 

In  this  case  also  the  master  taXed  the  plaintiff's 
costs,  altbougb  an  objection  was  taken  by  the  de- 
fendant similar  to  that  which  was  taken  in  the 
previous  oase,  and  having  given  bis  allocatur 
for  the  amount,  a  rule  nisi  was  obtained  by  the 
defendant  for  the  master  to  review  bis  taxation, 
npon  the  ground  that  the  action  should  have  been 
brooght  in  the  County  Court  and  not  in  a  Superior 
Court,  but  no  certificate  for  costs  was  obtained  in 
this  oase. 

The  following  sections  of  the  various  Acts  of 
Parliament  relating  to  the  iurisdiction  of  the 
High  Court  of  Admiralty,  and  to  the  Admiralty 
Jarisdiction  of  the  County  Courts,  were  cited  and 
referred  to  in  the  arguments  of  counsel  and  the 
judgments  of  the  court,  and  are  material  to  the 
oase. 

The  Admiralty  Court  Act  1861  (24  Yict.  c.  10). 

Sect.  6.  The  High  Coort  of  Admiralty  shall  have  juris- 
diotion  over  aoy  claim  b^  the  owner,  or  oonsi^ee,  or 
assignee  of  any  bill  of  ladme  of  any  goods  oamed  into 
any  port  in  Eofirland  or  Wales  in  any  ship,  for  damage 
done  to  the  goods,  or  aoy  part  thereof,  by  the  negligence 
or  mlBCondnct  of,  or  for  any  breach  of  doty  or  breach  of 


contract  on  the  part  of  the  owners,  master,  or  crew  of 
the  ship,  unless  it  is  shown  to  the  satisfaction  of  the 
court,  that,  at  the  time  of  the  institution  of  the  oausMB, 
any  owner  or  part  owner  of  the  ship  is  domiciled  in 
England  or  Wales :  Provided  always,  that  if  in  aooh 
oau9e  tbe  plaintiff  do  not  reoovsr  201.  he  shall  not  be 
entitled  to  any  oosts,  charges,  or  expenses  incurred  by 
him  therein,  unleea  the  iudge  shall  certify  that  the  oause 
was  a  fit  one  to  be  tried  in  the  said  court. 

The  County  Courts  Admiralty  Jurisdiction  Act 
1868  (31  &  32  Yiot.  o.  71). 

Sect.  2.  If  at  any  time  after  the  passing  of  this  Act  it 
appears  to  Her  Majesty  in  council  expedient  that  any 
County  Court  should  have  admiralty  jurisdiction,  it  ahall 
be  lawful  for  Her  Majesty  by  order  in  council  to  appoint 
that  County  Court  to  have  admiralty  jurisdiction  .  .  . 
and  such  County  Court  so  appointed  to  have  snob  admi- 
ralty jurisdiction  shall  for  tiie  purposes  of  this  Act  be 
deemed  a  Counir  Court  having  admiralty  jurisdiction. 

Sect.  3.  Any  County  Court  having  admiralty  iuriedio- 
tion  shall  have  jurisdiction  and  all  powers  and  autho* 
rities  relating  thereto,  to  try  and  detennine  the  following 
causes  (in  this  Act  referred  to  as  admiralty  oauaet) : 

(1)  As  to  aoy  claim  for  salvage,  any  cause  in  which  the 
value  of  the  property  saved  does  not  exceed  lOOOt., 
or  the  amount  claimed  exceed  3001. 

(2)  As  to  any  daim  for  towage,  neoessariea,  wages. 
Ac. ;  any  cause  in  which  the  claim  does  not  exoeed 
1501. 

(3)  As  to  any  claim  for  damage  to  cargo,  or  by  oolliaion ; 
any  cause  in  which  the  amount  didmed  does  not 
exoeed  3001. 

(4)  Any  cause  in  respect  of  any  such  daim  aforesaid 
where  the  amount  of  claim  exceeds  the  amomnt 
limited  as  above,  when  the  parties  agree  that  anv 
County  Court  having  admiralty  junadic^n  ahaU 
haye  jurisdiction. 

Sect.  6.  The  High  Court  of  Admiralty,  on  motion  by 
any  party  to  an  admiralty  cause  pending  in  a  County 
Court,  may,  if  it  shall  think  fit,  with  previous  notice  to  the 
other  psr^,  transfer  the  cause  to  the  High  Ooart  oC 
Admiiidty*  and  may  order  security  for  oosts,  or  impoeo 
such  other  terms  as  to  tbe  court  may  seem  fit. 

Sect.  9.  If  any  person  shall  take  in  tiie  High  Court  of 
Admiralty  of  England,  or  in  any  Superior  Court,  pro- 
ceedings which  he  might,  without  agreement,  have  taJran 
in  a  County  Court,  except  by  order  of  the  judge  of  the 
High  Court  of  Admiralty,  or  of  such  Superior  Court,  or 
of  a  County  Court  having  admiralty  ]urisdiction«  and 
shall  not  recover  a  sum  exceeding  the  amount  to  wbich 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  County  Court  in  that  admiralty 
cause  is  limited  by  this  Act,  and  also  if  any  person  without 
agreement  shall,  except  by  order  as  aforesaid,  take  pro- 
ceedings as  to  salvage  in  the  High  Court  of  Admiraltv 
or  in  any  Superior  Court  in  respect  of  property  saved* 
the  value  of  which  when  saved  does  not  exoeed  10001.,  he 
shall  not  be  entitled  to  ooets,  and  shall  he  liable  to  be 
condemned  in  ooets.  unless  the  judge  of  the  High  Court 
of  Admiralty,  or  of  a  Superior  Court  before  whom  the 
cause  is  tried  or  heard,  shall  certify  that  it  was  a  proper 
cause  to  be  tried  in  the  High  Court  of  Admiralty  of 
England,  or  in  a  Superior  Coiurt. 

The  Connty  Courts  Admiralty  Joriadiction 
Amendment  Act  1869  (32  &  33  Yict  c.  51). 

Sect.  1.  Enacts  that  the  Act  shall  be  read  and  inter- 
preted as  one  Act  with  the  County  Courts  Adnuralty 
Jurisdiction  Act  1868. 

Sect.  2.  Any  County  Court  appointed  or  to  be  ap- 
pointed to  have  admirsdty  jurisdiction,  shall  have  juris- 
diction, and  all  provisions  and  authorities  relating 
thereto,  to  try  and  determine  the  following  causes : 

(1)  As  to  any  claim  arising  out  of  any  agreement  made 
in  relation  to  the  use  or  hire  of  any  ship,  or  in  rda- 
tion  to  the  carriage  of  goods  in  any  ship,  and  also  as 
to  any  daim  in  tort  in  respect  of  goods  carried  in 
aoy  ship,  provided  the  amount  cladoMd  does  not  ex- 
ceed 3001. 

(2)  As  to  any  cause  in  respect  to  any  such  daim  as 
aforesaid,  but  in  which  the  amount  claimed  is  beyond 
tbe  amount  limited  as  above-mentioned,  when  the 
parties  agree,  by  a  memorandum  signed  by  them  or 
their  attorneys,  or  agents,  that  any  Connfy  Court 
having  admiralty  jnnsdiction  and  specified  in  the 
memorandum,  shall  have  jurisdiction. 
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Ex.] 


QUNBSTBAD  V,  FrICB  AND  OTHERS  ;   FULLMORB  V,  "WaIT. 


[Ex. 


Both  rales  oow  came  on  for  argament,  and 
ai^inst  the  first-mentioned  rale  in  Qunestead  ▼. 
Pries  and  others : 

Benjamin,  Q.O.,  and  Bigham  for  the  plaintiff, 
showed  caase. relying  on  the  decision  of  the  Coart 
of  Common  Pleas  in  the  case  of  Simpson  ▼.  Blues 
(ante,  yoLl,  p.  326;  26  L.  T.  Rep.  N.  S.  679; 
L.  Rep.  7  0.  P.  290),  and  contending  that  the 
opart  shonld  follow  that  case  rathor  than  the  deci- 
sion of  the  case  in  the  Privy  Con  noil  of  Cargo 
Em  Argos  {ante,  vol.  1,  p.  519 ;  28  L.  T.Rep.N.S.  77  ; 
L.  Rep.  5  P.  0.  App.  Oas.  134),  which  they 
nrged  was  not  binding  on  this  court :  (The  Mer- 
chant  Shipping  Company  v.  Armitage  and  others 
in  the  Ezcheqner  Chamber  in  error  from  the 
Qoeen's  Bench,  ante,  p.  185;  29  L.  T.  Rep.  N.  S. 
809;  L.  Rep.  9  Q.  B.  99  :  Smith  and  others  v. 
Brown  OAnd  others,  1  Asp.  Mar.  Law  Gas.  56 ;  24 
L.  T.  Rep.  N.  S.  808 ;  L.  Rep.  6  Q.  B.  729,  and 
variooB  dicta  of  the  learned  jndges  in  those  cases). 
With  regard  to  the  certificate  of  the  learned  Chief 
Baron  beini^  given  in  time  they  cited  Svsift  v. 
Jewshury  (30  L.  T.  Rep.  N.  S.  31 ;  L.  Rep.  9 
Q.  B.  560);  Lyons  v.  Hyma/n  (20  L.  J.  1, 
Ex. ;  5  Ex.  749),  and  contended  that  if  the 
jad^^ent  here  was  to  be  taken  as  a  final  judg- 
ment, then  before  the  present  application  on  the 
part  of  the  defendants  could  be  entertained,  they 
should  have  applied  to  set  the  judgment  aside ; 
bat  if  a  final  judgment  had  not  been  signed,  then 
the  certificate  was  in  good  time,  as  it  oould  be 
given  at  any  time  before  the  signing  of  final 
judgment. 

^ield,  Q.C.  and  Foard  for  the  defendants  sup- 
ported their  rule. — ^The  certificate  of  the  learned 
Chief  Baron  was  given  too  late,  first,  because  it 
was  after  final  judgment  had  been  signed ;  and, 
secondly,  because  it  was  not  given  until  after  the 
master's  allocatur ;  and  thirdly,  becaose  it  was  not 
granted  until  after  the  present  rule  nisi  had  been 
granted  to  the  defendants,  and  it  was  not  within 
the  competency  of  the  learned  judge  to  give  it. 
The  action  was  for  demurrage,  and  the  claim  which 
arose  out  of  an  agreement  for  the  use  of  the  plain- 
tiffs' ship,  presented  a  questioo,  which  was  a 
simple  one  of  fact  for  a  jury,  and  the  case  was  one 
which  should  have  been  brought  and  tried  in  the 
County  Court. 
In  the  other  case  of  FtdlTnore  v.  Wait, 
Cohen  Q.C.  (with  whom  was  i^.  Meadows  White) 
showed  cause  for  the  plaintiff. — ^This  was  not  a 
case  within  sect.  9  of  the  Ace  of  1868  (31  &  32 
Vict.  c.  71).  which  applied  to  cases  over  which  the 
Court  of  Admiralty  had  exclusive  jurisdiction, 
and  there  would  be  a  great  and  manifest  hardship 
in  holding  that  that  section  applied  to  a  case  where 
judgment  was  suffered  by  default,  and  where  con- 
sequently the  cause  was  not  either  "  tried  or  heard  " 
before  a  judge  within  the  section.  In  such  a  case 
there  is  no  judge  who  could  give  a  certificate. 
That  was  the  true  construction  of  the  statute 
according  to  its  literal  interpretation,  and  that 
was  the  construction  which  it  should  receive,  for 
otherwise  anyone  with  a  clear  irresistible  claim 
would  have  to  apply  for  leave  to  bring  his  action 
in  the  Superior  Court,  since  otherwise  the  claim 
might  be  satisfied  by  the  payment  into  court 
of  less  than  300Z.,  and  no  certificate  could  be 
obtained.  The  words  of  the  section  also,  *'  the 
judge  of  a  Superior  Court "  go  to  show  that  it  did 
not  apply  to  an  action  in  a  common  law  court,  in 
which  there  are  a  plurality  of  judges.     In  Hewitt 
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V.  Cory  (22  L.  T.  Rep.  N.  S.  666;  L.  Rep.  5  Q.  B. 
418 ;  3  Mar.  Law.  Cas.  0.  S.  425),  this  point  was  not 
brought  to  the  attention  of  the  court.  It  is  con- 
tended that  Simpson  v.  Blues  iubi  sup,) — to  their 
decision  in  which  case  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas 
had  adhered  since  the  case  of  Cargo  ex  Argos  in  the 
Privy  Council — should  be  followed  by  this  court  on 
the  present  occasion  rather  than  the  case  of  Cargo  ex 
Argos.  He  referred  also  to  a  decision  in  the  High 
Court  of  Admiralty  a  few  days  ago  to  the  effect  timt 
the  Court  of  Admiralty  may  have  jurisdiction  over 
charter-parties  so  far  as  they  relate  to  obligations 
which  have  to  be  fulfilled  after  the  goods  have 
been  shipped  on  board  the  vessel,  but  not  before. 
(See  this  case  since  reported.  The  Dannebrog, 
ante,  p.  452 ;  31  L.  T.  Rep.  K.  S.  759.) 

B,  E,  Webster  for  the  defendant,  in  support  of 
his  rule. — ^The  argument  arising  from  the  hard- 
ship, which  it  is  said  by  the  plaintiff  would  occur 
in  these  cases  if  the  defendants'  construction  of 
the  statute  is  to  prevail,  is  answered  by  the  fact 
that  a  plaintiff  can  always,  before  commencing  an 
action,  apply  for  and  obtain  leave  to  bring  his 
aotion  in  the  superior  courts,  and  then  he  would 
not  be  deprived  of  his  costs  by  a  payment  into 
court.  The  scope  of  the  County  Courts  Admiralty 
Jurisdiction  Amendment  Act  1869  is  larger  than 
that  of  the  Act  of  1868,  and  the  latter  Act  not 
only  amends  the  former  Act,but  gives  an  extended 
jurisdiction.  The  present  case  comes  clearly 
within  the  definition  of  Admiralty  causes  which  is 
contained  in  sect.  3  of  the  Act  of  1868.  The  deci- 
sion of  the  Privy  Council  in  Cargo  ex  Argos  was» 
he  contended,  preferable  to  that  of  the  Court  of 
Common  Pleas  in  Simpson  v.  Blues,  and  should  be 
followed  on  the  present  occasion.  He  cited  also 
Purkis  V.  Flower,  in  the  Bail  Court,  before  Lush 
and  Archibald,  J  J.  (arUe,  p.  226 ;  30  L.  T.  Rep. 
N.S.  45 ;  L.  Rep.  9  Q.  114.) 

Cur,  adv,  mdt. 

Feb.  12.  1875.— Cleasbt,  B.  (reading  his  own 
written  judgment,  in  which  the  learned  judge  said 
that  Kelly,  C.B.  and  Amphlett,  B., concurred).  It  is 
unnecessary  testate  the  facts  of  this  case.  The  claim 
in  each  case  is  one  by  the  owner  of  a  ship  agaiust 
the  charterer  for  demurrage,  and  the  question 
raised  and  argued  before  us  was,  whether  such 
a  claim  being  under  3002.,  could  bo  entertained 
by  the  County  Court  by  a  jurisdiction  oonfen^ed 
upon  it  by  the  County  Courts  Admiralty  Jurisdio- 
tion  Amendment  Act  1869  (32  &  33  Yict.  c.  51). 
The  County  Courts  Admiralty  Jurisdiction  Aot 
1868  had  first  given  admiralty  jurisdiction  to  the 
County  Courts,  and  by  the  Act  of  the  next  year 
the  jurisdiction  was  extended.  The  question  is 
to  what  extent  P  The  first  Act  had  only  given  the 
County  Courts  jurisdiction  to  a  limited  amount 
in  certain  matters  in  which  the  Court  of  Ad- 
miralty had  jurisdiction,  and  the  question  is 
whether  the  late  Aot  only  increased  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  County  Courts  over  matters  then  sub- 
ject to  admiralty  jurisdiction,  or  created  a  new 
admiralty  jurisdiction.  The  enactment  by  sectioQ 
2  is  that  any  County  Court  appointed  to  have 
admiralty  jurisdiction,  shall  have  jurisdiction 
to  trv  the  following  causes : 

"  As  to  any  claim  arising  out  of  any  agreement 
made  in  relation  to  the  use  or  hire  of  any 
ship,  or  in  relation  to  the  carriage  of  goods  in 
any  ship,  and  also  as  to  any  claim  in  tort  in  re- 
spect of  goods  carried  in  any  ship,  provided  the 
amount  claimed  does  not  exceed  3()0{.'' 
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Ex.] 


GUNESTEAD  V,  PrICE  AND  OTHEKS  ;   FULLMOEE  V.  WaIT. 


[Ex, 


Those  Tvordp,  in  their  natural  sense,  are,  no  doubt, 
large  enough  to  comprise  a  claim  by  shipowners 
for  demurraee,  which  was  not  at  the  time  the 
subject  of  admiralty  jurisdiction  at  all,  and  we 
have  to  consider  whether  there  is  any  reason  why 
they  should  receive  a  more  limited  construction,  so 
as  to  exclude  such  a  claim.  If  the  words  were 
so  definite  and  spjeoifio  as  to  apply  themselves  to  an 
understood  subject,  they  would  speak  for  them- 
selvesy  and  there  would  be  no  ground  for  getting 
at  their  proper  effect  by  construction.  But  if  the 
language  is  general,  and  so  general  that  it  appears 
inapplicable  without  some  limitation,  then  we  are 
entitled  to  see  by  the  immediate  context,  or  the 
subject  matter  to  which  they  are  intended  to  apply, 
what,  if  any,  limitation  ought  to  be  put  upon  them. 
Now  the  words,  in  their  terms,  include  causes 
(that  is  all  causes)  as  to  any  claim  whatever 
(whether  made  by  shipowner,  charterer,  passenger, 
shipper  of  goods,  consignee  or  assignee  of  bill  of 
lading,  or  any  other  person)  arising  out  of  any 
agreement  relating  to  the  use  or  hire  of  any  ship. 
The  words  are  not  "any  agreement  for  the  hire 
of  any  ship,"  but  "in  relation  "  thereto,  and  would, 
therefore,  include  an  agreement  for  commission 
upon  obtaining;  charter,  or  an  agreement  to  repair, 
if  coupled  with  agreement  to  charter,  and  a 
variety  of  collateral  agreements  of  that  nature. 
The  limitation  of  amount  does  not  in  any  way  limit 
the  character  of  the  claims,  and  the  words  may,  I 
think,  be  regarded  as  general  words  properly 
limited  in  their  meaning,  if  there  is  anything  in  the 
context  or  the  nature  of  the  subject  to  limit  them. 

The  maxim  that  general  words  are  limited  in 
their  application  is  constantly  acted  upon.  The 
maxim  itself  is  thus  expressed  by  Bacon  (Maxims, 
Eeg.  10),  "  For  all  words,  whether  they  be  in  deeds 
or  statutes  or  otherwise,  if  they  be  general  and  not 
express  and  precise,  shall  be  restrained  unto  the 
fitness  of  the  matter  or  person." 

Where  they  follow  an  enumeration  of  particu- 
lar things,  they  do  not  introduce  things  of  a 
higher  and  different  character  (see  The  Arch' 
bishop  of  Canterbury's  case,  1  Co.  Bep.,  part  2, 
46a;  Casher  v.  Holmes,  2  B.  &  Ad.  592; 
9  L.  J.  280,  K.B.)  In  the  judgment  in  Eeg,  v. 
Edmondson  (28  L.  J.  213,  at  p.  215  M.  C. ;  2  Ell. 
&  Ell.  77,  at  p.  83),  Lord  Campbell,  C.J.  thus  lays 
down  the  role:  "The  general  principle  laid  down 
in  all  the  cases  which  have  been  cited  is,  that 
where  particular  words  are  followed  by  general 
words,  the  latter  moot  be  construed  as  ejtudem 
generis  with  the  former."  And  in  the  judgment 
in  Beg.  v.  CletooHh  (9  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.  682 ;  4 
B.  &  S.  927),  the  present  Lord  Chief  Justice 
(4  B.  &  S.  932)  uses  the  following  language : 
"  Then  there  is  a  general  expression,  'other  per- 
sons whatsoever,'  but,  according  to  a  well  esta- 
blished rule  in  the  construction  of  statutes,  general 
terms  following  particular  ones  apply  only  to  such 
persons  and  things  as  are  ejusdem  generis,** 

If  in  the  present  case,  instead  of  the  general 
words  in  the  section  standing  alone,  we  had 
had  an  enumeration  of  the  causes  subject  to 
admiralty  jurisdiction,  similar  to  what  is  con- 
tained in  the  3rd  section  of  the  31  &  32  Yict. 
c.  71,  and  had  then  had  the  general  words 
found  in  the  section  in  question,  I  should  cer- 
tainly have  thought  that  these  general  words 
would  have  been  limited  to  causes  of  the  same 
oharacter  as  those  enumerated — namely,  causes 
oyer  which  the    Court  of  Admiralty  itself  had 


jurisdiction.  As  the  two  Acts  are  to  be  read 
together,  and  the  first  Act  gives  Admiralty  poris- 
diction,  and  the  second  extends  it,  the  particular 
words  in  the  first  may  perhaps  be  regarded  as  fol- 
lowed by  the  general  words  in  the  second,  and  so 
the  rule  would  apply.  But,  independent  of  this, 
general  words  are  to  be  limited  to  the  subject 
matter,  as  in  the  ordinary  case  of  a  recital  in  a 
deed  qualifying  general  words  of  release  follow- 
ing (not  to  mention  other  instances),  as  in  Payler 
V.  Homersha/m  (4  M.  &  S.  423) ;  Simons  v.  Johnson 
(3  B.  &  Ad.  175 ;  1 .  L.  J.  K  S.  98  K.B.).  See  the 
note  to  Boe  v.  Tranmarr  (2  Smith's  Lead,  Oas., 
6th  edit.  p.  476;  5th  edit.  p.  451).  For  example,  if 
in  this  case,  taking  the  two  Acts  to  be  one,  there 
had  been  a  recital  that  it  was  "expedient  to 
enlarge  the  jurisdiction  of  the  County  Courts," 
and  no  more,  than  the  general  words  of  the  enact- 
ment would  be  read  by  giving  the  fullest  effect  to 
them,  so  as  to  enlarge  that  jurisdiction.  In  that 
case  the  subject  matter  of  legislation  would  have 
been  simply  the  enlargement  of  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  County  Courts.  But,  if  the  recital  in  the 
Act  had  been  "  whereas  it  is  expedient  to  transfer 
to  the  County  Courts  a  portion  of  the  iurisdiction 
of  the  Admiralty  Court  to  a  limited  amoont;" 
then  I  feel  satisfied  that  the  words,  however 
general,  should  be  read  as  only  including  causes 
within  admiralty  jurisdiction.  In  that  case  the 
subject  matter  of  legislation  would  have  been 
admiralty  jurisdiction,  and  the  object  would  have 
been  to  make  the  County  Courts  available  for  the 
exercise  of  it  to  a  limited  amount. 

In  arriving  at  a  proper  conclusion  upon  the  pre- 
sent Question,  which  is  no  doubt  one  of  much 
difficulty,  from  loose  legislation,  we  could  not  take 
a  safer  guide  than  the  recital  of  the  first  statute, 
the  31  &  32  Yict.  o.  71  (which  is  to  be  read  as 
one  statute  with  the  second  Act,  the  32  &  33 
Yict.  c.  51),  if  there  were  one.  But  though  there 
is  no  formal  recital,  the  first  enacting  daase 
may,  I  think,  be  regarded  as  having  the  same 
effect  in  showing  vniat  the  subject-matter  c^ 
legislation  was.  That  clause  (sect.  2)  enacts  that 
if  Her  l^Iajesty  thinks  it  expedient  she  may  f^re 
the  County  Courts  "Admiralty  jurisdiction/'  What 
does  that  mean  P  The  natural  meaning  of  it  is  to 
give  to  the  County  Courts  jurisdiction  possessed 
by  the  Court  of  Admiralty ;  I  can  give  it  no  other 
meaning.  There  is  nothing  in  that  Act  to  give  it 
any  other  meaning.  The  use  of  the  words  ''  Admi- 
ralty causes  "  in  that  Act  afterwards  does  not  do 
so.  Indeed,  the  difficulty  does  not  arise  under 
that  Act  of  Parliament,  but  under  the  second  Act, 
as  to  which  it  may  no  doubt  be  urged  that  the 
language  of  the  second  section  of  the  former  Ac& 
is  inapplicable.  And,  if  it  was  clear  that  the 
whole  of  the  Admiralty  jurisdiction  was  exhausted 
by  the  former  Act,  and  that  the  second  Act, 
to  have  any  operation  at  all,  must  be  applied 
to  new  and  additional  subjects  of  jurisdiction,  I 
should  think  the  argument  conclusive.  Bat  that 
is  undoubtedly  not  the  case.  There  are  subjects 
included  in  the  Admiralty  Court  Act  1861  (24 
Yict.  c.  10)  which  are  noc  included  in  the  County 
Courts  Admiralty  Jurindiccion  Act  1868  (31  &  32 
Yict.  c.  71),  and  upon  which  the  subsequent 
statute  may  take  effect. 

The  question  before  us  has  formed  the  subject 
of  two  most  able  judgments  in  the  Court  of  Com- 
mon Pleas  in  Simpson  v.  Blues  {uhi  sup.)  and  in 
the  Privy  Council  in  Cargo  ex  Argos  (uhi  sup.). 
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It  would  be  impossible  to  weigh  and  then 
oorreotly  balance  the  stronic  reasons  brought  for- 
ward in  favour  of  each  view.  And  I  have 
fonnd  myself  compelled,  in  a  case  of  great  diffi- 
onlty,  to  resort  to  the  simple  and  well-gronnded 
means  of  ascertaining  what  oaght  to  be  regarded 
as  the  real  subject-matter  of  legislation ;  and  in 
this  way  I  have  come  to  the  conclusion  that 
nothing  but  admiralty  jurisdiction  was  operated 
upon.  But  I  must  notice  one  argument  founded 
upon  the.  6th  section  of  the  first  Act  (31  &  32  Yict. 
c  71),  by  which  the  Court  of  Admiralty  may 
transfer  from  the  County  Court  any  admiralty 
cause  then  pendine  to  the  Court  of  Admiralty. 
This  section  is  no  doubt  Incorporated  in  the  sub- 
sequent statute  (32  &  83  Yict.  c.  51)  as  was  held  in 
The  Swan  (23  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.  633 ;  L.  Bep.  3 
Adm.  &  Eco.  3U ;  40  L.  J.  8,  Adm).  The  alter- 
native then  arises  of  holding,  either  that  the 
County  Court  only  entertains  admiraltv  causes 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court  of  Admiralty, 
or  that  the  Court  of  Admiralty  has  indirectly 
acquired  jurisdiction  over  a  new  subject  matter. 
It  certainly  seems  to  me  that  the  latter  alternative 
involves  a  more  violent  breach  of  the  first  principles 
of  construction  than  the  former. 

I  only  wish  further  to  notice  the  6th  section 
of  the  Admiralty  Court  Act  1861  (24  &  25 
Yict.  c.  10),  for  the  purpose  of  guarding  against 
an  arrament  that  the  County  Court  has  ac- 
quired a  jurisdiction  not  possessed  by  the  Court 
of  Admiralty.  That  section,  after  giving  to 
the  High  Court  of  Admiralty  a  large  juris- 
diction in  claims  by  owners  of  any  goods  car- 
ried into  any  port,  adds :  "  Unless  it  be  shown  to 
the  satisfaction  of  the  court  that,  at  the  time  of  the 
institution  of  the  cause,  any  owner  or  part  owner 
of  the  ship  is  domiciled  in  England  or  Wales." 
These  latter  words  do  not,  properly  speaking, 
limit  the  subject-matter  of  jurisdiction,  but  they 
assume  the  jurisdiction  in  the  cases  provided  for, 
and  provide  that,  upon  proof  to  the  satisfaction  of 
the  court,  that  the  owner  is  so  domiciled,  the 
jurisdiction  shall  not  be  exercised.  But  the  court 
could  only  be  satisfied  by  proof  given  in  some 
cause  over  which,  but  for  the  application  of  the 
proviso,  it  would  have  jurisdiction.  There  is 
nothing,  therefore,  inconsistent  in  the  County 
Court,  by  means  of  its  process  under  the  3rd 
secUon  of  the  Aoii  of  1869  (32  &  33  Yict.  c.  51), 
exercising  its  jurisdiction  when  the  owner  is 
domiciled  in  England  or  Wates,  though  the  Court 
of  Admiralty  would  not  do  so. 

The  conclusion  is  that  the  plaintiffs  in  both 
these  cases  proceeded  properly  io  the  Superior 
Court,  and  are,  therefore,  entitled  to  their  costs. 

Bbamwill,  B. — I  am  of  opinion  in  these  cases 
that,  whether  we  thought  the  Court  of  Common 
Pleas  or  the  Privy  Council  right,  wo  ought  to 
give  judgment  for  the  plaintiffs  that  they  should 
respectively  recover  their  costs.  TV  e  are  invited 
to  say  that  they  are  not  entitled  to  them  because 
they  should  have  sued  in  the  County  Court,  in 
which  (if  they  had  sued  therein)  the  Court  of 
Common  Pleas  have  said  that  they  would  have 
prohibited  them  from  proceeding.  If  we  were  so 
to  hold,  it  would  be  ludicrous  and  a  scandal. 
It  is  no  answer  to  this  to  say  that  the  plain- 
tiffs might  have  got  leave  to  sue  in  the 
superior  courts.  They  might  'or  they  might  not 
have  potton  such  leave.  But  what  they  are  now 
claiming  they  daim  as  of  right  and  not  as  a  matter 


dependent  on  the  opinion  of  any  superior  court  as 
to  where  the  action  should  have  been  brought. 

This  being  my  view,  and  it  being  always  a  matter 
in  which  the  difficulty  might  be  obviated  by  leave 
being  granted  to  sue  in  the  Superior  Courts  (which 
I  should  think  no  judge  would  ever  refuse),  and  it 
being  in  the  power  of  the  Legislature  to  state 
what  was  or  is  its  intention,  the  subject  is,  per- 
haps not  worth  much  discussion,  with  all  respect 
be  it  said  to  the  two  great  authorities  who  have 
differed. 

But,  if  we  are  to  choose  between  them  it  seems 
to  me  that  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  in 
their  decision  in  Simpson  v.  Bhie$  {ubi  9up,),  was 
right.  The  difficulties  in  the  way  of  the  decision 
of  the  Privy  Council  in  Oargo  eaa  Argoa  {ubi  9up,) 
are  most  forcibly  put  in  their  judgment,  and  to 
those  are  added  most  cogent  arguments  in  the 
judgment  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  in  Simp' 
son  V.  Blttes  against  the  expediency  of  giving  admi- 
ralty jurisdiction  in  such  cases  as  those  in  question 
either  to  the  High  Court  of  Admiralty  or  to  the 
County  Court.  Shortly  stated,  the  objections  are 
that,  on  the  construction  contended  for  by  the 
defendants,  the  County  Court  would  have  an 
admiralty  jurisdiction  in  cases  in  which  the 
Admiralty  Court  had  no  original  jurisdic- 
tion ;  that  the  High  Court  of  Admiralty 
would  have  an  appellate  jurisdiction  where  it 
had  not  an  original  jurisdiction ;  that  there  would 
be  transferred  to  it  from  the  County  Court  causes 
which  it  could  not  originally  entertain,  and  so  that 
it  could  hear  and  decide  cases  not  properly  within 
its  own  jurisdiction,  or  that  of  the  County  Court. 
To  these  objections  are  to  be  added,  not  as  aidibg 
the  construction  of  the  statute,  but  as  helping  to 
the  probable  intention  of  the  Legislature,  the  ob- 
jections, so  forcibly  stated  in  the  jud^ent  of  the 
Court  of  Common  Fleas,  to  admiralty  proce- 
dure being  applied  to  such  cases  as  those  in 
question. 

These  different  considerations  were  felt  bo 
strongly  by  the  Privy  Council,  that  they  would 
perhaps  have  decid^as  the  Common  Pleas  did, 
but  for  the  necessity  of  finding  an  applicaticti 
for  words  for  which  they  saw  none  if  the  decision 
of  the  Common  Pleas  were  right.  With  great 
respect,  it  seems  to  me  that  a  meaning  may  be 
given  to  the  words  without  the  admittedly  pre- 
posterous oonsequences  which  the  defendants  con- 
tend for.  The  words  are,  "  any  claim  arising  out 
of  any  agreement  made  in  relation  to  the  use  or 
hire  of  any  ship."  I  cannot  think  that  the  enact- 
ment is  in  plain  and  intelligible  language,  free 
from  any  ambiguity.  If  I  found  the  words  without 
anything  to  control  them  or  to  guide  me  in  theif 
interpretation,  I  should  say  that  they  included  the 
cases  before  us,  and  much  more.  But,  ap  it  is,  I 
declare  I  do  not  know  what  they  mean  or  were 
intended  to  mean.  A  charter-party  is  not  an 
"agreement  for  the  use  or  hire  of  a  ship," 
but  it  is  said  to  be  included  in  the  words 
"any  claim  arising  out  of  any  agreement 
made  in  relation  to  the  use  or  hire  of  any 
ship."  Would  that  include  the  shipbroker's 
claim  for  finding  a  charter  P  See  the  case  of  The 
Nuova  Baffaelina  (1  Asp.  Mar.  Law  Cas.  16; 
L.  Bep.  3  Adm.  &  Eccl.  483.)  Take  the  next  words, 
"  any  claim  arising  out  of  any  agreement  in  relation 
to  the  carriage  of  goods  in  any  ship.''  Does  that 
include  a  claim  on  a  policy  ci  insurance  P  The 
policy  is  an  agreement  not /or  but  "  in  relation  to 
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the  carriage  of  goods  in  a  ship."  Some  restriction 
must  be  put  npon  the  words.  If  the  ship  were  in 
dock,  and  hired  for  a  dance  to  bo  given  on  board 
in  the  dock,  it  sarely  would  not  be  an  admiralty 
cause.  Nor,  one  would  think,  would  an  agree- 
ment by  the  owner  of  a  river  steamer  to  take  a 
Sarty  to  Biohmond.  Would  a  ship  on  Lake  Win- 
ermere  be  within  the  enactment,  or  a  trading 
barge  on  a  canal  P  Let  us  read  the  words  thus, 
"  Shall  have  jurisdiction  to  try  and  determine  the 
following  causes :  Where  the  High  Court  of  Ad- 
miralty has  jurisdiction  as  to  any  claim  arising  out 
of  any  agreement  made  in  relation  to  the  use  or 
hire  of  any  ship  or  in  relation  to  the  carriage 
of  goods  in  any  Bhip."  Are  there  such  cases  P  I 
think  there  are.  The  High  Court  of  Admiralty 
has  jurisdiction  over  any  "claim*'  (the  same 
word)  "  by  the  owner,  or  consignee,  or  assignee  of 
any  bill  of  lading  of  any  goods  carried  into  any 
port  in  England  or  Wales,  in  any  ship,  for 
damage  done  to  the  goods,  or  any  part  thereof,  by 
the  negligence  or  misconduct  of,  or  from  any 
breach  of  duty  on  the  part  of,  the  owner,  master, 
or  crew  of  the  ship  "  (24  Vict,  a  10,  s.  6,  and  vide 
The  Pieve  Superiore,  anU,  pp.  162,  319;  29  L.  T. 
Bep.  N.  S.  702 ;  L.  Rep.  6  P.  0.  App.  Oas.  482.) 
So  that  the  owner  of  goods  carried  into  any  port 
in  England,  having  a  claim  for  damaee  to  them, 
arising  out  of  a  breach  of  contract  by  tlie  owner  of 
the  ship,  may  sue  in  the  High  Court  of  Admiralty. 
But  the  contract  broken  may  be  a  charter- 
party,  which  is  a  contract  in  a  sense,  although  not 
strictly  so,  for  "  the  use  or  hire  of  a  ship."  So  as 
to  the  latter  part  of  the  clause,  **  agreement  made 
in  relation  to  the  carriage  of  any  coods  in  any 
ship."  This  would  apply  to  claims  by  the 
charterer  or  shipper  under  a  bill  of  lading, 
or  other  owner  of  goods  carried  under  charters 
or  otherwise.  This  construction,  as  it  seems  to  me, 
gives  a  meaning  to  the  words  without  the 
absurd  consequences  which  would  follow  on  the 
defendant's  construction.  Therefore,  I  think  that 
both  these  rules  should  be  discharged. 

As  to  the  other  point  arising  in  one  of  the  present 
cases,  that  of  Fullmore  v.  Wait,  namely,  that  the 
section  as  to  costs,  does  not  apply  where  there  is 
judgment  by  default,  and  that  it  does  not  apply  to 
actions  in  common  law  courts,  we  need  express  no 
opinion  with  regard  to  them.  The  arguments  pre- 
sented to  us  were  not  presented  to  the  Court  of 
Queen's  Bench  in  the  case  of  Hewitt  v.  Cory 
{uhi  sup.).  We  do  not,  therefore,  recognise  that 
case  as  an  authority  against  the  plaintiffs  here. 

It  seems  preposterous  to  suppose  that  the  Legis> 
lature  has  intended  that  cases  over  800L  may  be 
tried  either  oncommonlaw  or  admiralty  principles ; 
cases  under  202.  on  the  same ;  but  cases  between 
those  amounts  on  admiralty  principles  only, 
except  at  the  peril  of  the  plaintiff  losing  his 
costs.  The  difficulty  arises  from  the  use  of  the 
words  "any  Superior  Court."  Perhaps  they 
should  be  read  as  "  Superior  Court  of  Admiralty, 
if  an^."  (See  Mr.  Day  s  argument  on  this  point 
in  hiR  Common  Law  Procedure  Acts,  4th  edit. 
p.  377.)  The  section  supposes  that  "the judge  " 
always  hears  or  decides  the  case,  apparently  point- 
ing to  a  court  where  there  is  one  judge,  and  where 
the  case  is  always  adjudged.      Rule  discharged. 

In  Chinestead  v.  Price  and  others : 

Attorneys  for  the  plaintiff,  Ghesier,  Urquhart, 
Mayhew  and  Holden,  agents  for  Bradshaw  and 
Pea/raon,  Barrow-in-Furness. 


Attorneys  for  the  defendants.  Scolt,  Jarmain, 
and  Co.,  agents  for  Frank  Taylor,  Barrow-in- 
Furness. 

In  Fullmore  v.  Wait : 

Attorneys  for  the  plaintiff,  Thos.  Whiie  and 
Sons,  agents  for  H,  Brifton,  Press,  and  Inship, 
Bristol. 

Attorneys  for  the  defendant,  Stibhard  and 
Gronshey, 
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Reported  by  B.  D.  Bivbdiot,  Prootor  and  Advooate. 

UNITED  STATES  DISTRICT  OOUET, 

EASTERN  DISTRICT  OF  NEW  YORK. 

Thi  Puritan. 

Salvage  by  sieamtugs  near  a  port-^Derelict^^ 

Apportionment. 

Where  an  abandoned  ship  is  found  cuhore  on  a 
shoal  by  two  tugs  whdch,  while  she  is  ashore  are 
unable  to  render  assistance,  bui  on  her  floating  off 
with  wind  a/nd  tide  make  fast  and  prevent  hSr 
from  going  ashore  again  and  take  her  to  a  place 
of  safety,  their  service  is  salvage  and  not  mere 
towage,  nor  is  their  service  diminished  in  value 
by  the  proximity  of  a  third  tug,  which  could,  but 
did  not,  render  am/y  assistance. 

Where  the  master  and  crew  of  a  ship  in  distress  are 
taken  off  by  a  steam  tug  (there  being  no  immediate 
danger  to  life),  and  are  taken  ashore  by  the  tug, 
which  afterwards  returns  to  the  ship  with  her 
master  and  finds  her  placed  in  safety  by  other 
salvors,  that  tug  has  no  claim  for  scUvage  reward. 

The  ship  P.,  in  endeavouring  to  enter  tlie  harbour 
of  New  York,  struck  on  the  False  Hook,  a  bar 
running  parallel  to  Sandy  Hook.  The  channd 
to  the  west,  between  it  and  Sandy  Hook,  is  about 
800  yards  wide,  and  to  the  east  of  it  is  the  open 
sea.  The  wind  was  blowing  a  gale  directly 
on  shore,  and  the  ship  grounded  so  hard  on  the 
shoal  that  in  fifteen  minutes  she  had  Sft.  of  water 
in  her,  and  soon  after  portions  of  her  heel  came 
up  alongside. 

A  powerful  tug,  the  G.,  came  near  her,  and  the 
captain  and  crew  of  (he  ship,  thinking  that  the 
ship  would  not  come  ^from  the  shoal,  left  her 
and  went  up  to  New  York  in  the  G.  Another  tug, 
the  W.,  had  also  in  the  meantime  approached,  hU 
her  captain,  seeing  the  condition  of  the  ship,  also 
thought  she  would  never  come  off,  and  she  went 
away  looking  for  other  business. 

About  an  howr  afterwards  two  other  tugs,  the  J.  Q.  N» 
and  the  J.  M.,  seeing  the  flxig  of  distress  whvik 
had  been  left  flying,  went  to  the  ship  and  found 
her  abandoned.  They  lay  by  her,  and  after  a 
while  found  that  she  was  moving,  and  was  ahovi 
to  come  off  the  shoal  on  the  inshore  side.  Having 
agreed  to  share  in  the  salvage,  they  ran  in  doss 
to  her,  and  put  on  board  four  men,  and  got  a 
hawser  to  her,  when  she  came  off  the  shoal,  an<2 
they  succeeded  in  towing  her  round  the  point  of 
Sandy  Hook  into  the  Bay,  where  they  put  her  on 
the  mud,  pumped  her  all  night,  and  the  mzl  day 
at  noon  brought  her  to  a  dock  in  safety. 

When  the  captain  of  tlie  W.  saw  the  snip  moving 
he  came  up  also  and  offered  his  assistance  to  the 
two  Pugs,  which  then  were  towing  the  ship,  but  it 
was  refused.  The  captain  of  the  ship,  on  the  tug 
G.,  on  his  way  up  to  New  York,  left  word  vnth  a 
wrecking  company  to  be  ready  to  go  to  the  ship* 
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Ee  left  hia  crew  in  New    York,  and  the  next 
morning  early  he  toent  himself  on  hoard  the  0.  to 
look  for  the  shiip,  and  found  her  on  the  mud  in 
charge  of  the  eatvora. 
The  ovmera  of  the  two  tuga  filed  a  libel  for  salvage. 
The  owners  of  the  G,  aiao  filed  a  petition  claiming 
salvage.  The  ship  and  her  cargo  and  freight  were 
worth  from  225,000  to  237,000  dols.     The  tugs 
were  worth,  one  of  them  9000  dole,,  and  the  other 
17,000  dols.    Each  of  them  had  a  crew  of  six,  all 
told,  and  on  one  of  them  was  a  boy  who  nod  gor^e 
with  the  tug  for  a  pleasure  trip. 
Held,  ihat  in  view  of  the  peril  to  the  property,  the 
value  of  the  property  saved,  the  risk  of  has  of  the 
tugs,  amd  thia  danger  to  the  lives  of  their  crews 
(although  such  danger  and  risk  was  thot  excessive, 
.  and  tihe  services  did  not  extend  over  about  twenty 
hours),  the  sum  of  30,000  dols.  was  a  proper 
amount  of  salvage  to  he  paid  to  the  two  tugs. 
That  the  0,  was  not  entitled  to  recover  salvage. 
That  the  amount  qf  salvage  he  divided  equally  he- 
tween  the  two  tugs;   that  the  masters  of  them 
receive  3000  dols.  each  ;  thai  the  men  who  went 
on  hoard  the  ship,  and  especially  one  who  took 
charge  on  hoard  of  her,  receive  a  higher  rate  thorn 
their  fellows,  and  thai  the  rate  of  wages  afforded 
a  proper  criterion  hy  which  to  fix  the  shares  of 
the  men. 
Bembdict,  J. — This    action  is    brooght    by  the 
owners  and  orews  of  two  steam  toes,  called  respec- 
tively the  Jacob  G,  Neafie  and  the  Jacob  Myers, 
to  recover  for  salvage  services  rendered  to  the  ship 
Puritan, 

On  the  17th  AprU  1874,  the  ship  Puritan, 
liden  with  a  valuable  cargo,  when  attempting  to 
enter  the  harbour  of  New  York  daring  an  easterly 
Rale,  grounded  upon  what  is  called  by  some  the 
Outer  Middle,  but  on  the  charts  is  named  the 
False  Hook,  a  shoal  lying  outside  of  Sandy  Hook, 
between  which  and  Sandy  Hook  there  runs  a 
narrow  channel  300  or  400  yards  wide,  and  outside 
of  which  to  eastward  is  the  open  sea.  At  the  time 
the  ship  grounded  on  this  shoal  the  waves  broke 
heavily  about  her,  and  she  grounded  so  that  in  a 
very  short  time  portions  of  her  keel  appeared  on 
the  surface  of  the  water,  and  she  was  found  to 
have  made  8fc.  of  water  in  her  hold  within  ten  or 
fifteen  minutes  after  striking.  While  in  this  con- 
dition she  was  approached  by  the  steamtue 
Oydops,  a  powerful  tug,  when  all  on  board  left 
the  ship  in  a  boat,  and  went  on  board  the  Cyclops 
and  proceeded  to  New  York,  leaving;  the  ship 
abandoned,  and,  as  was  supposed,  permanently 
fut  npon  the  shoal.  Afterwards,  on  the  same 
day,  the  tugs  Neafie  and  Myers,  while  proceeding 
down  the  Bay  inside,  observed  the  ship  with  her 
signal  of  distress  flying.  They  at  once  proceeded 
to  her  assistance.  Upon  reaching  her  they  found 
no  one  on  board,  and  that  it  was  impossible  to 
assiat  her  as  she  then  lay.  They  did  not,  however, 
depart,  but  remained  by  her  with  the  intent  to 
afford  her  aid  if  the  opportunity  should  arise,  as  it 
was  observed  by  them  that  the  action  of  the  heavy 
seas  upon  the  ship  seemed  likely  to  drive  her  over 
the  shoal.  This  actually  occurred,  and  after  the 
lapse  of  an  hour  or  so  it  was  seen  that  the  ship 
was  about  to  come  off  the  shoal  on  the  inside. 
Thereupon  the  two  tugs,  having  first  come  to  an 
understanding  to  share  in  the  harbour  and  the 
reward,  placed  four  men  on  bowrd  of  her,  and 
having  got  out  hawsers,  took  her  in  tow  as  soon 
u  she  cleared  the  shoal,  and  succeeded  in  towing 


her  past  the  Hook  in  safety,  and  in  placing  her 
upon  the  mud  at  the  Horse  Shoo  in  the  Lower 
Bay.  She  was  there  pumped  all  night,  and  the 
next  morning  was  brought  by  the  salvors  to  a 
wharf  in  Brooklyn. 

A  dispute  thereupon  arose  between  the  salvors 
and  the  owners  of  the  ship  and  cargo  as  to 
the  amount  of  compensation  to  be  paid  for 
the  services  rendered  by  these  two  tugs,  to 
determine  which  the  present  action  has  been 
brooght.  The  parties  differ  widely — the  libellants 
asking  for  a  large  reward  as  for  a  salvage  service 
of  unusual  merit,  while  the  claimants  earnestly 
contend  that  1000  dols.  would  be  a  liberal  compen- 
sation. 

This  difference  arises  mainly  from  a  dispute  as 
to  the  proper  effect  of  the  evidence  in  regard  to 
two  controlling  features  of  the  case.  The 
libellants  insist  that  the  ship  was  rescued  from  a 
position  of  great  danger,  inasmuch  as,  without  the 
aid  of  these  tugs,  she  would  have  been  driven  by 
the  storm  upon  the  exposed  beach  of  Sandy  Hook 
outside ;  while  the  claimants  contend  that  without 
any  aid  from  the  tu^s,  the  ships  would  have  drifted 
past  the  Hook  and  into  safe  water  in  the  Lower 
Bay. 

Upon  this  question  of  fact,  I  am  of  opinion  that 
the  evidence  fails  to  sustain  the  position  taken  by 
the  claimants.  The  weight  of  evidence  shows 
that  the  ship  when  she  came  off  the  shoal  would, 
if  unaided,  have  been  driven  upon  the  beach, 
which  was  some  300  or  400  yards  to  leeward,  and 
would  there  have  sustained  very  great  damage,  if 
not  put  in  peril  of  total  loss  of  the  ship  i^od  her 
cargo.  This  appears  not  only  from  the  testimony 
of  the  salvors,  out  from  that  of  the  captain  of  the 
Walcott,  a  disinterested  person,  who  returned  to 
the  ship  after  the  libellants  had  taken  hold,  and 
who  states  that  with  two  tugs  towing  the  ship 
it  was  all  they  could  do  to  keep  her  off  the 
beach. 

A  second  great  point  of  controversy  is  this :  the 
claimants  contend  that  the  ship  was  not  rescued 
from  danger,  because  she  came  off  the  shoal  with- 
out aid,  and  then  not  only  were  the  two  tugs  of 
the  libellants  there,  but  the  Walcott,  also  a 
powerful  tug,  was  at  hand.  It  is  said,  therefore, 
that  these  tugs  should  be  deemed  to  be  com- 
petitors for  a  towage  service  there  to  be  performed, 
and  that,  whatever  either  of  them  would  have 
been  willing  to  have  been  employed  for  to  per- 
form the  service  is  a  fair  price  for  the  PuHtan  to 
pay. 

The  evidence  in  respect  to  the  Walcott  is, 
that  in  the  afternoon,  having  been  informed  by 
a  Sandy  Hook  pilot  that  the  Puritan  was  ashore, 
she  steered  towards  her  by  compass,  the  wea- 
ther being  then  too  thick  to  enable  the  ship 
to  be  seen,  and  found  the  Cyclops  at  the  ship.  A^s 
the  Walcott  was  expecting  a  Calcutta  ship  she 
remained  outside,  and  for  a  time  in  the  neighoour- 
hood  of  the  Puritan.  After  the  Cyclops  departed 
for  New  York  with  the  Puritan's  crew  on  board, 
the  Walcott  departed,  because  the  captain  judged 
it  to  be  useless  to  stay.  He  says  he  aid  not  think 
the  ship  would  come  off.  She  looked  bad.  He  did 
not  calculate  she  would  ever  get  off,  except  in 
pieces.  Afterwards,  when  he  saw  the  Neafie  and 
the  Myers  at  the  ship,  he  ran  again  near  to  her, 
and  was  ready  to  afford  additional  aid,  if  such  aid 
had  been  required.  I  am  unable  to  see  how  the  pre- 
sence of  the  FTalcot^  under  such  circumstances  can 
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affect  the  claim  of  the  libellants.  The  Walcoit 
oertainlj  had  no  idea  of  being  able  to  rescae  the 
ship.  She  had  departed  on  her  own  bnsiness,  and 
it  cannot  be  known  that  she  woald  have  returned 
to  the  ship  at  all  if  she  bad  not  observed  the  Neafie 
and  the  Myers  there.  When  she  did  return  her 
presence  was  of  no  value,  for  the  other  tugs  already 
had  hold  of  the  ship,  and  were  safely  conducting 
her  towards  the  harbour.  Moreover,  it  is  noc 
certain  that  when  the  Walcoit  arrived  she  could 
have  saved  the  ship.  She  was  no  doubt  powerful 
enough  to  tow  the  ship,  but  she  was  not  on  the 
spot  when  the  ship  began  to  move,  and,  situated 
as  this  ship  then  was,  time  was  everything — a 
little  delay  would  have  carried  the  ship  so  near  to 
the  beach  that  no  tug  could  have  then  rescued 
her.  One  of  the  witnesses  says  that  the  ship 
would  have  been  ashore  in  ten  minutes  after  she 
began  to  move  if  it  had  not  been  for  the  exertions 
of  the  libellants.  Furthermore,  the  service  of  the 
Neafie  and  the  My  era  to  this  ship  commenced 
when,  in  answer  to  her  signal  of  distress,  they  pat 
ou(t  from  the  harbour  into  the  open  sea ;  the  ser- 
vice continued  while  they  lay  by  her  in  order  to  be 
able  to  render  the  instant  assistance  demanded  by 
the  position  of  the  ship  when  she  came  off  the 
shoal ;  and  it  did  not  terminate  until  the  vessel 
was  mpored  at  the  Brooklyn  Wharf.  It  is  difficult 
to  see  why  the  promptness  and  zeal  displayed  by 
these  two  tugs  should  be  held  less  meritorious 
because  another  tug,  which  had  entertained  no 
idea  of  being  able  to  aid  the  ship,  presented  her- 
Rclf  while  they  were  in  tiie  act  of  affording  aid. 

Nor  does  it  strike  me  as  reasonable  to  say  that  the 
position  of  this  ship  was  that  of  a  vessel  free  from 
danger  having  three  tugs  by  her  competing  for  the 
employment  of  towing  her  to  the  harbour.  The 
ship  was  abandoned.  There  was  no  one  there  to 
employ  the  tugs,  and  the  tugs  were  under  no 
obligation  to  tow  her  without  being  employed. 
Although  under  no  obligation  to  do  it,  these  two 
tugs  did  voluntarily  aid  tnis  ship,  and  by  combining 
their  efforts  they  were  enabled  to  do  what  neither 
of  them  could  have  done  alone,  namely,  to  save  the 
ship  from  going  ashore. 

To  bring  about  precisely  such  results  is  the 
sole  object  of  the  law  of  salvage;  and  in  my 
opinion  it  would  be  a  violation  of  that  law 
to  refuse  to  these  salvors  the  liberal  reward 
which  the  maritime  law  holds  out  as  an  in- 
ducement to  exertion  on  the  part  of  those 
who  may  be  so  situated  as  to  be  able  to  render 
service  to  a  ship  in  distress.  The  luck  of  being 
in  a  position  to  render  assistance  to  a  ship  in  dis- 
tress, the  maritime  law  makes  good  lack,  to  the 
end  that  distressed  ships  may  receive  all  possible 
aid. 

My  conclusion,  therefore,  is  that  the  grounds 
upon  which  the  claimants  have  based  their  refusal 
to  pay  the  libellants  a  salvage  reward  are  untenable 
in  view  of  the  evidence,  and  that  the  libellants  are 
entitled  to  a  liberal  salvage  reward. 

There  remains,  then,  but  to  notice  some  features 
of  the  case  in  addition  to  those  already  alluded  to, 
which,  in  accordance  with  established  rules,  are  to 
be  taken  into  account  in  determining  the  amount 
to  be  awarded. 

It  is  said  these  tugs  incurred  no  danger,  inas- 
much as  they  kept  at  a  respectful  distance  from 
the  labouring  ship,  so  long  as  she  was  ground- 
ing on  the  shoal.  But  it  was  useless  then  to 
approach  near  her.    The  evidence  is,  that  nothing 


could  be  done  until  the  ship  freed  herself  from  the 
shoal.  To  keep  out  of  danger  until  the  time  when 
exposure  to  danger  would  avail  something  is  no  fault 
to  be  blamed,  but  a  prudence  to  be  commended. 
When  the  ship  moved  the  tugs  did  not  shrink 
from  exposure  to  danger;  for  it  cannot  be  said 
that  no  danger  was  incurred  when  one  of  the  tugs, 
in  order  to  put  men  on  board  the  ship,  approached 
her  near  enough  to  enable  the  men  to  jump  on 
board.  Such  an  approach  to  such  a  large  ship  in 
such  a  sea  required  great  care  and  skill,  and  could 
not  be  accomplished  without  danger,  not  only  of 
the  destruction  of  the  tug,  but  also  of  loss  of  the 
lives  of  the  men  themselves.  Nor  can  it  be  said  upon 
the  evidence  that  danger  was  not  present  from  the 
time  the  tugs  passed  out  of  the  harbour.  The 
precautions  taken  on  board  the  togs  show  that  the 
idea  of  peril  was  present. 

The  exertions  of  the  salvors  after  the  ship  was 
safely  located  upon  the  mud  in  the  Horse  Shoe  are 
also  worthy  to  be  considered.  Their  efforts  did  not 
slacken  when  the  safety  of  the  ship  herself  had 
been  secured,  but  were  continued  and  were  inces- 
sant during  the  night,  in  the  hope  of  saving  the 
cargo  from  further  damage,  by  which  means  the 
cargo  was  delivered  much  less  damaged  than  was 
to  have  been  expected. 

When  vessel  and  cargo  both  are  saved  the 
reward  is  to  be  increased :  (Marvin  on  Wrecks, 
p.  119.)  The  persons,  twenty-nine  in  all,  who  are 
entitled  to  share  in  the  reward,  should  also  be  con- 
sidered. The  value  of  the  tugs  themselves— one 
being  worth  9000  dels,  and  the  other  17,000  dols.— 
must  be  taken  into  the  account ;  for  at  more  than 
one  period  of  the  service  a  breakage  of  the  engine 
or  of  the  steering  gear  of  either  tug  wt)uld  at  once 
have  brought  her  in  danger  of  destruction.  The 
value  of  the  property  saved  is  very  large.  The 
cargo,  as  saved,  is  conceded  to  be  worth  168,700 
dols. ;  the  freight  earned  was  28,531  dols. ;  the  ship 
berself  in  her  damaged  condition  is  valued  by  the 
claimants  at  25,000  dels.,  and  by  the  libellants  at 
37,000  dols.  The  total  value  saved  was  from 
222,000  dols.  to  234,000  dols. 

When  the  amount  saved  is  large,  the  reward  is 
for  that  reason  increased.  On  tne  other  hand,  it 
is  not  to  be  forgotten  that  no  excessive  danger  to 
life  or  property  was  incurred  by  these  salvors; 
that  the  services  did  not  extend  over  a  long  period 
of  time,  being  about  twenty  hours  in  duration; 
that  all  the  expenses  to  which  the  salvors  wore  pat 
in  hiring  men  to  enable  the  pumping  of  the  ship  to 
continue  withoul  cessation  have  oeen  paid  by 
claimants ;  and  it  should  also  be  recollected  that 
the  amount  of  the  probable  loss,  if  the  ship  had 
gone  ashore  on  the  beach  is  lessened  bv  the  fact 
that  she  was  at  the  mouth  of  a  great  harbour,  and 
that  all  appliances  available  to  remove  the  cargo,  and 
if  possible  get  off  the  ship,  would  have  been  at  the 
service  of  the  ship  early  the  next  morning.  The 
I  state  of  the  weather  made  it  impossible  tnat  anj 
assistance  could  have  reached  her  during  the 
night. 

In  view  of  all  the  circumstances,  and  in  accord- 
ance with  the  established  rules  applicable  in  such 
cases.  I  am  of  the  opinion  that  the  sum  of 
30,000  dols.  is  the  proper  reward  to  be  given  in 
this  case. 

There  is  one  additional  question  of  this  case  to 
be  disposed  of  which  has  bedn  raised  by  a  peti- 
tion, to  be  allowed  salvage  filed  in  the  oaose 
on  behali  of  the   steam  tug   Cydop$,  which  it 
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will  be  remembered  was  the  first  tn^  to  ap- 
proach the  Puritan  and  which  at  the  request  of 
the  master  of  the  ship  took  all  her  orew  on  board 
and  carried  them  to  New  York.  It  appears  that 
on  the  way  up  the  Gydops  stopped  at  the  Coast 
Wrecking  Company's  docks,  where  notice  of  the 
disaster  to  the  ship  was  left,  and  next  morning 
took  the  master  on  board  again  in  New  York  to 
carry  him  to  the  wreck.  But  on  reaching  Sandy 
Hook  the  ship  was  found  on  the  Horse  Shoe  in 
custody  of  the  salvors,  and  they  accordingly  re- 
turned. I  see  nothing  in  these  facts  to  entitle  the 
Cyclops  to  salvage  reward,  and  the  petition  filed 
in  her  behalf  must  be  dismissed. 

I  have  been  requested  to  apportion  the  sal- 
vage award  between  the  respective  salvors  upon 
the  evidence  as  it  stands,  and  I  accordingly 
do  so.  In  view  of  the  understanding  oome  to 
at  the  time  of  the  performance  of  the  service, 
I  am  of  the  opinion  that  the  tuss  should  share 
alike  equally  in  the  reward,  and  in  accordance 
with  precedent  I  give  them  one  half.  I  am 
also  of  opinion  that  the  two  masters  should 
share  alike ;  that  the  men  who  went  from  the  tugs 
on  board  the  wreck  should  receive  more  than  the 
other  seamen,  and  that  of  these  Hobart  should 
receive  the  greatest  sum,  as  he  in  some  sort  took 
the  responsibility  of  what  was  done  on  board  the 
wreck  after  he  boarded  it,  and  that  the  rate  of 
wages  affords  a  proper  criterion  by  which  to  deter- 
mine the  relative  proportions  of  the  men.  I  there- 
fore award 

Doll. 

To  the  owners  of  the  Jacob  Myers,  the  sam  of 7650 

„  the  eaptain,  Charles  W.  Brooks,  the  sum  of   ...  8000 
[The  aame  to  inolade  the  percentage  payable 
to  him  by  the  terms  of  the  contract  of  niring.] 

„  Thomas  WaldroD,  engineer  1350 

„  James  Bossell,  deck  hand 1050 

„  Frank  Boddy,  fireman    825 

„  Clement  Doty,  fireman  525 

„  Bobert  Stevenson 600 

I  award  to 

The  owners  of  the  Jacob  Gf.  ^eo/le   7500 

To  the  master  of  the  Neafie,  F.  H.  Cooley 3000 

„  Peter  C.  Brown,  engineer 1350 

„  Benjamin  K.  Hobart,  deck  hand 1150 

„  Frank  Van  Horen,  fireman  825 

„  Oscar  Pelton,  fireman 525 

„  Samuel  Bigge,  cook 600 

„  Frank  Weeterwelt  (a  boy  passenger  on  board 

for  a  pleasure  trip)  50 

For  libellants,  Benedict,  Taft,  and  Benedict 

For  the  Cyclopa,  Buhe,  Wilcox,  and  Hohhe, 

For  the  ship,  A.  F.  Smith  and  Sotidden  and 
Ccwten. 
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March  19,  20,  and  23, 1875. 

(Present :  The  Bight  Hons.  Sir  Baunes  Peacock, 
Sir  Montague  Smith,  Sir  B.  P.  Collier,  and 
Sir  H.  S.  Keating.) 

The  Ida. 

Damage  to  cargo — Bill  of  lading,  "quality  and 

quantity  unknown  " — Burden  of  proof 
A  kUl  of  lading,  stating  goods  to  have  been  shipped 


in  good  order  and  condition,  hut  indorsed  by  the 
master  with  the  words  **  quality  and  qtuintity 
unknowTt"  does  not  admit  as  against  the  ship' 
owner  that  the  goods  were  shipped  in  good  order 
and  condition. 

There  is  no  rule  of  law  by  which  the  consignees  of 
goods  under  a  bill  of  lading,  stating  goods  to 
have  been  shipped  in  good  order  and  condi' 
iion,  but  containing  the  words,  **  quantity  and 
quality  unknown^**  is  bound  to  show  that  the 
goods  were  shipped  in  good  order  and  condition, 
or  fail  in  his  suit  against  the  shipowner  for 
damage  done  to  the  cargo ;  but  failing  proof  of 
the  condition  of  the  cargo  when  shipped,  the  con- 
signee  is  bound  to  show  that  the  damage  which 
it  sustained  is  traceable  to  ca/usesfor  which  the 
shipowner  is  responsible. 

The  Prosperino  Palasso  {ante,  p.  158)  disapproved 
of 

This  was  an  appeal  from  a  decree  of  Sir  B.  J.Phil- 
limore,  the  learned  judge  of  the  High  Court  of 
Admiralty  of  England,  in  a  caase  instituted  under 
the  6th  section  of  the  Admiralty  Court  Act  1861, 
on  behalf  of  Messrs.  G.  Koenig  and  Company, 
merchants,  the  respondents,  against  the  vessel 
Ida,  her  tackle,  apparel,  and  furniture,  and  against 
the  appellant,  Griacomo  Gazzolo,  of  Genoa,  in  Italy, 
shipowner,  the  owner  of  the  Ida, 

In  their  petition  filed  in  the  court  belowi  the 
respondents  alleged  as  follows  : 

1.  The  Ida  is  a  vessel  of  which  no  owner  or  part  owner 
was,  at  the  time  of  the  institntion  of  this  canse,  domioiled 
in  England  and  Wales. 

2.  In  the  month  of  Feb.  1873,  Messrs.  E.  B.  Liddell  and 
Company,  of  Alexandria,  oaosed  to  be  shipped  6110 
ardebs  of  cotton  seed  on  board  the  said  vessel,  then 
lying  in  Port  Said,  Egypt ;  and  the  then  master  of  the 
said  vessel  received  and  accepted  the  same,  to  be  carried 
on  board  the  said  vessel  from  Port  Said  aforesaid  to  Hall, 
npon  the  terms  of  three  bills  of  lading,  by  the  said 
master,  dnly  signed  and  delivered  to  the  said  Messrs.  E. 
Liddell  and  Company  for  the  said  ootton  seed. 

3.  The  said  three  bills  of  lading,  being  in  form  exactly 
similar  to  one  another,  were  and  are,  so  far  as  is  material 
to  the  present  case,  in  the  words,  letters,  and  figores  fol- 
lowing, that  is  to  say : — 

"  Shipped  in  good  order  and  well  conditioned  by  E.  B. 
Liddell  and  Company,  Alexandria,  E^pt,  in  and  npon 
the  good  ship  called  the  Ida,  whereof  is  master  for  the 
present  voyage  Ambrozio  Chiapella,  and  now  riding  at 
anchor  in  the  port  of  Port  Said,  Egypt,  and  bonnd  for 
HnlL  6110  ardebs  ootton  seed,  being  marked  and  nam- 
berea  as  in  the  margin,  and  are  to  be  delivered  in  the  like 
good  order  and  weU  conditioned  at  the  aforesaid  port  of 
HnU  (the  act  of  6k>d,  the  Qaeen's  enemies,  fire,  and  all 
and  every  other  dangers  and  accidents  of  the  seas,  rivers, 
and  navigation  of  whatever  natare  and  kind  soever  save 
risk  of  boats  so  far  as  ships  are  liable  thereto  excepted), 
nnto  order,  or  to  assigns,  pacing  freight  for  the  said 
goods  at  the  rate  of  Ids.  (say  nineteen  shillinffs)  sterling 
in  fall  per  ton  of  20  cwt.  delivered,  with  lOZ.  gratnity. 
Other  conditions  as  per  charter-party,  dated  London,  4th 
Oct.  1872,  with  primage  and  average  aoonstomed. 

*'  In  witness  whereof  the  master  or  parser  of  the  said 
ship  hath  affirmed  to  three  bills  of  lading,  all  of  this 
tenor  and  date,  the  one  of  which  three  bills  being  accom- 
plished, the  other  two  to  stand  void. 

*<  Dated  in  Port  Said,  Egypt,  6th  Feb.  1873.  100  dun- 
nage mats.  Fifteen  working  days  remain  for  dis- 
charging." 

4.  The  persons  oonstitnting  the  firm  of  Messrs.  E.  B. 
Liddell  and  Company  are  identical  with  the  members  of 
the  plaintiifs'  firm. 

6.  The  said  vessel  sailed  on  her  voyage  to  Hall,  and 
dnly  arrived  there  on  or  abont  the  7th  May,  1878. 

6.  The  said  cotton  seed  was  not  delivered  to  the  plain- 
tiffs according  to  the  terms  of  the  said  bill  of  lading  in 
as  good  order  and  condition  as  it  was  when  shippea  on 
boMrd  the  said  vessel  at  Port  Said  aforesaid ;  but,  on  the 
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ooniamry,  the  same  wm  deliYered  to  the  plaintiffs  in  mnoh 
worte  order  and  condition,  and  g^^eatly  damaged. 

7.  Snoh  non-deliyer]^  as  aforesaid  to  the  plaintiffs  of 
the  said  cotton  seed  in  as  good  order  and  condition  as 
when  it  was  shipped,  was  not  occasioned  by  any  of  the 
perils  or  oanses  m  the  said  bills  of  ladiog  exceptea. 

8.  The  plaintiffs  i>aid  to  the  master  of  the  said  vessel 
the  fre^ht  and  gratnity  dne,  according  to  the  terms  of 
the  taid  bills  of  lading,  and  did  and  were  ready  to  do  all 
things  necessary  to  entitle  the  plaintiffs  to  have  the  said 
cotton  seed  delivered  to  them  in  as  good  order  and 
condition  as  it  was  in  when  shipped  at  Port  Said  as  afore- 
said. 

9.  Bv  reason  of  the  premises  the  plaintiffs  lost  a  great 
part  of  the  valne  of  the  said  cotton  seed,  and  were  pnt  to 

S9at  expense  in  and  abont  keeping,  warehousing,  and 
proving  the  condition  of  the  said  cotton  seed  and  in 
ana  about  having  the  same  surveyed. 

The  appellant  by  his  answer  denied  that  the  bill 
of  lading  was  so  far  as  material  in  the  words  and 
figures  set  forth  in  the  petition,  and  Grayed  leave 
to  refer  to  the  said  bill  of  lading  when  prodnced. 

He  farther  denied  the  troth  of  the  4tD,  6bh,  7th, 
and  9th  articles  of  the  petition,  and  alleged  that 
the  deterioration  and  damage,  if  any,  to  the  cotton 
seed  in  the  petition  mentioned  were  occasioned  by 
the  character  and  qnality  of  the  cotton  seed  when 
shipped  on  board  the  Ida  and  by  the  inherent 
qualities  of  the  said  cotton  seed,  and  by  the  dan- 
gers and  accidents  of  the  seas,  rivers,  and  naviga* 
tion,  or  by  some  or  one  of  such  caases,  and  not  i>y 
any  breach  of  contract  on  the  part  of  the  defen- 
dant. 

The  respondents  filed  a  reply  and  conclnsion,  by 
which  they  denied  generally  the  truth  of  the  alle- 
gations contained  in  the  answer,  and  prayed  that 
the  pleadings  might  be  concluded. 

The  bill  of  lading,  when  produced,  was  found  to 
contain  the  words,  ignoro  qualita  h  quaniita. 

It  will  foe  observed  that  the  respondents  did  not 
in  their  petition  or  reply  make  any  charge  of  negli- 
gence against  the  appellant,  but  at  the  hearing 
they  endeavoured  to  make  out  that  the  damage  to 
the  cargo  had  been  occasioned  by  the  Ida  having 
been  improperly  ballasted  with  sand  ballast,  and 
to  her  not  having  been  properly  dnnnaged.  Their 
contention  was  that  the  sand  had  l^n  put  on 
board  wet,  or  that  it  had  got  wet  in  the  course  d! 
the  voyage,  and  that  the  natural  heat  of  the  cargo 
had  drawn  up  the  moisture  into  the  cargo,  and  so 
occasioned  the  damage.  The  effect  of  their  evi- 
dence on  this  point  will  be  found  fully  stated  in 
the  judgment. 

The  only  evidence  attempted  to  be  given  as  to 
the  condition  of  the  cargo  when  shipped  was,  that 
of  one  of  the  respondents,  Mr.  E.  B.  Liddell,  who 
said  he  saw  samples  of  the  cargo. 

It  appeared,  however,  that  Mr.  Liddell,  at  the 
time  of  shipment,  was  at  Alexandria,  which  is  120 
miles  from  Port  Said,  where  the  cargo  was  shipped, 
and  no  evidence  whatever  was  given  to  verify  the 
alleged  samples. 

On  the  part  of  the  appellant  it  was  contended 
that  the  ship  was  properly  dunnaged,  and  it  was 
proved  that  the  said  ballast  was  dry  desert  sand, 
put  on  board  in  a  perfectly  dry  state,  and  that  it 
never  had  before,  or  whilst  on  board  the  Ida,  been 
wetted,  and  they  proved  that  of  the  cargoes  of 
cotton  seed  arriviog  in  this  country  from  Fort 
Said  in  the  spring  of  1873,  a  very  large  and  unusual 
number  arrived  heated  to  a  very  extraordinary  ex- 
tent, and  they  gave  evidence  to  prove  that  the 
Ida* 8  cargo  had  been  shipped  imperfectly  dried,  or 
matured,  or,  as  it  is  technically  termed,  "  green." 


Thev  further  proved  that  cotton  seed,  however 
well  dried,  is  an  article  very  liable  to  become 
heated  even  in  a  warehouse,  and  especially  in  the 
hold  of  a  ship;  and  that  whereas  the  ordinary 
length  of  voyage  for  a  sailing  ship  from  Port  Said 
to  England  is  about  forty  days,  the  Ida^  owing  to 
tempestuous  weather  and  foul  winds,  was  about 
ninety  days  on  her  voyage.  The  few  tons  of  seed 
which  were  sea  damaged  were  in  the  sides  of  the 
ship  where  she  had  strained  in  heavy  weather,  and 
not  from  the  bottom  of  the  hold,  where  it  was 
alleged  that  she  was  insufficiently  dunnaged,  and 
where  the  sand  ballast  had  been  placed. 

The  appellants  gave  evidence  to  show  that  the 
ship  was  permanently  dunnaged  from  the  kelson  to 
each  of  her  bilges,  but  there  was  a  oonflict  as  to 
whether  the  planking  called  by  the  appellant  per- 
manent dunnaffe,  was  so  or  not.  The  learned 
judge  made  a  decree  by  which  he  pronounoed  for 
the  damage  proceeded  for,  and  condemned  the 
defendant  and  his  bail  therein  and  in  costs,  and 
referred  the  question  as  to  the  amount  of  damage 
to  the  registrar :  (see  (mte,  p.  518.) 

It  is  from  such  decree  that  this  appeal  was 
brought,  and  it  was  submitted  that  the  decree 
appealed  from  ought  to  be  reversed,  for  the 
following  amongst  other  reasons : 

1.  Because  upon  the  bill  of  lading,  signed  by 
the  master  of  the  Ida,  the  burthen  of  proving 
that  the  cotton  seed  was  in  good  order  and 
condition  when  shipped,  lay  n^on  the  respon- 
dents, and  they  did  not  discharge  such  burthen  of 
proof. 

2.  Because  the  appellant  proved  that  the  ship 
was  properly  dunnaged  and  ballasted. 

3.  Because  the  evidence  negatived  every  oanse 
of  damage  other  than  those  suggested  by  the  ap- 
pellant, viz.,  the  character  and  quality  of  the  eotton 
seed  when  shipped,  the  inherent  qualities  of  the 
said  seed,  and  the  dangers  and  accidents  of  the 
seas,  rivers,  and  navigation. 

4.  Because  the  respondents  fail  to  prove  any 
negligence  on  the  part  of  the  appellant,  either  by 
ballasting  the  ship  with  sand,  or  in  not  properly 
dunnaging  her. 

5.  Because  the  respondents  failed  to  prove  that 
the  heated  and  damaged  condition  of  the  cargo 
was  in  any  way  caused  by,  or  connected  with,  the 
sand  ballast,  or  any  insumoienoy  in  the  dunnage. 

6.  Because  the  appellant  proved  that  the  heating 
of  the  cotton  seed  was  occasioned  by  its  not  having 
been  matured  when  shipped. 

Mc^ck  19  and  20.— Jfiit^ari,  Q.C.and  E.O.Glark' 
son,  for  the  appellants. — As  the  bill  of  lading  in  this 
case  contains  words  meaning  "quantity  and  quality 
unknown,"  and  indorsed  thereon  by  the  master, 
there  is  no  admission  by  the  master  that  the  cargo 
was  shipped  in  good  condition.  The  duty  of  show- 
ing that  It  was  so  shipped  lies  upon  the  plaintifiEs, 
and  before  they  can  recover  they  must  give  affirm- 
ative evidence  that  the  cargo  was  sound  when 
shipped.  In  The  Prosperino  Palasso  (29  L.  T.  Rep. 
N.  S.  622 ;  2  Asp.  Mar.  Law  Cas.  158),  it  was  ruled 
that  a  plaintiff  in  a  cause  of  damage  to  cargo  must 
give  evidence  of  the  sound  condition  of  the  cargo 
when  shipped  before  he  can  call  upon  the  defen- 
dants to  show  that  the  damage  was  caused  by  any 
excepted  peril  and  not  by  their  negligenoe.  In 
the  present  case  there  was  no  evidence  whatever 
as  to  the  condition  of  the  cargo  when  shipped, 
save  that  of  a  person  who  was  not  at  the  plaoa  of 
shipment,  and  only  saw  samples  afterwards.    [Sir 
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B.  P.  CoLLiEiL— Wonid  it  not  be  suffioient  for  the 
plaintifEs  to  show  that  the  damap;e  was  oooasioned 
by  some  default  on  the  part  of  the  shipowner  for 
which  he  was  reasonable  P  ]  We  sabmit  not ;  bat 
even  if  it  were  so,  the  respondents  have  wholly 
failed  to  prove  any  default  on  the  appellents'  part. 
They  omit  to  oall  the  persons  who  actually  shipped 
the  goods,  and  have  given  no  proof  of  damage 
except  of  such  as  might  be  fairly  attributable  to 
perils  of  the  sea :  thoir  theory  that  the  stowage 
was  defective  has  wholly  failed,  The  appellaats' 
case  is,  that  the  cargo  was  shipped  iu  bad  coudi- 
tioo,  and  became  .heated  and  damaged  in  oonse- 
qaence,  and  that  the  ship  was  properly  dunnaged 
and  ballasted,  and  that  such  sea  damage  as  the 
cargo  received  resulted  from  the  extraordinarily 
bad  weather  the  ship  encountered,  and,  conse- 
qaently,  from  an  excepted  peril. 

BuU,  Q.C.  aod  Cohen,  Q.U.,  for  the  respondents, 
—There  is  no  such  duty  upon  plaintiffs  in  a  cause 
of  this  description  as  is  laid  down  in  The  Prosper" 
ino  Palasso  (ubi  eup.).  No  doubt  there  is  no  ad- 
miBsion  on  the  face  of  the  bill  of  lading  of  the  ooudi- 
tion  of  the  cargo  when  shipped.  But  the  plaintiffs 
must  show  some  negligence  on  the  part  of  the 
shipowner  before  they  are  entitled  to  recover,  but 
there  is  no  necessity  to  show  the  condition  ot  the 
cargo  at  the  time  of  shipment.  We  sabmit  that 
the  respondents  have  satisfied  the  onus  upon  them 
by  showing  the  defective  nature  of  the  ship's  dun- 
nage, and  if  the  damage  done  to  the  cargo  can  be 
attributed  to  this  cause,  the  court  should  presume 
that  the  cargo  has  been  shipped  in  good  condition, 
and  then  the  shipowner  will  be  responsible  for  the 
injury  done.  Tbe  appellants',  witnesses  alleged 
that  the  ship  was  permanency  dunnaged;  this 
turns  out  to  be  wholly  untrue,  and,  consequently 
we  ask  the  court  to  discredit  the  other  part  of 
their  case,  which  sets  up  that  the  sand  ballast  was 
in  good  condition  and  was  properly  laid  for  the 
cargo.  It  was  positively  shown  that  there  was  no 
damage  by  sea  water,  and  as  this  damage  was  done 
to  the  cargo  in  the  bottom  of  the  hold,  this  in  itself 
is  enough  to  show  the  defective  dunnage.  The 
damp  produced  by  the  sea  water  would  be  absorbed 
by  the  cargo,  and  this  was  the  occasion  of  the 
damage. 

Mxkoard,  Q.O.,  in  reply. 

March  23. — ^The  judgment  of  the  court  was  de- 
livered by 

Sir  H.  8.  KiATiNO.— This  was  a  suit  brought 
by  the  shipper  of  the  car^o  against  the  shipowner 
to  recover  aamaKes  sustained  by  the  cargo  in  con- 
sequence, as  it  was  alleged,  of  improper  stowage. 
The  cargo  consisted  oi  some  700  tons  of  cotton 
seed,  loaded  in  bulk  on  board  the  ship  Ida  at  Port 
Said,  in  Egypt,  to  be  delivered  at  Hull.  The  Ida 
left  Port  Said  on  the  7th  Feb.  1873,  and  arrived 
at  Hull  in  May,  after  a  passage  of  nearly  twice  the 
usual  length,  in  consequence  of  adverse  winds  and 
stormy  weather.  On  the  unloading  of  the  cargo 
it  was  unquestionably  in  a  very  damaged  condi- 
tion ;  a  great  part  of  it  had  heated  so  much  that 
it  had  become  almost  charred,  while  a  compara- 
tively small  portion,  some  forty  or  fifty  tons,  was 
found  in  a  tolerably  sound  condition.  The  case  of 
the  plaintiffs  was,  that  this  cargo  was  shipped  in 
a  dry  and  good  condition  at  Port  Said,  and  that 
it  had  become  damaged  through  improper  stow- 
age. The  case  of  the  defendants  was,  that  the 
cargo  had  been  shipped  in  a  green  state,  and  had 
become  heated  in  consequence^  and  that  the  heat 


had  been  increased  by  the  unusual  length  of  the 
voyage. 

The  case  was  heard  before  the  learned  judge  of 
the  Admiralty  Court,  who  found  generally  for 
the  plaintiffs,  directing  the  usual  inquiry  as  to 
damages.  From  this  judgment  the  defendants 
have  appealed.  Undoubtedly,  the  question  is  one 
of  fact,  and  their  Lordships  are  always  slow  to  re- 
verse the  judgment  of  the  court  below  upon  a 
pure  question  of  fact,  when  that  court  has  had  the 
advantage,  which  they  have  not,^f  hearing  and 
seeing  the  witnesses,  unless  they  come  to  a  very 
clear  conclusion  that  the  judgment  was  wrong. 

It  has  been  contended,  firstly,  on  the  part  of 
the  appellants,  that  the  learned  judge  was  wrong 
in  holaing:,  as  he  did,  that  the  plaintiffs  had  given 
primd/acis  evidence  that  the  cargo  was  in  good 
condition  at  the  time  of  its  being  shipped— evi- 
dence  calling  upon  the  defendants  to  rebut  it. 
This  was  obviously  a  cardinal  question   in  the 
cause,  and  this  finding  may  be  considered  as,  in  a 
great  degree,  the  foundation  of  the  judgment.  The 
bill  of  lading  throws  no  litrht  upon  the  question, 
the  master  having  written  across  it,  "ignoroqualita 
e  qr*antita"  thereby  preventing  its  constituting 
any  admission  by  him  of  the  state  of  the  cargo,  as 
was  rightly  held  by  the  learned  judge.   It  appears 
that  the  cargo  was  shipped  by  a  Mr.  Miami  and 
his  clerk  at  Port  Said,  who  acted  there  as  the  fac- 
tors of  the  plaintiffs,  who  have  two  houses,  one  in 
London,  the  other  at  Alexandria.    Mr.  Miami  and 
his  clerk  are  described  by  the  captain  as  having 
superintended  the  lading  of  the  cargo,  and  having 
been  constantly  on  board  the  vessel,  and  they 
must,  of  course,  have  been  perfectly  well  acquainted 
with  the  quality  of  the  cargo.    Neither  Mr.  Miami 
nor  his  clerk,  nor  any  witness  from  Port  Said,  was 
called  by  the  plaintiffs,  or  examined  by  them  on 
interrogatories;  but  for  the  purpose  of  proving 
the  condition  of  the  cargo  they  call  Mr.  Liddel), 
who  is  partner  in  the  plaintiffs'  firm,  and  at  the 
time  of  the  shipment  of  the  cargo  was  residing  in 
Alexandria,  a  distance  of  125  miles   from  Port 
Said,  and  who  had  never  seen  the  ship  or  the 
cargo.    This  gentleman,  in  answer  to  a  leadina: 
question  put  to  him  by  the  counsel  for  the  plain- 
tiffs, says  that,  as  far  as  he  knows,  the  cargo  when 
shipped  was  in  good  condition.    It  appears,  how- 
ever, that  his  means  of  knowledge  consisted  simply 
in  his  having  been  supplied,  as  he  so^s,  with  sam- 
ples of  the  cargo  from  Port  Said,  which  samples 
he  does  not  produce,  saying  that  they  had  been 
destroyed;  but  he  does  not  show,  as  indeed  he 
could  not,  that  he  had  examined  these  samples 
with  the  bulk,  nor  is  any  person  called  who  did 
examine  them  with  the  bulk,  nor  is  any  evidence 
whatever  given  that  the  samples  which  this  gen- 
tleman alleges  that  he  saw,  and  on  which  he 
founded  his  opinion,  whatever  it  may  be  worth, 
did  fairly  represent  the  cargo  which  was  shipped. 
The  learned  judge  seems  to  have  been  under  some 
little  misapprehension  with  respect  to  the  evidence 
of  this  witness,  for  the  learned  judge  observed : 
"  He  said,  in  answer  to  a  qaestion  whether  the 
cargo  was  shipped  in  good  condition,  it  was  ;  and 
he  gave  as  his  reason  for  it,  that  he  knew  it  was 
from  the  samples  which  he  had  seen  of  it  at  Port 
Said."    The  learned  judge  would  appear  to  be 
under  the  impression  that  the  witness  was  at  Port 
Said  for  some  time  during  the  loading  of  the 
vessel.    That,  undoubtedly,  was  an  erroneous  im- 
pression, the  witness  not  having  been  nearer,  as 
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far  as  we  know,  than  Alexandria.  The  learned 
jndge  held  upon  this  that  primd  facie  evidence 
was  giyen  that  the  seed  was  shipped  in  proper 
condition,  subject,  of  course,  to  be  rebutted  by  the 
evidence  of  the  other  side. 

Their  Lordships  have  come  to  the  conclusion 
that  the  learned  jud^e  was  wrong  in  holding  that 
this  was  primd  facie  evidence  of  the  seed  being 
shipped  in  good  condition.  They  are  of  opinion 
that  no  evidence  whatever  was  given  upon  this 
subject. 

Their  Lordships  collect  from  the  report  of  a 
case  which  has  been  laid  before  them,  The  ProS' 
perino  Palasso  (29  L.  T.  Eep.  N.  S.  622 ;  2  Asp. 
Mar.  Law  Cas.  158),  that,  if  the  learned  judge  had 
come  to  the  conclusion  which  their  Lordships  have 
that  no  evidence  had  been  given  by  the  plaintiffs 
of  the  condition  of  the  cargo  when  shipped, 'he 
would  have  found  for  the  defendants.  Their  Lord- 
ships cannot,  indeed,  suppose  that  the  learned 
judge  intended  to  lay  down,  as  the  marginal  note 
to  that  case  represents  him,  that  there  is  a  rule  of 
law  which  requires  that  a  plaintiff  in  such  a  case 
as  this  must  show,  in  the  first  instance,  that  the 
goods  were  shipped  in  good  order  and  condition, 
or  fail  in  his  suit.    Undoubtedly  there  is  no  such 
rule  of  law.    But  their  Lordships  thiuk  that  in 
this  case,  considering  that  the  plaintiffs  must  have 
known  how  material  it  was  to  prove  the  condition 
of  the  cargo,  that  they  abstained  from  calling  wit- 
nesses who  knew  its  condition  and  called  a  wit- 
ness who  was  ignorant   of   it,  when  further  it 
appears,    from    evidence    uncontradicted,  that  a 
great  number  of  cargoes  arrived  at  this  time  in  a 
heated  and  damaged  condition  from  Port  Said,  and 
that  this  would  seem  to  have  been  a  bad  season  for 
seed,  their  Lordships  think  it  not  too  much  to  say 
that  there  appears  a  good  deal  of  reason  to  suspect 
that  this  seed  was  in  a  condition  at  the  time  of 
its  being  shipped  which  would  account  for  its  ap- 

Eearance  when  unloaded ;  and  that  the  plaintiffs, 
aving  failed  to  show  its  condition  on  loading, 
were  bound  to  give  very  clear  and  cogent  evidence 
that  the  damage  which  it  sustained  was  traceable 
to  causes  for  which  the  shipowner  was  responsible. 
The  plaintiffs  have  endeavoured  to  prove  this  in 
the  following  manner :  They  put  forward  a  theory 
by  their  witnesses  which  seems  to  have  been 
adopted  by  the  learned  judge  to  this  effect,  viz., 
that  sand  ballast  was  used  in  this  vessel,  which  is 
improper,  inasmuch  as  it  is  liable  to  get  wet  and 
to  communicate  wet  to  the  cargo ;  that  there  was 
no  sufficient  dunnage  between  the  sand  and  the 
cargo ;  that  the  sand  wetted  the  lower  portion  of 
the  cargo ;  that  that  wet  spread  to  other  portions 
of  it,  wnereby  the  bulk  became  wet  and  heated , 
and  all  the  damage  ensued.  This  appeared  to  be, 
as  far  as  their  Lordships  are  able  to  understand 
it,  the  original  view  of  the  case  put  forward  by  the 

f>laintiffs.  It  is  now,  indeed,  suggested  by  their 
earned  counsel  that  this  may  not  be  quite  the 
accurate  view  ;  that  it  may  be  that  the  cargo  did 
of  itself  heat  to  some  extent,  being  somewhat 
damp ;  that  the  sand  below  may  not  have  been 
completely  wet,  and  may  not  have  communicated 
its  wetness  to  the  cargo  to  any  great  extent  by 
contact ;  but  that,  the  cargo  having  heated,  the 
heat  of  the  cargo  would  dry  up  the  moisture  from 
the  sand  and,  thereby  the  damage  which  the  cargo 
would  otherwise  sustain  by  its  heating  would  be 
increased.  Their  Lordships  have  to  observe  upon 
this,  that  this  view  would  appear  to  open  a  new 


subject  of  inquiry  which  has  not  been  oonsidered 
by  the  learned  judge,  namely,  assuming  some 
damage  to  have  resulted  from  the  defective^  state 
of  the  cargo  when  shipped,  and  some  additional 
damage  from  the  wetness  of  the  sand,  how  maoh 
of  the  damage  was  due  to  the  one  cause  and  bow 
much  to  the  other.  Their  Lordships  have  no  ma- 
terials whatever  for  deciding  such  a  question ;  and 
if  there  are  no  such  materials  it  is  entirely  Uie 
fault  of  the  plaintiffs,  inasmuch  as  they  have 
given  no  evidence  of  the  state  of  the  cargo  whea  it 
was  shipped. 

£ut  both  these  hypothesis  assume  that  the  sand 
was  more  or  less  wet,  and  whether  it  was  so  or  not 
becomes   a  very  important  question,  which  it  is 
necessary  to   determine.    It  seems  that  at   the 
bottom  of  the  ship  on  each  side  of  the  keelson» 
which  is  in  itself  some  17in.  wide,  a  plankins  ex- 
tends to  about  2ft.  6in.,  making  a  kind  of  deck  of 
rather  more  than  6fb.  wide,  and  this  deck  is  about 
2ft.  6in.  from  the  very  bottom  or  lowest  skin  of 
the  vessel,  and  that  under  it  there  is  what  is  called 
a  watercourse ;  that  is  to  say,  the  water  courses 
freely  backwards  and  forwards  from  stem  to  stem 
under  this  deck.     Some  of  the  witnesses  for  the 
defendant  called  this  permanent   dunnage;    the 
witnessess  for  the  plaintiff  denied  that  it  was  per- 
manent dunnage,  alleging  that  in  order  to  oonstitate 
permanent  dunnage  it  ought  to  have  extended 
further  towards  the  bilges  of  the  vessel.   It  would 
appear  that  permanent  dunnage  is  often  found  in 
steamers,  but  rarely,  if  ever,  in  merchant  vessels, 
and  that  in  English  merchant  vessels  no  approach 
to  permanent  dunnage  is  usually  to  be  found.  The 
Ida  is  an  Italian  vessel,  and  undoubtedly  this 
plankine  of  6ft.  and  upwards  is  in  the  nature  of 
permanent  dunnage,  and,  as  far  as  it  goes,  is  an 
advantage.    Above  this  planking,  by  the  aooonnt 
of  both  sides,  there  was  a  layer  of  sand  some  lOin. 
or  15in.  thick  ;  above  that  sand  there  was,  accord- 
ing to  the  evidence  of  the  plaintiffs,  only  one  layer 
of  matting  between  it  and  the  cargo;  according  to 
the  evidence  of  the  defendants,  there  was  between 
the  sand  and  the  cargo  dunnage  in  the  shape  of 
timber  throughout  the  vessel,  and  in  the  middle 
of  the  vessel  some  five  or  six  layera  of  matting 
besides.     On  this  question  there  is  undoubtedly  a 
conflict  of  evidence ;  but  it  does  not  appear  to  their 
Lordships,  in  the  view  which  they  take  of  the  case, 
to  be  necessary  to  decide  on  which  side  the  evi- 
dence on  this  question  preponderates.    It  may  be 
taken  that  there  was  between  the  sand  and  the 
cargo  at  least  one  layer  of  matting. 

[Their  Lordships  here  minutely  examined  the 
evidence  as  to  the  sand  put  on  board  being  sea 
sand  or  dry  desert  sand,  and  as  to  its  having  got 
wet  during  the  voyage  and  having  communicated 
the  wetness  to  the  cargo,  and  concluded  that  it 
was  dry  desert  sand,  and  that  it  had  not  been 
wetted  in  the  course  of  the  voyage.] 

Their  Lordships  have,  therefore,  come  to  the 
conclusion  that  the  plaintiffs  have  not  made  out 
their  case  that  the  cargo  suffered  any  dainage  in 
consequence  of  the  wetness  of  the  sand,  or  in  con- 
sequence of  improper  stowage. 

Upon  the  hypothesis  that  the  cargo  was  origi- 
nally stored  in  a  green  condition,  its  state  on  arrival 
is  accounted  for  simply  and  naturally  without 
having  recourse  to  ingenious  and  far  fetched 
theories.  If  the  cargo  was  in  a  green  stale,  as 
several  other  cargoes  appear  to  have  been  which 
1  were  shipped  about  the  same  time  from  the  same 
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port,  it  would  naturally  heat  The  heating  would 
he  where  it  is  represented  to  be,  prinoipally  in  the 
middle  where  the  greatest  bulk  was  oollooted, 
especially  after  a  long  voyage.  The  very  top  of 
the  cargo  is  represented  as  being  to  some  extent 
wet  and  mildewy.  That  would  naturally  result 
from  the  steam  rising  and  becoming  precipitated 
into  water  by  the  coldness  of  the  deck.  Some 
portions  of  the  cargo,  comparatively  small,  about 
the  extent  of  which  the  witnesses  did  not  quite 
agree,  but  which  portions  are  put  at  the  highest  as 
between  six  and  seven  tons  lying  immediately  on 
the  sides  of  the  vessel,  appear  toliave  been  wetted 
by  salt  water.  They  stuck  to  the  sides,  they  ore- 
sented  all  the  appearance  of  having  been  wetted  by 
Bait  water,  and  they  are  what  the  witnesses  called 
sea  damaged.  But  these  portions  of  the  cargo 
were  not  immediately  above  the  sand  where  tbe 
wettest  part  of  the  cargo  might  be  expected  to  be 
found  if  the  wet  had  been  originally  derived  from 
the  sand,  but  upon  the  sides  of  the  vessel,  and  with 
respect  to  this  there  is  no  serious  conflict  of  evi- 
dence. It  may  be  here  observed  that  the  learned 
judge  appears  to  have  fallen  into  some  misappre- 
hension upon  this  subject,  for  he  treats  the  portion 
of  the  cargo  actually  sea  damaged  as  that  which 
was  at  the  bottom  of  the  cargo  and  in  contact  with 
the  sand.  If  that  had  been  so,  the  case  might 
have  presented  a  somewhat  different  aspect ;  out 
from  the  evidence  of  several  of  the  witnesses,  more 
especially  of  Mr.  Bee,  the  witness  for  the  plaintiff, 
it  18  manifest  that  that  is  not  so.  Bee  gives  very 
distinct  evidence  upon  this  subject.  He  says  some 
of  the  seed  was  wet  and  it  was  wet  at  the  sides, 
and  he  subsequently  represents  the  wet  part  as 
going  all  up  tbe  sides  and  to  a  certain  extent  ad- 
hering to  the  sides ;  and  he  says  they  cleared  that 
away  and  took  it  out  into  baskets.  The  learned 
judge  appears  to  have  been  misled  by  an  expres- 
sion which  fell  from  one  of  the  witnesses,  Watson, 
who  looked  down  into  the  hold  of  the  vessel  when 
the  unloading  was  nearly  completed,  and  speaks  of 
seeing  some  six  or  seven  tons  lying  at  the  bottom 
of  the  vessel  which  he  supposes  to  have  been  there 
originally ;  but  this  was  clearly  a  mistake,  as  ap- 
pears from  the  evidence  of  Bee  and  of  several  other 
witnesses,  and  in  fact  from  all  the  evidence  on  both 
sides.  The  damage  to  this  small  portion  of  the 
cargo  is  ascribed:  by  the  witnesses  on  both  sides  to 
small  leaks  which  the  ship  had  sprung  when 
Btraining  in  heavy  weather,  and  is  not  a  descrip- 
tion of  damage  for  which  the  shipowner  would  be 
liable. 

Under  these  circumstances,  their  Lordships 
have  come  clearly  to  the  conclusion  that  the  plain- 
tiffs have  failed  to  make  out  their  case.  The^ 
have  failed  to  launch  their  case  by  primd,  facie 
evidence  of  the  condition  of  the  cargo,  and  thev 
have  certainly  not  adduced  any  evidence  at  all 
conclusive,  or  even  cogent,  for  the  purpose  of 
showing  that  the  damage  which  the  cargo  sus- 
tained on  the  voyage  was  due  to  the  fault  of  the 
shipowner. 

Under  these  circumstances,  their  Lordships  will 
humbly  advise  her  Majesty  that  the  iudgment  of 
the  court  below  be  reversed,  and  the  appellants 
must  have  the  costs  in  the  court  below  and  in  this 
appeal. 

Solicitor  for  the  appellants,  Thomas  Oooper. 

Solicitors  for  tbe  respondents^  Eollams,  Son, 
and  Ooward, 
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(Present :  The  Eight  Hons.  Sir  J.  W.  Colvilb,  Sir 
Baknes  Peacock,  Sir  Montague  E.  Smith,  and 
SirB.  P.  CoLLiEE.) 

MlEDBRODT  V,  FlTZSIMON. 

The  Eneboie. 

Breach  of  contract  of  carriage  of  goods — Ohartet' 
party— Bill  of  lading  —  Detention  of  cargo  hy 
master — Lien'^Freightand  general  aifemge,  when 
due — Demurrage — Merchant  Shipping  Act  Amend' 
meni  Act  1862  (25  ^26  Vict,  c.  63), ««.  67,  et  seq,^ 
Landing  and  warehousing  goods — Stop  order  for 
excessive  amount'^Duty  and  liabUiiy  of  mastf^r. 

Where,  hv  a  charter-party  and  hill  of  lading,  freight 
w  **  to  oe  paid  on  unloading  and  right  delivery  of 
the  cargo,**  the  master  having  a  lien  by  common 
law  for  freight  and  general  average,  and  a  lien 
hy  contract  for  demurrage,  the  payment  of  the 
freight  and  the  delivery  of  the  goods  are  concur* 
rent  acts  in  which  all  that  is  required  from  the 
owner  of  the  ca/rgo  is  readiness  and  willingness 
to  pay  at  the  tvm^  of  delivery ;  and  before  paying 
any  swnfor  general  average,  the  owner  of  cargo 
is  entitled  to  be  satisfied  that  the  a/mount  claimed 
is  the  result  of  a  proper  adjustment ;  and  if  the 
owner  of  cargo  on  arrival  of  the  ship  in  port,  and 
beforedischarge^  refuses  to  pay  the  amount  clai/med 
for  freight  and  general  average  before  the  amount 
due  is  finally  ascertained,  but  offers  to  pay  a 
large  proportion  of  the  freight,  and,  there  being 
no  doubt  as  to  his  solvency,  to  sign  an  average 
bond  for  the  payment  of  the  general  when  ascet' 
tained,  but  the  master,  nevertheless,  insists  upon 
retaining  the  cargo  on  board  ship  until  his  lien 
forfreignt  and  general  average  is  satisfied,  deten- 
tion  by  the  master  is  not  wrongful,  btU  quaere,  ccvn 
he  impute  the  delay  in  the  discharge  to  the  owner 
of  cargo  or  claim  for  demurrage  on  that  ground  ? 

To  justify  the  master  of  a  ship  in  landing  or 
warehousing  a  cargo  under  the  Merchant 
Shipping  Act  Amendment  Act  1862  (25  ^  26 
Vict.  c.  63),  8.  67,  by  which  it  is  enacted 
thai  where  the  owner  of  goods  imported  '*  fails 
to  land  and  take  delivery  thereof,  and  to 
proceed  therewith  with  all  convenient  speed  "  by 
the  time  named  in  the  charter-parly,  j^c,  "  the 
shipowner  may  land  and  unship  the  said  goods  ** 
and  warehouse  them,  U  is  not  necessary  that  the 
failure  of  the  owner  of  cargo  should  be  a  **  wilful 
default "  in  landing,  Sfc,  but  the  master  is  at 
liberty  to  land  the  goods  whenever  the  delivery  of 
them  to  the  owner  within  the  proper  time  has  been 
prevented  by  circumstances,  whether  the  latter  is 
or  is  not  to  blame. 

The  provisions  of  the  Merchant  Shipping  Act 
Amendment  Act  1862  (««.  67  and  68),giving  power 
to  a  master  to  land  and  warehouse  a  cargo,  and 
give  notice  c^  his  lien  to  the  warehouseman,  enable 
the  master  to  retain  his  lien,  but  do  not  extend  U 
to  charges  not  due  at  the  time  of  landing,  and  if 
the  master  wilfully,  and  for  the  purpose  of  eas- 
acting  from  the  ca/rgo  owner  charges  for  which 
he  has  no  Uen,  places  upon  the  goods  a  stop  order 
for  an  excessive  amount,  which  the  cargo  owner  is 
compelled  to  pay  before  he  can  obtain  his  goods, 
the  landing  and  detention  of  the  goods  for  that 
amount  is  a  wrongful  act,  for  which  the  ounier  of 
cargo  may  recover. 

Where  a  master  lands  and  warehouses  goods  under 
the  Merchant  Shipping  Act  Amendment  Act  1862, 
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a/nd,  to  preterve  hia  lien  for  freight  and  general 

average,  places   on  them  a  ntov  order  for  the 

amownU  claimed^  and  one  of  those  amounts  is 

paid  by  the  cargo  owner,  it  becomes  the  duty  of 

the  master  to  reduce  the  stop  order  to  the  amount 

for  which  he  can  after  such  payment  reasonably 

claim  a  lien,  and  his  refusal  to  do  so  amounts  to 

a  wrongful  detention  of  the  cargo, 

Semble,  that  a  master  is  not  liable  merely  because 

he  lands  and  warehouses  goods  under  a  stop  order 

for  a  sum  in  excess  of  the  amount  due  to  him  if 

he  bond  fide  claims  a  lien  for  that  swm. 

This  was  an  appeal  from  a  decree  of  the  Court  of 

Appeal  in  Chancery  in  Ireland,  reversing  a  decree 

of  the  High  Court  of  Admiralty  of  Ireland. 

The  oaase  wad  instituted  in  the  High  Court  of 
Admiralty  in  Ireland,  under  the  37th  section  of 
the  Admiralty  Court  (Ireland)  Act  1867  (30  &  31 
Yiot.  c.  114),  hy  James  Charles  Fitzsimon,  mer- 
chant, of  Dublin,  in  rem,  against  the  ship  Energie, 
to  recover  damages  for  breach  of  contract  in  re- 
spect of  the  non-delivery  of  certain  goods  belonging 
to  the  respondent  (plaintiff),  and  carried  into  the 
port  of  Dublin  in  the  Energie,  An  appearance 
was  entered  in  the  cause  by  Wilhelm  Gustav 
Miedbrodt,  the  master  of  the  E'tiergie, 

The  respondent's  (plaintiflTs)  petition  in  the  High 
Court,  alleged  that  on  the  8th  Oct.  1872,  a  charter- 
party  was  entered  into  between  the  owner  of  the 
Energie  and  one  H.  W.  Flaw,  as  agent  for  Joseph 
Dowson  and  Co.,  of  London,  by  which  charter-party 
it  was  agreed  that  the  said  ship  should  load  at 
Memel  a  full  and  complete  cargo  of  fir  timber,  and 
should  carry  the  same  to  Dublin  ^nd  there  deliver 
on  being  paid  freight  at  the  rate  of  12.  per  load  of 
fifty  cubic  feet,  calliper  measure,  the  usual  perils 
excepted,  the  freight  to  be  paid  on  unloading  and 
right  delivery  of  the  cargo,  the  cargo  to. be  received 
at  the  port  of  discharge  in  fourteen  running  days, 
and  if  she  were  longer  detained  through  any  act  of 
the  reoeiyers,  the  captain  to  be  paid  61.  a  day  de- 
murrage for  each  and  every  day  the  vessel  was 
detained  over  and  above  the  stipalated  laying  days, 
the  captain  to  have  an  absolute  lien  on  cargo  for 
all  freight  and  demurrage.  That  the  cargo  was 
duly  shipped  by  the  said  H.  W.  Plaw  at  Memel, 
and  the  master  signed  a  bill  of  lading  for  the  same, 
whereby  he  undertook  to  deliver  the  same  at  the 
port  of  Dublin  (the  usual  perils  excepted),  unto 
order  or  assigns,  the  freight  to  be  paid  for  the  said 
goods  and  other  conditions  as  per  charter-party. 
That  the  said  H.  W.  Plaw  duly  indorsed  the  said 
bill  of  lading  to  the  plaintiff,  to  whom  the  pro- 
perty in  the  said  cargo  thereby  passed ;  and  that 
the  plaintiff  then  was  and  continued  to  be  the  owner 
of  the  said  cargo.  That  the  Erurgie  having  sustained 
some  damage  dnrincir  her  voyage  with  the  said 
cargo  from  Memel  to  Dublin,  the  master  was  obliged 
to  cut  away  her  masts,  and  the  said  vessel  was 
brought  into  Copenhagen  in  a  disabled  condition, 
to  be  refitted,  and  that,  to  seoure  the  expenses  of 
the  repairs  effected,  a  bottomry  bond  was  executed 
for  a  large  amount  by  the  said  master.  That  after 
the  repairs  were  completed,  the  said  vesnel  again 
proceeded  on  her  voyage,  and  arrived  in  Dublin  on 
the  15th  April  1875.  That  on  that  date  the  master 
called  upon  the  plaintiff  and  informed  him  that 
there  was  a  claim  on  foot  of  the  said  bottomry 
bond,  and  that  until  it  was  settled  he  could  not 
deliver  the  cargo.  That  the  plaintiff  thereupon 
required  the  said  master  then  to  deliver  the  said 
cargo  to  him,  and  the  plaintiff  offered  to  pay  the 


freight  due  for  the  transportation  thereof,  and  to 
sign  an  average  statement  aocording  to  the  usual 
and  accustomed  course  of  business ;  out  the  master 
stated  that  he  had  no  such  statement,  and  refused 
to  deliver  the  cargo  to  the  plaintiff.  That  subse- 
quently to  the  last- mentioned  interview,  the  said 
master  demanded  an  excessive  and  improper 
amount  from  the  plaintiff  as  his  average  contribu- 
tion, and  refused  to  deliver  the  cargo,  though 
frequently  required  to  do  so  by  the  plaintiff,  until 
the  same  and  freight  and  other  charges  were  paid 
by  the  plaintiff.  That  the  plaintiff  tendered  the 
amount  of  freight  and  charges  properly  payable  by 
him  in  respect  of  the  said  cargo  to  the  said  master 
who  declined  to  receive  the  same  or  to  deliver  the 
said  cargo.  That  the  plaintiff  repeatedly  demanded 
the  delivery  of  the  said  cargo,  and  was  always 
ready  and  willing  to  pay  all  sums  properly  payable 
by  him,  and  offered  and  tendered  the  same  to  the 
master,  but,  notwithstanding,  the  master  impro- 
perly and  unlawfully  refused  to  deliver  the  said 
cargo  to  the  plaintiff,  and  landed  and  warehoused 
the  same,  and  gave  a  notice  in  writing  to  the 
warehouse  owners  that  the  said  cargo  should  re- 
main in  their  hands,  subject  to  a  claim  by  the 
said  master  of  22001.  for  charges  alleged  to  be 
payable  thereon,  and  the  said  notice  was  not 
thereafter  withdrawn  by  the  said  master.  That 
the  plaintiff  alleged  the  said  landing  and  ware- 
housing of  the  said  cargo  was  wholly  illegal,  and 
that  even  if  the  same  were  legal,  the  amount 
claimed  by  the  said  notice  was  grossly  in  excess 
of  all  charges  to  which  the  said  master  was  then 
entitled.  That  various  offers  and  tenders  were 
made  by  and  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff  to  the 
master  in  order  to  enable  the  plaintiff  to  obtain 
the  said  cargo,  but  notwithstanding  the  same  the 
master  refused  to  release  the  said  oargo,  exoept  ou 
terms  of  the  plaintiff  paying  the  said  sum  of 
2200Z.,  and  the  plaintiff  had  been  obliged  to  pay 
and  had  paid  the  said  sum  to  the  warehouse 
owners  to  obtain  the  said  cargo.  That  by  reason 
of  the  aforesaid  breaches  of  duty  and  breaches  of 
contract  on  the  part  of  the  master  of  the  Energie 
the  plaintiff  sustained  heavy  losses.  And  the 
petition  concluded  by  praying  the  judge  to  pro- 
nounce for  the  damage  proceeded  for,  and  to  con- 
demn the  Energie  and  her  bail  therein,  and  in 
costs,  and  if  necessary  to  refer  the  amount  of  the 
damage  to  the  registrar  assisted  by  merchants. 

The  answer  of  the  appellant  (defendant)  set 
out  the  facts  at  length,  averred  that  the  snm  de- 
manded for  average  was  12212.  2a.  lid.,  and  that 
the  average  statement  adjusting  such  sum  as  pay- 
able by  the  respondent  had  been  made  up  by 
competent  average  adjusters  at  Lloyds  upon  a 
valuation  of  the  ship,  freight,  and  cargo,  estimated 
by  competent  parties  at  Copenhagen,  the  port  of 
average,  and  that  the  said  sum  was  properly  due 
to  the  plaintiff  in  respect  of  the  said  average ;  that 
the  plaintiff  did  not  at  any  time  tender  the  amount 
of  charges  and  freight  properly  due  by  him  in  re- 
spect of  the  said  cargo,  and  the  defendant  never 
at  any  time  demandml  an  excessive  or  improper 
amount ;  that  in  consequence  of  being  unable  to 
obtain  a  settlement  from  the  plaintiff,  the  defen- 
dant, on  the  3rd  May,  and  after  the  expiration  of 
the  running  days  named  in  the  ohartor-purty  for 
the  discharge  of  the  cargo,  commenced  to  dis- 
charge the  cargo  and  landed  the  same  in  the 
Custom  House  Docks,  being  the  cheapest  and  beet 
place  for  the  purpose,  and  a  notice  was  given  to 
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the  warehoose  ownem  that  the  said  goods  were  to 
remain,  subject  to  a  lien  for  2200Z.  for  freight  and 
other  charges,  payable  by  the  owner  of  the  Energie, 
which  earn  of  2200Z,,  was  an  estimate,  as  near  as 
possible,  of  the  amoont  that  woald  be  due  by  the 
plaintiff  when  the  cargo  was  disoharged,  and  was 
not  grossly  in  excess  of  all  the  charges  to  which 
the  defendant  was  entitled.  The  answer  in  sub- 
stance set  up  that  the  appellant  had  a  lien  for 
freight,  general  average,  demurrage,  and  other 
charaee  which  the  respondent  did  not  satisfy,  and 
that  ne  warehoused  the  cargo  under  a  stop  order 
for  a  sum  sufficient  to  discharge  this  lien. 

The  pleadings  were  thereupon  oonoluded.  The 
oause  came  on  for  hearing  before  the  High  Court 
in  Dec.  1873,  and  eyidence  was  given  on  both 
Bides.  The  facts  proved  (as  given  in  the  judg- 
ment of  the  Judicial  Committee)  were  as  follows: 

"  As  to  the  principal  facts  in  the  cause,  there  is 
little  or  no  dispute.  The  vessel  was  chartered  at 
Memel  on  the  8th  Oct.  1872  by  the  agent  of 
Joseph  Dawson  and  Co.,  of  London,  who  shipped 
thereon  a  full  cargo  of  fir  timber,  to  be  delivered 
at  the  port  of  Dublin  under  a  bill  of  lading,  dated 
the  6th  Nov.,  and  duly  indorsed  to  the  plaintiff, 
the  owner  of  the  cargo.  This  bill  of  lading  describes 
the  timber  by  running  feet,  but  makes  the  freight 
payable  'as  per  charter*party ; '  and  under  the 
fatter  instrument  freight  is  to  be  calculated  '  per 
load  of  fifty  cubic  feet,  calliper  measure.'  The 
Teasel  encountered  severe  weather  in  the  Baltic, 
and  had  to  be  ffut  into  Copenhagen  for  repairs,  for 
the  expenses  of  which  tne  master  passed  a  bot- 
tomry bond  for  29752.,  payable  at  or  before  the 
expiration  of  three  davs  after  the  safe  arrival  of 
the  ship  in  Dublin,  and  hypothecating  ship,  cargo, 
and  freight.  The  validity  of  this  bottomry  bond 
is  not  disputed.  A  general  average  statement  was 
adjusted,  by  which  the  sum  of  1221L  28,  lid.  was 
charged  against  the  cargo.  The  ship  arrived  in 
Dublin  on  the  15th  April  1873. 

"There  is  some  dispute  as  to  what  then  took 
place.  The  plaintiff  by  his  petition  (paragraph  5) 
alleges  that  on  that  day  the  master  called  upon 
him  and  Informed  him  of  the  claim  on  the  foot  of 
the  bottomry  bond,  and  that  until  it  was  settled 
he  could  not  deliver  the  cargo.  But  in  his  evi- 
dence he  says  this  statement  in  his  pleading  is  in- 
correct ;  that  the  master  called  upon  him  on  the 
16th,  and  promised  to  commence  delivery  on  the 
following  day,  but  on  the  17th  refased  to  do  so, 
on  the  ground  that  he  had  received  orders  from 
the  ship's  agents  in  London  (Messrs.  Hoffman  and 
Co.)  not  to  deliver  until  he  should  receive  further 
directions  from  them,  there  being  a  charge  on  the 
cargo.  The  master's  evidence  supports  the  state- 
ment in  the  petition.  Certain  however  it  is,  that 
on  the  18th  the  master  called  on  the  plaintiff  with 
a  telegram  of  that  date,  received  from  Messrs. 
Hoffman  and  Co.,  which  is  in  these  words: — 
'  Average  statement  ready.  Net  amount  due  from 
cargo  12212  2$,  lid.  Ask  receivers  whether  they 
wish  statement  sent  to  Dublin  or  delivered  here. 
We  must  have  this  money  to  pay  bottomry  before 
discharging  commences.'  And  then  at  least,  if  not 
before,  the  master  seems  distinctly  to  have  claimed 
a  right  of  lien  on  the  cargo  for  the  amount  due  for 
general  average. 

"The  plaintiff  appears  to  have  referred  this 
question  of  general  average  to  his  London  agents, 
Messrs.  Tagart,  Boyson,  and  Slee,  who  submitted 
it  to  the  underwriters. 


**  Between  the  18th  April  and  the  1st  May  some 
correspondence  went  on  between  the  plaintiff  and 
the  master  in  Dublin  and  their  respeotive  agents 
in  London.  In  Dublin  the  plaintiff  writes  on  the 
28th  April  to  the  master :  '  We  have  got  a  tele- 
gram from  London  stating  that  your  claim  will 
be  paid,  and  there  is  nothing  to  prevent  your  dis- 
charging our  cargo,  and  we  are  ready  to  sign 
average  bond,  as  you  were  told  on  Saturday,  so  we 
now  hold  you  accountable  for  any  loss  sustained 
by  us  by  non-delivery  of  the  oargo.*  In  London, 
on  the  29th  April,  Messrs.  Honman  and  Co.,  in 
answer  apparently  to  a  similar  application  from 
Messrs.  Tagart,  Boyson,  and  Slee,  write  as  fol- 
lows :  '  It  is  quite  correct  that  Capt.  Miedbrodt 
will  not  dischar^  until  he  receives  our  instruc- 
tions, and  those  mstruotions  we  cannot  give  him 
until  the  amount  due  from  the  cargo  is  paid  to 
enable  us  to  discharge  the  bottomry  bond,  because 
by  that  document  ful  the  interests  are  hypothe- 
cated to  the  bottomry  holder. 

"  And  on  the  30bh  April  the  master  writes  to 
the  plaintiff,  reminding  him  that  the  days  allowed 
by  the  charter-party  for  taking  delivery  of  the 
cargo  have  expired,  giving  notice  that  if  the  con- 
ditions ipreoeaent  necessary  to  delivery  are  not 
complied  with  within  twenty-four  hours,  he  will 
land  the  oargo  at  the  risk  and  expense  of  the 
plaintiff,  retaining  his  lien  thereon,  and  claiming 
demurrage  '  at  6L  per  day,  as  per  charter-party, 
for  everv  day  thac  may  now  elapse  before  oargo  is 
out  of  tne  ship.' 

''Thus  matters  stood  on  the  1st  May,  when  Mr. 
Harper,  a  member  of  the  firm  of  Hoffman  and 
Co.,  arrived  in  Dublin.  He  saw  the  plaintiff  on 
that  day,  and  endeavoured  to  come  to  a  settlement 
with  him.  He  began  by  claiming,  as  sums  for  which 
there  was  a  lien  on  the  cargo,  122 U.  2s.  lid.  for 
general  average,  and  about  700Z.  for  freight.  The 
plaintiff  disputed  both  items.  Calculating  the 
freight  according  to  the  running  feet  mentioned 
in  the  bill  of  lading,  he  made  it  only  6712. ;  and  he 
complained  that  in  the  average  statement  the 
cargo  had  been  valued  at  2686Z.,  whereas  its  in- 
voice price  was  but  a  little  above  20002,,  and  the 
sum  for  which  it  was  insured  only  23002.  There- 
upon Mr.  Harper  agreed  to  calculate  the  average 
payable  by  cargo  upon  the  last-mentioned  sum, 
reducing  its  amount  to  11362.  29.  4c2.;  and,  after 
some  further  discussion,  offered  to  release  the 
cargo  on  the  payment  of  18002.  and  the  execution 
of  an  agreement  that  if  he  should  have  received 
too  much  or  too  little,  the  error  should  be  made 
good  to  the  sufferer.  The  plaintiff  not  assenting 
to  these  terms,  offered  to  write  a  cheque  for  17002, 
and  afterwards  increased  his  offer  to  17502. ;  but 
Mr.  Harper  declined  to  take  less  than  the  18002., 
and  thus,  unfortunately  for  both  parties,  the  nego- 
tiation went  off  on  this  question  of  502.  more  or 
less.  If  the  plaintiff  had  paid  the  18002.  he  would 
have  got  delivery  of  his  cargo  on  the  payment 
of  less  than  in  the  event  proved  to  be  actually  due 
from  him ;  and  if  the  other  party  had  taken  the 
17502.  they  would  have  succeeded  to  that  extent 
in  their  object  of  being  put  in  funds  to  meet  the 
bottomry  bond,  although  their  right  to  call  upon 
the  plaintiff  for  present  payment  of  so  large  a 
sam,  whilst  the  bond  was  outstanding  and  unpro- 
duced,  and  the  precise  amount  of  freight  had  not 
been  ascertained  by  measurement,  was  question- 
able. Neither  party,  therefore,  evinced  much 
prudence  in  rendering  this  attempt  to  (H)mpromise 
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abortive.  It  is  not,  however,  necessary  for  their 
Lordships  to  say  which  was  on  this  occasion  the 
less  reasonable.  They  have  only  to  determine 
whether  the  master,  by  his  sabsequent  acts,  in- 
curred a  legal  liability  enforceable  in  this  action. 

"  On  the  third  May  the  master,  notwithstandiog 
a  letter  from  the  plaintiff  of  that  date,  offeriDg*  to 
pay  the  proportion  of  the  average  foiling  on  the 
cargo  in  fall,  and  to  give  security  for  the  freight, 
proceeded  to  discharge  the  cargo,  and  place  it  in 
the  custody  of  the  Port  and  Docks  Board,  nnder 
the  67th  and  68th  sections  of  the  Merchant  Ship- 
ping Act  Amendment  Act  1862  (25  &  26  Yict. 
c.  63),  putting  upon  it  a  stop  order  for  the  sum  of 
2200^.  The  deUvery,  though  begun  on  the  3rd, 
was  not  completed  nutil  the  16th  May. 

**  In  the  meantime  the  following  correspondence 
took  place  between  Messrs.  Widtons,  Bubb,  and 
Walton,  acting  as  the  solicitors  of  the  plaintiff  in 
London,  and  Messrs.  Hoffman  and  Co.  The  for- 
mer wrote  on  the  5th  May :  *  We  cannot  noder- 
stand  that  you  represent  both  the  shipowoer  and 
the  bottomry  bondholder,  and  if  this  is  so  there 
will  be  no  difficulty.  Please  let  us  know  how  this 
is,  and  what  amount  you  claim  from  the  cargo  on 
behalf  of  your  respective  clients.  Our  clients  are 
quite  prepared  to  pay  the  freight  on  delivery  of  the 
car  j^o,  but  we  understand  that  the  master,  pro- 
fessm^  to  act  under  your  instructions,  is  refusing 
to  deliver  unless  the  whole  freight  is  paid  before 
delivery.  Please  see  to  this.'  And  in  answer  to 
this  Messrs.  Hoffman  and  Co.,  in  a  letter  of  the 
6th  May,  after  expressing  their  satisfaction  that 
the  matter  had  got  into  the  hands  of  those  who  were 
capable  of  understanding  the  position  of  the  pro- 

Erietors  of  the  cargo,  and  stating  that  the  lay  days 
aving  expired,  and  every  means  having  been 
tried  whilst  they  were  running  to  induce  the  pro* 
prietors  of  the  cargo  to  pay  the  amount  due  from 
them,  the  cargo  was  then  being  landed  by  the 
captain  in  the  Custom  House  Docks,  say, '  The 
claims  we  make  upon  the  cargo  are:  First, 
1221Z.  20. 11(2.,  contribution  to  average  charges,  as 
per  Messrs.  Hopkin's  statement*  (thereby  re- 
verting to  their  original  claim) ;  '  secondly,  770L 
for  freight,  demurrage,  and  landing  charges ;  and 
on  payment  to  us  of  these  two  sums  we  are  willing 
to  give  a  guarantee  that  shall  be  made  satisfactory 
to  you  for  the  subsequent  adjustment  of  either  of 
the  amounts  by  the  repayment  by  us  of  any  sur- 
plus if  it  should  afterwards  appear  that  such  has 
been  paid  us.' 

"Nothing  appears  to  have  come  of  this  cor- 
respondence until  the  12th  May,  when  the  claim 
for  general  average  contribution  was  settled  by  a 
payment  to  Messrs.  Hoffman  and  Co.  in  London 
of  1136Z.  2a.  4d,,  upon  the  terms  expressed  in  the 
following  receipt,  which  was  signed  by  Hoffman 
and  Co.,  as  agents  for  the  master  and  shipowners, 
and  also  as  holders,  or  agents  for  holders,  of  the 
bottomry  bond : 

Beoeived  from  Messrs.  Fitzaimon  and  Son  the  smn  of 
11361.  28,  4d.,  in  foil  satisfaotion  and  dtaoharge  of  all 
daims  against  the  cargo  per  Energie,  for  general  average 
or  speoifu  charges,  an  per  statement  of  Mr.  Manley  Hop- 
kins, the  oontoibntoty  ralne  of  the  said  oargo  being 
taken  at  23001.  instead  of  26001.,  and  also  in  fall  satis- 
faction and  discharge  of  all  claims  against  the  oaigo 
under  the  bottomry  bond,  which  is  to  be  liquidated  by 
the  shipowner. 

"  The  plaintiff,  having  been  advised  of  this  pay- 
ment in  London  through  his  solicitors  in  Dublin, 
on  the  13th  May,  offered  to  lodge  with  the  Port  , 


and  Docks  Board  the  full  sum  of  770L  being  the 
amount  of  the  claim  made  by  the  letter  of  the 
6th  May,  exclusive  of  that  for  general  averase 
contribution ;  but  this  offer  was  expressly  made 
under  protest,  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  the 
cargo,  and  with  notice  to  the  board  not  to  part 
with  the  money  lodged  until  the  plaintiff  should 
take  necessary  steps  to  compel  the  refunding 
of  the  same.  The  board  declined  to  deliver  the 
cargo  until  the  stop  order  or  2200^  had  been 
withdrawn,  or  that  sum  lodged. 

"  Upon  this  the  plaintiff  appears  to  have  takoi 
simultaneous  action  in  London  and  in  Dublin.  In 
London,  on  the  14th  May,  Messrs.  Waltons,  Bubb, 
and  Walton  wrote  to  Messrs.  Hoffman  and  Oo. 
as  follows :  '  We  have  a  letter  from  Dublin  oom* 
plaining  that,  although  our  clients  have  offered  to 
deposit  with  the  Port  and  Docks  Board,  or  to 
tender  under  protest  770Z.  being  the  amount 
claimed  by  yon  for  freight  charges,  &o,,  the  board 
refused  to  deliver  the  cargo,  on  the  ground  that  it 
is  stopped  by  you  for  22001.,  and  that  they  can 
accept  nothing  short  of  that  sum.  For  this  we 
assume  that  you  have  not  advised  the  payment  of 
the  general  average,  and  we  shall,  therefore,  be 
glad  if  you  will  instruct  the  board  by  wire  to 
deliver  on  the  770Z,  being  deposited."  Meesrs. 
Hoffman  and  Oo.'s  answer  to  thb  communication 
was  written  on  the  15th,  and  was  in  the  following 
terms:  'In  reply  to  your  note  of  yesterday,  we 
can  only  say  that  this  matter  must  now  ti^e  its 
course,  as  we  fear  that  we  are  not  justified  in  in- 
terfering now  with  the  original  stop.* 

"In  the  meantime  the  plaintiff's  solicitors  in 
Dublin  had  served  the  master  of  the  vessel,  on  the 
14th  May,  with  a  notice  in  these  terms  : 

On  behalf  of  Mesera.  James  Fitzsimon  and  Sons,  timber 
merohants,  Dublin,  we  hereby  require  yon  to  attend  at 
theoiBoe  of  Mr.  Thnr^ood,  saperintendentof  theCaatom 
Honse  Dock,  Dublin,  to-monow  at  twelve  o'clock  noon, 
at  which  time  and  place  we  shall  pay  yon  the  siun  of 
6711.  10«.  4d.,  being  the  amonnt  due  b^  Messrs.  Fitz- 
simon a  for  freight  of  goods  bronght  to  Dublin  bj  the 
ship  Enerqief  or  such  farther  sum  as  you  shall  show  ns 
to  be  due  for  freight  only,  and  we  shaUpay  such  sum  on 
your  releasing  the  oargo  of  the  ship  Energie^  so  that 
Messrs.  Fitzsimons  may  remove  the  same. 

The  master  and  Mr.  George  Fottrell,  one  of  the 
plaintiffs  solicitors,  did  meet  at  the  placo  and 
time  appointed,  There  is  some  discrepancy  in 
their  evidence  as  to  what  then  took  place.  The 
master's  statement  is,  '  That  Mr.  Fottrell  had  a 
bundle  of  notes  in  his  hand.  He  offered  me  some 
money,  but  I  cannot  say  how  much.  They  asked 
me  what  more  I  wanted  P  I  said,  demurrage  and 
expenses,  and  showed  them  the  telegram  from 
Hoffman,  which  I  received  on  the  15th,  telline  me 
to  take  any  money  I  could  get,  but  not  to  refease 
the  cargo  until  the  charges  should  be  paid.'  Mr. 
Fottrell  says :  '  The  master  said  that  he  would  be 
glad  to  receive  the  money,  but  that  he  would 
not  release  the  cargo.  He  would  not  take  the 
money  on  the  terms  I  offered  it ;  but  he  showed  a 
telegram  which  he  had  from  Hoffman  in  these 
words :  Receive  any  money  you  can  get,  but  don't 
release  the  ship.'  This  telegram  is  not  produced. 
Looking  at  the  evidence  by  the  light  thrown  upon 
it  by  uie  correspondence,  their  Lordships  have 
come  to  the  conclusion  that  the  plaintiff  was  wil- 
ling to  pay  what  was  demanded  for  freight,  though 
possibly  under  protest  as  to  anvthing  in  excess  of 
6711,  10s.  4(2;  and  that,  on  the  other  hand  the 
master,  acting  under  instructions  from  Messre* 
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HofiEman  aod  Co.,  would  not  release  tbe  cargo  ex- 
cept apon  payment  not  only  of  freight  but  of  the 
Bums  daiDaed  for  demurrage  and  other  charges ; 
the  whole  probably  amounting  to  the  sum  of 
8dOL  5«.  7(2.,  as  shown  by  the  subsequent  letter  of 
the  26th  May,  and  the  account  therein  referred  to. 

"The  result  was,  that  the  interview  haying 
proved  infruotuous,  the  present  action  was  com- 
menced on  the  same  day,  yiz.,  the  15th  May. 

**  The  -only  other  facts  which  require  mention 
are,  that  on  the  21st  May  the  plaintiff  paid  the 
2200L  to  the  Port  and  Docks  Board,  and  obtained 
deliveiy  of  his  cargo ;  that  at  the  same  time  he 
serred  the  board  with  a  letter,  in  which  he  ad- 
mitted the  sum  of  701L  3«.  3^.  (the  then  ascer- 
tained amount  of  freif^ht)  to  be  payable  to  the 
shipowners,  bat  required  them  to  retain  the  balance, 
pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the  72nd  section  of 
tbe  Merchant  Shipping  Act;  that  on  the  26th 
May  the  Master  expressed  his  willingness  to  re- 
ceive (as  he  afterwards  received)  the  amount  thus 
admitted  to  be  due  for  freight,  intimating,  however, 
his  intention  to  take  proceedings  against  the 
plaintiff  for  the  recovery  of  the  difference  between 
that  snm  and  the  8S01,  5«.  7d,,  and  to  give  the 
Port  and  Docks  Board  the  statutory  notice  of  the 
institution  of  such  proceedings;  but  that  ulti- 
mately, and  about  the  Sih  July,  the  plaintiff  did 
receive  the  whole  balance  of  the  2200L,  being 
14982. 16«.  8id,,  the  shipowners  having  apparently 
determined  to  waiver  their  alleged  lien  on  the 
fond,  and  to  present  their  remedy  against  the 
plaintiff  for  the  additional  amount  claimed  in  an 
mdependent  action." 

Upon  these  facts  the  learned  judge  of  the  High 
Court,  in  a  considered  judgment,  dismissed  the 
suit  with  costs,  holding  that  up  to  the  3rd  May  the 
plaintiff  had  a  right  to  hold  the  cargo  as  security 
lor  the  discharge  of  his  lien  for  freight,  general 
average,  and  demurrage,  and  that  up  to  that  date 
no  payment  or  tender  of  the  sums  due  to  him  on 
those  aooounts  from  the  plaintiff  had  been  made  to 
the  defendant,  and  that,  considering  the  amounts 
due  to  the  defendant,  the  amount  with  which  the 
osrgo  was  charged  by  the  stop  order  in  the 
hands  of  the  Port  and  Docks  Board,  was  not  un- 
reasonably excessive,  and,  consequently,  there  was 
no  improper  detention  aiter  the  3rd  May;  and 
that,  under  the  Merchant  Shipping  Act  1862,  the 
shipowner  has  a  reasonable  latitude  allowed  him 
in  fixing  the  amount  for  which  he  stops  the  cargo. 

Prom  this  decree  the  plaintiff  (respondent)  ap- 
pealed to  the  Court  of  Appeal  in  Chancery  in  Ire- 
land, on  the  following  grounds : 

1.  Because  the  master  of  the  Energie  refused  to 
deliver  the  said  cargo  to  appellant  unless  and  until 
he  would  pay  moneys  to  which  he  was  not  liable 
at  the  time  the  same  were  so  demanded. 

2.  Because  the  said  master  refused  to  deliver 
said  cargo  to  appellant,  and  claimed  to  retain  same 
under  a  lien  for  general  average  when  no  such  lien 
existed. 

3.  Because  the  said  master,  when  he  demanded 
payment  of  the  moneys  demanded  by  him  as  a 
condition  precedent  to  the  delivery  of  said  cargo 
to  appellant,  was  not  the  holder  of  the  said  bot- 
tomry bond,  and  was  not  in  a  position  to  release 
appellant's  said  cargo  therefrom. 

4.  Because  the  said  master  improperly  demanded 
the  prepayment  of  the  freight,  when  same  was  only 
payable  concurrently  with  the  delivery  of  the  said 
cargo. 


5.  Because  the  said  master  improperly  and  ille- 
gally landed  and  warehoused  the  said  cargo. 

6.  Because  the  said  master,  when  he  .landed  and 
vrarehoused  said  cargo,  placed  an  excessive  and 
improper  stop  on  the  delivery  of  said  cargo  to 
appellant. 

7.  Because  the  stop  placed  upon  the  said  cargo 
was  retained  thereon  after  the  greater  portion  of 
the  moneys,  in  respect  of  which  said  stop  was 
placed  thereon,  had  been  paid. 

8.  Because  the  said  master  was  guilty  of 
breaches  of  duty  and  breaches  of  the  contract 
contained  in  said  charter-party  and  bill  of  lading. 

May  1  and  4, 1874. — ^The  appeal  came  on  for 
hearing  before  the  Court  of  Appeal  in  Ireland, 
then  composed  of  Sir  Joseph  Napier,  Mr.  Justice 
Lawson,  and  Lord  Justice  Christian  (the  Great 
Seal  being  then  in  commission),  and  the  Court 
having  taken  time  to  consider,  the  following  judg- 
ments were  delivered  on 

May  13, 1874. — Sir  J.  Napier. — In  this  case  the 
appellants  are  the  consignees  of  a  cargo  of  Memel 
timber  under  a  bill  of  lading,  duly  indorsed,  and  a 
charter-party  in  the  usual  terms.  The  cargo  was 
to  be  delivered  in  the  port  of  Dublin.  The  charter- 
party  bears  date  the  8th  Oct  1872,  and  the  bill  of 
lading  the  6th  Nov.  1872.  On  her  voyage  from 
Memel  the  ship  encountered  very  severe  weather. 
The  masts  had  to  be  cut  away ;  other  damage  was 
suffered,  aud  the  master  put  into  Copenhagen  for 
repairs.  In  the  usual  way  the  master  passed  a 
bottomry  bond  for  2975Z.,  for  the  purpose  of  ob- 
taining the  repairs.  The  condition  of  the  bond 
was,  payment  of  the  principal  sum,  with  the  pre- 
miums due  thereon,  at  or  before  the  expiration  of 
three  days  after  the  safe  arrival  of  the  ship  in 
Dublin.  By  that  the  tfhip,  freight,  and  cargo, 
were  hypothecated  to  the  lender  to  secure  pay- 
ment ot  the  bond.  The  vessel  arrived  in  Dublin 
on  the  15th  April  1873,  and  as  the  adjustment  of 
general  averal  average,  the  master  demanded  a 
sum  of  1221  {.  28,  lid.,  and  for  freight  a  sum  of 
7002,  A  good  deal  of  negociation  as  to  the  proper 
amount  of  claim  took  place  amongst  the  parties 
interested,  and  during  April  a  gentleman  named 
Harper  came  over  from  London,  on  the  part  of 
the  shipowner,  to  settle  the  matter  in  dispute.  He 
reduced  the  claim  to  11362.,  and  estimated  the 
freight  at  700Z.,  and  offered  to  the  appellant  that 
if  he  would  pay  a  sum  of  18002.,  the  cargo  would 
be  delivered  to  him.  Mr.  Harper  further  offered 
to  draw  up  an  agreement  between  the  parties,  that 
if  the  respondenb  had  received  too  much  or  too 
little,  the  excess  on  the  one  side  or  the  deficiency 
on  the  other  should  be  made  good.  This  seems  to 
me  to  have  been  a  very  fair  arrangement  and  pro- 
posal, but  it  was  rejected  by  the  appellant,  who 
offered  to  draw  a  cheque  for  17502.,  which  Mr. 
Harper  refused.  On  the  2nd  May  there  was  a 
further  attempt  to  settle,  but  the  appellant  stood 
off,  and  refused  any  further  negotiation.  The  re- 
fusal of  the  appellant  was,  in  my  opinion,  unrea- 
sonable and  profitless.  Some  mutual  confidence  is 
required  in  commercial  dealings,  and  a  selfish 
course  usually  brings  on  those  practising  it  a 
proper  penalty.  Up  to  this  point,  however,  I  saw 
no  reason  to  differ  from  the  learned  judge  of  the 
Admiralty  Court,  who  has  given  a  very  able  and 
carefully  prepared  judgment.  The  way  in  which 
the  bottomry  bond  has  been  referred  to  and  in- 
troduced into  the  case  by  both  parties  has  tended 
to  obscure  and  complicate  the  material  issue.    A 
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bottomry  bond  is  an  instrament  bj  which  the 
master  of  a  vessel,  acting  within  the  scope  of  his 
authority,  ander  circumstances  such  as  in  the  case 
of  The  Karnak  (6  Moore  P.  0.  0.,  N.  S.,  136),  is  at 
liberty  to  hypothecate  the  ship,  freight,  and  cargo 
to  the  man  who  advances  the  money  to  the  master 
in  a  foreign  port  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  out 
the  repairs  of  the  ship ;  the  bondholder  under  the 
bond  acquires  the  right  to  be  paid  at  the  end  of 
the   voyage,  and   may  attach  the  ship,  but  the 
owner  of  the  ship  was  not  made  personally  liable, 
nor  has  the  shipowner  any  lien  on  the  cargo  for 
moneys  paid  under  the  bond.      In  Stainhack  v. 
Shepperd  (13  G.  B.  418)  this  subject  was  fully  dis- 
cussed and  an  anthoritative  decision  given,  Pol- 
look,  O.B.,  in  his  judgment,  pointing  out  the  dis- 
tinction between   the  transfer   of    the  property 
subject  to  the  debt  and  lien  and  the  hypothecation 
that  only  gave  a  right  to  be  enforced  in  a  particular 
way  against  it.    The  bond  is  not  payable  until  the 
vessel  arrives  at  the  port  of  destination — the  end 
of  the  voyage.    No  particular  form  is  necessary, 
but  the  bond  is  valid  so  far  as  it  is  within  the  scope 
of  the  master's  authority,  and  no  further.    The 
process  is  in  Admiralty,  where  the  proceeding  is 
in  rem.    The  usual  course  is  to  attach  under  pro- 
cess at  the  suit  of  the  bondholder  for  whatever  is 
due  on  the  bond,  and  aft;er  the  value  of  the  ship 
and  freight  is  exhausted,  but  not  before,  the  cargo 
would  be  available  to  the  bondholder  for  what  may 
remain  due.    The  course  of  the  proceeding  under 
the  attachment  process,  and  the  amount  for  which 
the  cargo  is  to  be  liable,  are  under  the  control  of 
the  court,  and  it  is  the  Judge  of  the  Admiralty 
who  decides  or  not  on  allowing  the  cargo  to  secure 
the  payment  of  the  liability  imposed.    It  is  only 
in  that  way  the  cargo  can  be  made  liable  to  con- 
tribute, and  there  is  no  right  of  detention  of  the 
cargo  to  enforce  contribution  except  that  which  is 
incident  to  the  process  of  Admiralty  in  the  pro- 
ceeding of  attachment,  and  for  whatever  amount 
the  owner  of  the  cargo  may  be  liable  to  contribute 
he  has  a  remedy  over  against  the  owner  of  the 
ship  by  way  of  indemnity.    The  latter  is  the  per- 
son ultimately  liable  for  the  money  borrowed. 
That  was  recently  settled  by  the  case  of  Duncan  v. 
Benson  (1  Ex.  537),  and  affirmed  by  Exchequer 
Chamber  (3  Ex.  644).    In  that  case  it  was  autho- 
ritatively decided  that  that  judgment  of  Lord 
Stowell  was  only  an  authority  with  respect  to  the 
power  of  the  master  to  bottomry  the  cargo,  but 
that  it  determined  nothing  of  the  relative  rights 
of  the  owners  of  the  ship  and  of  the  cargo  inter  ae. 
If  the  cargo  is  hypothecated  to  secure  the  debt  of 
the  owner  of  the  ship,  the  owner  of  the  cargo  has  a 
right  to  be  reimbursed  by  the  owner  of  the  ship 
for  what  he  may  be  compelled  to  pay  under  the 
bond,  inasmuch  as  that  sum  is  considered  by  the 
law  to  be  really  the  debt  of  the  owner  of  the  ship, 
but  the  master  cannot  detain  the  goods  for  the 
bottomry  debt  for  the  debt  to  the  bottomry  cre- 
ditor.   He  is  not  authorised  to  do  that,  but  he  may 
detain  for  freight  if  not  attached  under  Admiralty 
process  and  for  general  average.      But   that  is 
wholly  different  from  a  bottomry  debt :  it  is  a  claim 
which  the  shipowner  has  against  the  owner  of  the 
cargo,  whereas  there  is  no  such  claim  on  the  bond. 
The  Chief  Baron  (Pollock),  in  Duncan  v.  Benson, 
delivering  the  judgment  of  the  Exchequer,  said : 
*'  The  owner  of  the  goods  is  under  no  obligation  to 
contribute  to  any  expense  except  such  as  consti- 
tute a  general  average,  and  that  of  the  repairs  in 


this  particular  case  does  not  fall  under  that  de- 
scription."     What    is    ''general    average"    for 
which  there  is  a  debt  upon  the  owner  of   the 
goods  is  stated  in  Simmonds  v.  WkUe  (2  B.  &  C. 
311),  where  the  Chief  Justice  says:  "The  principle 
of  general  average,  namely,  that  all  whose  pro- 
perty has  been  saved  by  the  sacrifice  of  the  pro- 
perty of  another  shall  contribute  to  make  good 
his  loss,  is  of  very  ancient  date,  and  of  universal 
reception  ^mong  commercial  nations.    The  obli- 
gation to  contribute,  therefore,  depends  not  so 
much  upon  the  terms  of  any  particular  instrument^ 
as  upon  a  general  rule  of  maritime  law.    There 
are,  however,   many  variations  in  the  laws  and 
usages  of  different  nations  as  to  the  losses  that 
are  considered  to  fall  within  this  prindple.     But 
in  one  point  all   agree,  namely,   the    place  at 
which  the  average  shall  be   adjusted,  which  ia 
the  place  of   the  ship's   destination  or  delivoy 
of  her  cargo."    As  to  the  lien  fbr  general  average, 
it  was  decided  in  Cargo  e9i  Oalam  (9  L.  T.  Bep. 
N.   S.  550 ;    2  Moore  P.  C,  N.  S.,  32 ;    1  Mar. 
Law  Cas.  0.  S.  408),  that  the  Court  of  Admiralty 
was  bound  to  recognise  it  as  a  clear  legal  right ; 
and  it  was  not  allowed  to  impair  or  prejudice  in 
any  way  the  security  of  the  bondholder,  bat  as 
between  the  shipowner  and  the  owner  of  the  cargo, 
the  case  is  entirely  different,  and  no  better  or 
more  instructive  illustration  can  be  given  of  the 
importance  in  dealing  with  a  caseof  looking  at  what 
is  the  precise  issue  between  the  parties  than  the 
case  of  Duncan  v.  Benson  {uJn  sup,),  which  decides 
that  the  shipowner  is  the  man  really  responsible  for 
the  money  raised  for  the  repairs,  and  that  onlya  por- 
tion of  that  can  properly  be  called  general  average 
is  what  goes  to  save  the  ship  and  all  the  cargo, 
and  this  rests  on  the  universal  principle  that  all 
whose  property  is  saved  by  the  expenditure  must 
be  held  to  contribute  to  the  expendiitnre.    But  the 
shipowner  is  the  man  really  responsible,  and  can 
only  recoup  himself  from  the  owner  of  the  carga 
Therefore  the  parties  treat  the  case  as  one  for  the 
amount  of  freight  and  general  average.     It  may 
be  that  the  average  included  expenditure  for  re- 
pairs that  ought  not  to  be  called  for  as  contribution 
for  general  average ;  however  that  may  be,  I  have 
no  means  of  correcting  it.     We  must  treat  the 
case  as  if  no  distinction  arose,  and  as  if  the  ad- 
justment made  was  for  general  average  properly 
so  called,  and  that  there  was  some  little  difference 
as  to  the  proper  amount  which  was  tried  to  be 
settled  by  Mr.  Harper  up  to  the  3rd  May.    Now, 
up  to  this  point,  I  see  no  reason  whatever  to  differ 
from  the  views  taken  by  the  learned  Judge  of 
Admiralty ;  but  with  the  greatest  possible  respect 
to  him,  from  the  3rd  May — after  the  refusal  of  the 
appellant  to  settle — ^we  must  part  company.    The 
master  of  the  ship  began  to  discharge  the  cargo 
and  place  it  in  the  custody  of  the  Port  and  Docks 
Board,  under  the  6th  and  7th  sections  of  the 
Merchant  Shipping  Act,  for  the  sum  due.    The 
appellant  wrote  a  letter  to  the  master,  in  which 
he  stated  that  he  was  prepared  to  pay  the  full 
.  proportion  of    average,   and   lodge  security   for 
the  freight.    No  tender,  however,  was  made  to  the 
master,  who  proceeded  to  discharge  the  cargo  and 
lodge  it  with  the  Port  and  Docks  Board,  upon 
whom  a  notice  was  served  that  they  should  detain 
the  cargo  until  appellants  paid  a  sum  of  2200L  for 
freight  and  average.     On  the  12th  May  appellant 
paid  to  the  shipowner  a  sum  of  1136Z.  in  settle- 
ment of  the  average  contribution,  but  the  board 
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ref  Qsed  to  take  it  into  acooaot  with  respect  to  the  I 
stop  order,  for  they  don't  involve  themselves,  aod 
veiy  properly,  in  any  matter  of  dispute  between 
parties,  leaving  them  to  settle  as  they  may,  and 
only  reqairing  to  be  paid  the  amonnt  of  the  order 
lodged  with  them.    On  the  21st  May  the  sum  of 
22002.  was  lodged  with  the  Port  and  Docks  Board 
by  the  solicitor  of  the  appellant,  and  the  latter 
g»ve  notioe,  admitting  that  the  sum  dne  for  freight 
was  7012.    Now  that  was  a  complete  admission  of 
the  propriety  of  Mr.  Harper's  proposal,  and  of  its 
fkimeM,  that  llOOL  should  be  paid  for  average, 
and  700L  for  freight ;  and  I  must  say,  that  bat  for 
the  perverse  refusal  to  agree  to  that  fair  proposi- 
tioo,  the  whole  of  this  trouble  and  expense  would 
have  been  saved.    It  only  showed  how  unwise  it 
is  to  stand  out  on  selfish  views,  and  not  at  once 
fairly  and  frankly  to  meet  a  proposition  that  left 
no  difficulty,  to  pay  a  certain  sum,  leaving  the  de- 
ficiency or  the  excess  to  be  adjusted  subsequently. 
That  was  refused,  and   I  must  say  I  think  the 
refusal  was  very  perverse.  But  the  appellant  could 
not  get  his  cargo  without  paying  the  sum  of  22001. 
After  paying  that  amount  to  the  Port  and  Docks 
Board  he  got  possession  of  the  cargo.    He  could 
not  get  it  without  that  full  payment  after  the  lodg- 
ment of  the  cargo  with  the  stop  order  upon  it.  In 
my  opinion  this  was  undoubtedly  wrong,  unless 
that  snm  of  22001.  was  doe  and  payable  on  the  3rd 
May,  for  general  average  and  f6r  freight,  and  for 
such  demnrraire  as  there  was  a  right  under  the 
charter-party  to  demand.      Now  no  explanation 
has  been  given  that  does  not  leave  some  excess 
beyond  the  legal  limit  that  could  be  demanded,  be  it 
more  or  less.     It  appears  to  me  that  there  was 
a  sum  of  between  8002.  and  4002.  too  much  in  that 
stop  order,  a  sum  which  had  no  right  to  be  added 
in,  and  for  which  there  was  no  lien.    18002.  was 
the  Bom  demanded,  and  then  there  might  be  some 
two  or  three  davs'  demurrage,  which  the  party 
might  be  compelled  to  pay  to  get  his  goods  de- 
livered.   But  nothing  could  take  them  out  of  the 
custody  of  the  Port  and  Docks  Board  except  a 
payment  of  22002.    After  the  3rd  May  the  owner 
of  the  cargo  could  not  send  in  any  claim  for  de- 
livery, except  on  payment  of  that  sum,  that  was 
the  effect  of  the  stop  order.    In  that  respect  the 
detention  of  the  cargo  must  be  treated  as  the  act 
or  rather  the  default  of  the  master,  in  placing  the 
cargo  in  such  custody  and  subject  to  such  a  charge, 
and  consequently  he  must  be  held  responsible  for 
the  unlawful  detention — unlawful  because  the  stop 
order  included  more  than  he  had  a  right  to  get 
from  the  owner  of  the  cargo,  #the  unlawful  deten- 
tion being  a  breach  of  duty  on  the  part  of  the 
master.    I  may  add  that  common  law  would  give 
an  action  in  the  case.    There  was  a  case  bearing 
on  the  point  in  the  reports  of  the  tribunal  where 
after  all  was  to  be  found  the  best  principles  and 
authorities,  and  the  best  instruction — the  House  of 
Lords :  {8ome$  v.  The  BriHsh  Imperial  Shipping 
Company  f  8  H.  of  L.  Cas.  338.)    There  the  vessel 
was  repaired,  and  there  was  a  lien  on  the  vessel 
for  the  charge.  A  dispute  arose  about  the  amonnt, 
and  the  vessel  was  detained.    Then  came  the 
question  whether  any  charge  was  to  be  made  for 
the  possession  under  the  detention,  whether  that 
was  to  be  added  to   the  lien.      In  the  Queen's 
Bench,  Mr.  Justice  Blackburn  laid  down  the  prin- 
ciple that  where  possession  is  retained  for  the  pur- 
pose of  preserving  the  lien  the  expense  cannot  be 
charged  unless  there  is  a  special  contract,  because 
Vol.  n.,  N.S. 


the  lien  is  for  the  benefit,  not  of  the  owner  of  the 
goods  but  of  the  party  who  says  he  has  the  lien 
on  them,  and  he  detains  them  at  his  own  expense ; 
(see  Ell.  Bl.  &  Ell.  353.)  Lord  Oranworth,  in  the 
House  of  Lords  judgment,  says  a  wrong  was  done 
when  the  ship  was  seized,  and  it  was  said  it  would 
not  be  given  up  until  the  party  paid  something 
tt2^a  that  which  he  was  bound  to  pay.  And  Lora 
Wensleydale  said :  "  They  became  wrongdoers  by 
that  act.  I  am  dearly  of  opinion  that  thejr  made 
a  demand  in  this  case  which  they  had  no  right  to 
make  for  keeping  possession  of  the  ship  tm  this 
charge  for  dock  hire  was  paid.  They  have  by  that 
means  obtained  money  which  they  had  no  right  to 
obtain,  and  consequently  an  action  for  money  had 
and  received  will  lie,  and  the  shipowners  are  en- 
titled to  a  verdict."  Now,  in  this  case  there  was  a 
wrongful  act  from  the  time  the  improper  sum  was 
sought  to  be  levied,  and  we  think  it  is  dear  that 
that  dates  from  the  3rd  May.  Before  that  no  dis- 
tinction was  made  by  separating  the  portion  due 
for  general  average,  under  the  bond  and  for  freight. 
Before  this  18002.  was  demanded  from  the  appd- 
lant,  and  he  refused  to  give  so  much.  Then  the 
stop  order  is  put  on  for  2200L,  which  sum  the 
owner  of  the  cargo  had  to  pay  before  he  could  get 
out  the  goods.  If  the  appellant  tendered  the 
18002.  after  the  stop  order  was  put  on  he  could  not 
get  the  cargo.  If  he  tendered  something  more 
than  that  he  could  not  get  it.  The  amount  added 
on  was  between  3002.  and  4002.  The  owner  had 
the  option  of  abandoning  his  right  to  the  cargo  or 
paying  the  excessive  sum,  and  to  put  him  into  that 
position  was  a  breach  of  duty  for  which  the  master 
is  responsible  to  the  owner.  The  judgment  of  the 
court  below  muse  therefore  be  set  aside,  and  judg- 
ment given  here  for  the  appellant.  In  the  case  of 
The  Freedom  (24  L.  T.  Rep.  N.  S.  462 ;  L.  Rep.  3 
P.  G.  594;  1  Asp.  Mar.  Law  Gas.  28),  the  court 
held  that  the  proper  practice  was  to  refer  the  case 
back  to  the  officer  of  the  Gourt  of  Admiralty,  who 
would  be  assisted  by  mercantile  assessors  to  esti- 
mate the  damages  incurred  b^  the  detention, 
taking  all  proper  droumstanoes  into  account.  In 
this  case  the  aetention  will  date  from  the  3rd  May 
till  the  21st  May,  and  for  that  time  the  damages 
will  be  fixed ;  the  appellant  to  get  costs  of  the  pro- 
ceedings under  the  petition,  but  no  costs  of  this 
appeal.  He  is  entitled  to  costs  below  up  to  judg- 
ment. The  case  is  of  some  importance,  and  1  think 
that  these  mercantile  people,  by  the  exercise  of 
good  sense,  could  have  avoided  all  this.  The  case 
has  been  complicated  by  the  confusion  of  mixing 
up  the  claims  for  general  average,  and  upon  the 
bottomry  bond,  as  to  which  the  rights  are  different. 
Under  the  latter  the  ship  may  be  attached ;  then 
the  freight  and  then  the  cargo,  but  the  latter  only 
in  case  it  becomes  necessarv  to  complete  the  pay- 
ment of  the  bondholder,  and  then  the  owner  of  the 
cargo  has  his  remedy  over  against  the  owner  of 
the  ship  for  his  share  of  it.  The  case  must  go 
back  to  the  Admiralty  Gourt  to  assess  the 
damages. 

Mr.  Justice  Lawson. — la  agredng  in  the  con- 
clusion at  which  Sir  Joseph  Napier  has  arrived,  I 
wish  to  say  that  I  give  no  opinion  on  the  several 
questions  that  have  been  raised  with  respect  to  the 
original  rights  of  these  parties.  I  rest  my  judg- 
ment on  the  transaction  of  the  3rd  May.  On  the 
1st  May  there  was  an  interview  between  Mr.  Har- 
per and  Mr.  Fitzsimon,  and  the  parties  were  nearly 
coming  to  an  arrangement,  on  the  one  side  17502. 
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was  offered,  on  the  obber  18002.  was  demanded 
and  refused.  Now  the  oatside  claim  of  Mr.  Harper 
on  that  occasion  was  1900Z. — 1220L  for  the  average 
and  700Z.  for  freight.  That  being  so,  in  my  opinion 
he  had  no  right  to  put  on  a  stop  order  for  22002. ; 
I  think  that  was  an  illegal  detention.  I  think  if 
he  acted  under  the  sections  of  the  Merchant  Ship- 
ping Act  and  put  the  cargo  into  dock,  he  had  a 
right  to  leave  it  in  exactly  the  same  position  as  on 
the  Ist  May,  or  before  that  in  the  stop  order. 
There  is  no  question  that  before  that  he  would 
have  taken,  and  been  bound  to  take,  1900Z. — I 
mean  up  to  the  time  he  pnt  on  the  stop  order ;  he 
added  3001.  to  that  he  put  on  the  stop  for  2200Z., 
thereby  placing  and  deliberately  placing  the  cargo 
in  such  a  position  that  it  oouldf  not  be  released 
from  that  detention  by  the  owner  of  the  cargo 
without  payment  of  money  that  was  not  due,  and 
that  could  not  be  due.  That  was  an  abuse  of  the 
process  of  law.  He  was  bound  in  law  to  leave  the 
cargo  in  the  same  position  as  before,  but  what  he 
did  was  in  point  of  law  the  same  as  if  this  man 
came  to  him  before  the  stop  order  was  put  on  and 
offered  him  1900Z.,  and  he  said,  'No,  yon  must 
give  me  2200L"  The  case  cannot  stand  on  that. 
]ji  my  opinion  there  was  an  illegal  detention  on  the 
.3rd  May.  We  must  refer  bs^k  the  case  to  the 
Conrt  of  Admiralty  with  that  declaration,  and  to 
have  the  damages  ascertained. 

Lord  Justice  Christian. — ^This  is  a  case  of  some 
novelty  and  importance,  and  it  would  not  be  ex- 
pected that  this  court  should  assume  to  carry  the 
decision  further  than  the  decision  may  be  actually 
necessary  for  disposing  of  this  particular  case.  It 
was  strongly  contended  before  us  that  the  ordi- 
nary master's  lien  on  the  cargo  for  general  average 
was  superseded  by  the  bare  fact  of  the  passing  of 
this  bottomrv  bond,  that  the  lien  was  then  in  the 
nature  of  a  tning  recoverable  by  the  special  power 
of  attaching  the  cargo  of  the  ship,  which  the 
master,  as  the  agent  both  of  the  shipowner  and  the 
merchant,  by  that  contract  of  hypothecation  con- 
ferred upon  the  bondholder;  it  was  contended, 
following  that  up,  that  when  the  ship  arrived  at 
the  port  of  discharge  it  was  this  bottomry  trans- 
action, and  not  the  ordinary  master's  lien  on  the 
cargo  for  average,  that  regulated  the  liability  of 
the  cargo ;  and  Sien  it  was  further  contended  that 
in  the  absence  of  the  bondholder,  who  had  the 
special  rights  g^ven  to  him  by  the  bond,  the 
master  could  not  be  considered  as  his  agent  for 
giving  effect  at  the  port  of  discharge  to  the  liabi- 
lity imposed  by  the  hypothecation  transaction,  or 
that,  if  he  could  have  done  so,  his  proper  course 
was  not  the  one  he  took,  namely,  of  his  own  autho- 
rity, retaining  possession  of  the  cargo,  but  he 
should  have  resorted  to  the  Conrt  of  Admiralty  for 
the  purpose  of  attaching  it.  Now,  as  to  that  last 
proposition,  that  is  to  say,  if  the  master  was 
obliged  to  defend  his  proceedincrs  upon  the  footing 
of  the  rights  created  by  the  bottomry  bond,  he 
could  only  do  so  by  attachment,  proceeding  in  the 
Conrt  of  Admiralty.  I  am  of  opinion  that  the 
argument  of  the  counsel  for  the  appellant  was  per- 
fectly well  founded ;  but  as  to  all  the  other  qnes- 
tions,  and  the  most  important  of  all,  namely, 
whether  or  not  the  ordinary  lien  on  cargo  for 
general  average  is  compatible  with  the  existence 
of  the  right  of  attachment,  such  as  this  bottomry 
transaction  conferred  on  the  bondholder.  On  that 
I  give  no  opinion  whatever.  It  is  unnecessary  to 
do  so,  for  the  ground  referred  to  by  the  Lords 


Commissioners  is  amply  sufficient  for  a  decision  of 
the  case.  I  think,  whatever  may  be  thought  of 
the  legal  relation  in  which  the  master  stood  to  the 
cargo,  he  had  no  right  to  make  the  payment  for 
the  repairs — an  excessive  demand— the  condition 
precedent  to  the  delivery  of  the  cargo  to  the  mer- 
chant. In  making  that  excessive  denumd  he 
acted  at  his  peril.  It  is  clearly  proved  that  he 
demanded  a  sum  of  at  least  SOOt  beyond  what,  at 
the  utmost,  he  should  have  demanded.  What  he 
seems  to  have  done  is  this:  he  seems  to  have 
taken  first  the  amount  for  whidi  the  cargo  might 
be  called  to  contribute  for  general  average ;  he 
seems  to  have  then  taken  his  own  estimate  of  what 
the  freight  ought  to  be,  a  matter  not  conceded  be- 
tween the  parties.  These*  two  together  came  to 
I600Z.,  or  thereabouts.  He  then  assumed  that 
there  were  some  other  charges  that  might  accrae 
in  the  future  in  the  sbape  of  demurrage,  &cu«  and 
then  he  pnts  on  a  rotmd  sum  of  400L  for  the  par* 
pose  of  covering  all  these  possible  contingent 
demands,  and  makes  it  a  condition  precedent  to 
the  giving  up  of  the  cargo  that  the  merchant  shall 
pay  2200(.  I  hold  that  the  master,  in  refusing  to 
detiver  the  cargo  unless  that  demand  was  satisfied, 
was  guilty  of  an  illegal  detention,  for  whic^  he 
must  answer  in  damages;  and,  furthermore,  I 
must  say  that  I  think,  throughout  the  whole  of 
this  transaction  the  master,  and  those  in  whoee  in- 
terest he  was  acting,  and  those  who  no  doubt  were 
encouraging  him,  manifested  a  most  reckless  and 
reprehensible  disregard  of  the  interest  of  the 
owner  of  the  ship.  They  manifested  it,  first,  by 
the  excess  and  strinsrency  of  the  demand,  as  a  con- 
dition precedent  to  the  delivery  of  the  cargo ;  next 
by  following  up  that  demand  by  the  stop  order  for 
2200Z.  by  3002.  more  than  was  at  first  demanded ; 
and  lastly,  by  what,  perhaps,  more  than  anything 
else,  shows  the  nature  of  the  transaction,  that  after 
the  merchant  had  been  obliged  to  go  to  the  Custom 
House  and  pajr  that  sum  of  22007.  in  order  to  get 
possession  of  his  goods,  and  when  some  little  time 
after  that  he  sent  to  London  the  11361.,  whic^  I 
think  was  the  amount  ultimately  ascertained  to  be 
the  fair  amount  payable  on  foot  of  the  claim  for 
general  average,  and  when  he  then  asked  these 
people  to  assist  him  to  get  back  the  1136i.,  part  of 
the  2200Z.,  deposited  with  the  Port  and  Docks 
Board,  they  said,  "  No,  we  will  do  nothing  of  the 
kind,  the  matter  must  now  be  allowed  to  take  its 
course,"  the  consequence  of  which  was,  that  for 
nearly  two  months  the  merchant  was  kept  oat  of 
that  1136L,  an  unmitigated  wrong,  as  from  the 
very  first  it  was  an  unmitigated  wrong  to  have 
demanded  an  extra  3002.  or  400Z.  from  the  merchant 
before  he  could  obtain  possession  of  his  goods.  I 
entirely  agree  in  the  decision,  on  the  ground 
mentioned.  The  order  of  the  court  below  mast  be 
reversed,  and  the  case  remitted  to  the  court  below 
for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  the  damages,  which 
I  trust  these  gentlemen  will  have  to  pay  for  their 
high-handed  proceedings. 

In  accordance  with  such  judgment  a  decree  was 
drawn  up,  by  which  it  was  ordered  that  "the 
judgment  for  the  defendant  given  in  the  Court  of 
Admiralty  be  reversed  and  set  aside,  and  judg- 
ment given  for  the  plaintiff,  to  be  entered  up  for 
such  sum  as  the  Registrar  of  the  said  Coart  of 
Admiralty,  with  his  mercantile  assessors  may 
ascertain  to  be  due  from  the  defendant  to  the 
plaintiff  for  damages  arising  from  or  conse- 
quential upon  the  detention  of  the  cargo  of  timber 
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from  the  lodging  of  the  stop  order,  on  the  3rd 
May  1873  until  the  2l8t  May,  and  that  the  plaintiff 
do  have  the  cost  of  the  proceeding  on  his  petition 
in  the  said  Gonrt  of  Admiralty  ap  to  the  time  of 
the  entering  np  of  the  judgment  foi  damages; 
when  ascertained,  the  said  costs  to  he  taxed  and 
ascertained  hy  the  Begistrar  of  the  Court  of 
Admiralty ;  and  that  each  party  do  abide  their 
own  ooets  of  this  appeal,matter,and  that  the  deposit 
of  10{.  lodged  with  the  registrar  of  this  court  be 
handed  hbok.  to  the  said  appellant  James  Charles 
iitzsimon,  or  to  Messrs.  Geeorge  Drevar  Fottrell 
and  George  Fottrell,  jnn.,  or  either  of  them,  his 
solicitors/ 

From  this  decree  the  master  of  the  Ensrqie  ap- 
pealed to  the  Judicial  Committee  of  Her  Majesty's 
Priyy  Council,  giving  the  following  grounds  of 
aroeal: — 

1.  Because  the  said  Court  of  Appeal  erroneously 
held  that  the  amount  for  which  the  appellant  put 
a  stop  order  on  the  said  cargo,  viz.,  2200L,  was 
improper  and  excessive. 

2.  Because  the  said  Court  of  Appeal  erroneously 
held  that  after  such  stop  order  had  been  put  on 
nothiog  could  take  the  cargo  out  of  the  hands  of 
the  dock  board,  except  a  payment  of  2200L 

3.  Because  .the  respondent  at  any  time  after 
such  stop  order  was  put  on  the  cargo,  could,  by 
pa^Dg  or  legally  tendering  to  the  appellant,  or 
giving  notice  to  the  dock  board  to  pay  to  the 
appellant  the  amount  of  his  lien  on  the  said  cargo, 
lubve  entitled  himself  to  a  receipt  for  the  amount 
claimed  as  due,  and  to  delivery  of  the  said  cargo. 
and  oould  have  obtained  delivery  thereof. 

4.  Because  the  respondent  did  not  at  any  time 
before  the  institution  of  this  suit,  tender  to  the 
appellant  the  amount  due  to  him  in  respect  of  his 
cittim  and  lien  on  the  said  cargo  for  freight,  de- 
murrage, and  landing  charges,  and  the  appellant 
never  dispensed  with  such  tender. 

5.  Because  at  the  time  of  the  institution  of  this 
suit  the  appellant  had  not  committed  any  breach 
of  contract  or  duty  with  or  to  the  respondent, 
within  the  meaning  of  the  37th  section  of  the 
Court  of  Admiralty  (Ireland)  Act  1867. 

6.  Because  the  respondent,  as  soon  as  he  paid 
or  caused  to  be  paid  the  amount  due  to  the  appel- 
lant for  freight,  received  delivery  of  the  said 
cargo. 

7.  Because  the  said  decree  of  the  Bigh  Court  of 
Admiralty  of  Ireland  was  and  is  right,  for  the 
reasons  stated  in  the  judgment  of  the  learned 
judge  of  that  court  and  otherwise,  and  such  decree 
ought  to  have  been  affirmed  by  the  said  Court  of 
AppeaL 

8.  Because,  even  if  the  appellant  had,  before  the 
institution  of  this  suit,  committed  any  breach  of 
contract  or  breach  of  duty  with  or  to  the  respon- 
dent, yet  the  respondent  did  not,  by  bis  evidence, 

Srove  that  he  had  thereby  suffered  any  loss  or 
amage  recoverable  by  law. 

March  24  and  25, 1875.— Co^cn,  Q.C.  and  E.  0. 
Clarkson,  for  the  appellant,  contended  that  the 
appellant,  being  ready  and  willing  to  deliver  on 
payment  of  freight  and  general  average,  was  en- 
titled to  payment  on  giving  up  the  goods : 

Painter  v.  James,  18  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.  449 ;  L.  Bep. 

2  0.  P.  348;  3,  Mar.  Law  Oas.O.  S.  76  : 
Black  T.  Bo»e,  11  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.  31 ;  2  Mar.  Law 

Cae.  O.  S.  89. 

Tbtd^  whatever  sum  the  master  may  have  asked 


before  the  exact  amount  of  freight  was  ascertained, 
that  demand  was  no  excuse  for  the  respondents  not 
having  tendered  the  amount  due  (The  Norway,  12 
L.  T.  Eep.  N.  S.  57 ;  2  Mar.  Law  Cas.  O.  S.  254) ; 
that  the  lien  upon  the  cargo  for  general  average 
and  freight  justified  the  detention  of  the  cargo  on 
board  the  ship  up  to  the  3rd  May,  and  that  the 
landing  and  warehousing  the  cargo  on  that  date 
was  justified  in  consequence  of  the  respondents' 
refusal  to  pay  the  amount  dae ;  that  the  amount 
named  in  the  stop  order  was  not  excessive,  con- 
sidering the  amount  then  due  for  general  average 
freight,  demurrage,  and  other  charges;  that 
masters  landing  and  warehousing  cargoes  are  not 
bound  to  confine  the  stop  order  to  the  exact 
amount  of  money  due  upon  the  cargo,  but  may 
declare  a  lien  upon  the  cargo  for  suon  reasonable 
amount  as  they  deem  neceesaiy  to  discharge  their 
lien  i  that  the  respondents  might  have  had  their 
cargo  if  they  had  tendered  the  proper  amount  due 
when  ascertained,  and  had  asked  tne  appellant  to 
give  notice  to  the  Forts  and  Docks  Boiurd  that  all 
that  was  due  had  been  paid ;  that  the  Merchant 
Shipping  Act  Amendment  Act  1862  (25  &  26  Yict. 
o,  63),  sects.  67,  68,  69,  70,  and  71,  providing  for 
the  landing  and  warehousing  of  the  goods  and  the 
preserving  of  a  shii>owner^  lien  thereon  were 
merely  a  mode  of  giving  the  shipowner  the  right 
to  procure  bail  for  his  freight  and  average,  and 
that  there  could  be  no  wrongful  non-delivery  short 
of  a  wilful  detention  by  the  master  for  an  improper 
amount. 

Butt,  Q.C.  and/.  G.  Matthew^ — ^First, the  general 
average  did  not  become  payable  until  after  the 
bottomry  bond  had  been  discharged,  and,  conse- 
quently, at  the  time  of  the  ship's  arrival  in  Dublin, 
there  was  no  lien  for  general  average,  and  there 
was  not  improper  detention  of  the  cargo  from  the 
time  of  the  first  demand  for  delivery  made  by  the 
shipowner.  Until  the  shipowner  had  himnell  be- 
come out  of  pocket  by  paying  off  the  bond,  he 
ooald  not  claim  for  general  average  from  the  cargo 
owner.  Secondly,  the  claim  for  might  was  in  the 
first  instance  excessive,  no  larger  sum  being  ascer- 
tained than  671  {.  Before  a  master  can  claim  pay- 
ment of  freight,  it  must  be  ascertained,  and  here 
it  was  not  ascertained  until  after  the  3rd  May. 
The  respondent  was  quite  willing  to  pay  the  freight 
when  ascertained,  and  there  is  no  question  of  tender 
in  the  present  case,  as  the  master  was  never  ready 
and  willing  to  deliver.  On  the  1st  May  when  the 
London  agent  for  the  ship  saw  the  master,  the 
plaintiff  was  not  liable  to  pay  anything — not  in 
respect  of  freight,  because  none  was  due,  the  cargo 
being  then  undischarged,  and  the  fireightwas  only 
payable  on  delivery;  nor  in  respect  of  generta 
average,  because  the  bond  in  respect  of  which  it 
was  payable,  was  neither  produced  nor  discharged. 
The  discharge  of  the  cargo  by  the  master  was  in 
itself  unlawful,  and  a  detention  under  the  circum- 
stances, because  there  was  no  failure  on  the  part 
of  the  respondent  to  take  delivery,  within  the 
meaning  of  the  Merchant  Shipping  Act  Amend- 
ment Act  1862,  sect.  27,  and  without  such  failure 
goods  cannot  be  landed  and  warehoused.  But 
even  if  such  landing  and  warehousing  was  lawful 
in  itself,  there  was  a  wrongful  detention  of  the 
goods,  by  reason  of  the  master  putting  a  stop  order 
upon  them  for  more  than  was  due.  And,  more- 
over, there  was  a  further  wrongful  act  when  the 
master  refused  to  inform  the  warehousemen  of  the 
payment  of  tiie  amount  due  for  general  average. 
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The  refusal  of  a  masfcer  to  deliver  dispenses  with 
the  neoessitj  for  a  tender : 

KerfbrdY.  Mandsl,  28  L.  J.  803.  Ex. ; 
Scarf  V.  Morgan,  4.  M.  &  W.  270. 

A  master  has  no  lien  for  demurrage  occasioned  by 
his  own  refusal  to  deliver,  even  when  saoh  refusal 
is  for  tiie  purpose  of  preserving  his  lien  for  other 
charges. 

Oohen^  Q.C.,  in  reply,  cited 

Cargo  em  Oalam,  9  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.  550 ;  1  Mar.  Law 
Cai.  O.S.408. 

Our.  adv.  vidt. 

April  24, 1875. — ^The  judgment  of  the  court  was 
delivered  by 

Sir  Montagus  E.  Smite. — ^The  question  on  this 
appeal  is,  whether  the  respondent  (the  plaintifT  in 
ihe  cause  and  the  owner  of  the  cargo)  has  estab- 
lished a  good  cause  of  action  against  we  appellant 
(the  master  of  the  ship  Energie)  for  breach  of  duty 
or  of  contract  in  relation  to  the  delivery  of 
the  cargo.  The  Judge  of  the  Hish  Oourt  of 
Admiralty  in  Ireland  held  that  he  nad  failed  to 
do  so,  ana  didmissed  his  suit.  The  Court  of  Appeal 
in  Chance^  in  Ireland,  to  which,  subject  to  a  final 
appeal  to  Her  Majesty  in  Gonncil,  an  appeal  from 
the  Oourt  of  Admiralty  lies,  reversed  that  decision, 
maintained  the  action,  and  remitted  the  case  to 
the  oourt  below  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  the 
damages.  The  present  appeal  is  against  that 
judgment.  As  to  the  principal  facts  in  the  cause, 
tibere  is  little  or  no  dispute.  [His  Lordship  then 
stated  the  ^ts  as  given  above.] 

It  is  now  to  be  considered  upon  what  ground,  if 
any,  the  present  action  is  maintainable. 

The  judgment  of  the  Oourt  of  Admiralty  has 
found,  and  that  of  the  Appellate  Oourt  assumes, 
that  up  to  the  3rd  May  the  master  was  acting 
within  his  strict  legal  rights.  Their  Lordships 
do  not  dissent  from  that  conclusion. 

The  argument,  however,  that  was  addressed  to 
them  on  l^half  of  the  respondent  makes  it  desi- 
rable to  consider  briefly  what  those  rights  were. 
That  the  master  had,  by  Oommon  Law,  a  lien  for 
freight  and  general  average  contribution,  and,  by 
contract,  a  lien  for  demurrage  upon  the  cargo, 
was  not  and  could  not  have  b^n  successfully  dis- 
puted. The  freight,  however,  was  not  payable 
before  delivery,  and  oould  only  be  ascertained  by 
measurement  upon  deliverv.  The  case,  therefore, 
was  one  of  those  in  which  the  pavment  of  the 
freight  and  the  delivery  of  the  goods  are  oonour- 
rent  acts,  in  which,  as  is  shown  by  the  case  of 
Paynter  v.  JamsB  (L.  Bep.  2  0.  P.  34o ;  8  Mar.  Law 
Oas.  O.  S.  76),  all  that  is  required  from  the  owner 
of  the  cargo  is  readiness  and  willingness  to  pay  a!> 
the  time  of  delivery,  and  in  which  a  settlement  can 
hardly  be  practicallv  effected  without  some  mutual 
trust  and  accommodation.  In  such  circumstances 
the  offer  to  pay  so  large  a  proportion  of  the  freight 
as  650Z.,  beiore  breifing  bulk,  was  not  unrea- 
sonable. 

Again,  before  paying  the  sum  demanded  for 
average,  the  plaintiff  had  a  right  to  be  satisfied 
that  it  was  the  result  of  a  proper  adjustment.  He 
did  not  himself  see  the  average  statement  before 
the  Ist  May,  though  it  had  been  in  the  hands  of 
his  London  agents  on  the  18th  April,  when  it  was 
forwarded  by  them  to  the  underwriters.  There 
seems  to  have  been  a  bond  fide  dispute  as  to  the 
principle  of  the  adjustment,  which  the  subsequent 
conduct  of  the  shipowners  shows  to  have  been  at 


least  questionable.  He  had,  moreover,  fair  grounds 
for  declining  to  pay  the  average  contribution, 
until  he  was  satisfied  that  no  claim  would  be  made 
by  the  bottomry  bondholder  against  the  cargo. 
And  of  this  he  had  no  assurance  before  the  3rd,  if 
before  the  6th  of  May.  He  offered  at  least,  as 
early  as  the  28th  April,  to  sign  an  average  bond, 
which,  there  being  no  doubt  of  his  solvency,  it 
would  have  been  but  reasonable  in  the  shipowners 
to  accept.  It  is  true  that  their  object  was  to  get 
cash  in  order  to  pay  the  bondholder.  But  the 
owner  of  cargo  is  under  no  obligation  to  put  the 
shipowners  in  funds  to  meet  a  debt  for  which  they 
are  primarily  liable. 

Hence  it  appears  to  their  Lordships  that  the 
detention  of  tne  cargo  by  the  master  up  to  the  3rd 
Ma^,  though  not  wrongfol,  was  an  act  done  in  the 
rigid  exercise  of  his  rights ;  and  that  it  is  fiurly 
open  to  argument  whether,  if  he  chose  to  detain 
the  cargo  under  the  circumstances  above  stated, 
he  could  impute  the  delay  in  its  discharge  thereby 
caused  to  the  plaintiff,  or  make  that  a  ground  for 
a  claim  for  demurrage.  It  does  not,  however,  seem 
to  them  to  be  necessary  for  the  determination  of 
this  case,  to  consider  whether  the  lien  for  demur- 
rage, which  was  once  claimed,  but  finally  waived, 
ever  existed ;  and  they  abstain  the  more  willingly 
from  expressing  an  opinion  upon  this  point,  be- 
cause the  claim  for  demurrage  is  said  to  be  now 
eubjudice  in  another /orum. 

The  judgment  under  appeal  has  found  that 
there  was  a  wrongful  detention  of  the  cargo  on 
and  after  the  3rd  May,  and  that  a  right  of  action 
then  accrued  to  the  plaintiff  by  reason  of  the 
delivery  to  the  Port  and  Docks  iBoard,  began  on 
that  day,  under  a  stop  order  for  the  excessive  sum 
of  2200L 

In  support  of  this  judgment  it  has  been  argrued 
that  the  delivery  to  the  Port  and  Docks  Boara,  of 
itselfandirrespectivelvof  the  sum  specified  in  the 
stop  order  was  wrongful,  inasmuch  as  the  plaintiff 
had  not  "failed  to  land  and  take  delivery  "  of  his 
goods  within  the  meaning  of  the  67th  section  of 
The  Merchant  iSliipping  Act  Amendment  Act. 
Their  Lordships,  however,  cannot  assent  to  this 
proposition.  They  conceive  that  the  word  "failed  " 
need  not  be  taken  to  imply  wilful  default  in  the 
cargo  owner ;  but  that,  upon  the  true  construction 
of  the  section,  the  shipowner  is  at  liberty  to  land 
the  goods  under  it,  whenever  the  delivery  of  them 
to  the  owner  within  the  proper  time  has  been  pre- 
vented by  the  force  of  circumstances,  whether  the 
latter  is  or  is  not  to  blame.  They  think  that  this 
construction  is  fortified  by  some  of  the  provisions 
of  the  section  which,  in  certain  cases,  throw  the 
risk  and  expense  of  the  landing  upon  the  ship- 
owner. 

On  the  other  hand  it  was  argued  against  the 
judgment  that  it  implies,  if  it  does  not  express, 
that  the  master  is  liable  to  an  action  for  damages 
whenever  he  lands  under  a  stop  order  for  a  sum  in 
excess,  no  matter  how  slightly  in  excess,  of  the 
amount  due  to  him.  Their  Lordships  do  not  so 
read  the  judgment.  The  proposition  said  to  be 
involved  in  it  is  not  necessary  to  support  it,  and 
seems  to  be  inconsistent  with  the  72nd  section  of 
the  statute,  which  assumes  that  the  master  in  some 
cases  may  bona  fide  have  claimed  a  lion  for  moro 
than  was  really  duo  to  him. 

The  provisions  of  the  statute  which  relate  to 
this  question  are  obviously  designed  both  to  give 
the  master  the  means  of  discharging  the  cargo, 
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rekuniog  his  lieo,  and  to  give  the  cargo  owdot  the 
means  of  obtaining  his  goods  by  the  deposit  of  a 
somsofficient  to  cover  the  master's  claim.  Bat 
they  do  not  extend  the  lien.  The  lien  for  the 
warehoQse  rent  and  charges  occasioned  by  a  land- 
ing, under  the  67tb  section,  is  another  and  distinct 
lien  created  by  the  76th  section.  The  words  of  the 
68th  clanse  are :  "  If  the  shipowner  gives  to  the 
wareboase  owner  notice  in  writing  that  the  goods 
are  to  remain,  subject  to  a  lien  for  freight  or  other 
charges  payable  to  the  shipowner,  to  an  amount 
to  be  mentioned  in  sach  notice,  the  goods  so  landed 
shall,  in  the  hands  of  the  wareboase  owner,  con- 
tinue liable  to  the  same  lien,  if  any,  for  such 
charges  as  they  were  sabject  to  before  the  landing 
thereof."  If,  then,  the  master  wil fully  inserts  in 
his  notice  a  sum  which  he  knows  to  be  in  excess 
of  that  for  which  he  had  a  lien  before  delivery,  he 
not  only  injurionsly  affects  the  cargo  owner  by 
compelling  him  to  deposit  more  than  the  statute 
requires  in  order  to  release  his  goodfl,  hot  intends 
to  prodace  that  result  by  duress  of  the  goods  ;  and 
thus  the  delivery  to  the  warehouse  keeper  is  tan- 
tamount to  a  wrongful  detention  of  the  goods,  and, 
as  such,  an  actionf^ble  breach  of  daty.  In  the 
present  case,  the  sum  inserted  in  the  notice  was 
manifestly  and  ffrosslv  in  excess  of  that  for  which 
the  master  could  bona  fide  claim  a  lien.  The  oat- 
side  snm  claimed  so  late  as  the  6th  May  was 
19911.  28.  lid.,  being  1221Z.  28.  lid.  for  general 
average,  and  770Z.  for  freight,  demurrage,  and 
landing  charges.  On  the2l8t  May  the  latter  item 
had  been  swollen  to  830Z.  ba.  7d.,  but  the  average 
claim  had  then  been  settled  by  the  payment  of 
lldOi.  2i.  4d. ;  aaad  even  if  the  sum  of  8301  had 
been  present  to  the  mind  of  the  master  on  the  3rd 
May  as  the  amount  claimable,  in  addition  to  the 
larger  sum  claimed  for  average,  the  aggregate  of 
the  two  would  have  fallen  short  of  22002.  by 
150*. 

It  was,  however,  argued  that  the  mere  insertion 
of  an  excessive  sum  in  the  notice  is  not  actionable, 
because  the  statute  gives  to  the  cargo  owner,  by 
the  69tb  section,  the  means  of  releasing  his  goods 
oUierwise  than  by  a  deposit  of  the  sam  specified  in 
the  notice ;  viz.,  by  obtaining  from  the  shipowner 
either  a  receipt  for  the  amount  claimed  as  dae,  or 
a  release  of  freight.  Bat  upon  the  hypothesis 
that  the  goods  are  wrongfally  detained  by  the 
shipowner  for  an  excessive  demand,  it  is  not  to  be 
assumed  in  his  favour  that  he  would  give  such  a 
receipt  or  release  upon  the  offer  of  a  less  sum  than 
that  demanded ;  and  a  .payment  to  the  shipowner 
under  protest  would  put  the  cargo  owner  in  a 
worse  position  than  he  would  be  in  by  the  deposit 
of  the  sum  claimed  by  the  shipowner ;  since,  in  the 
latter  case,  the  shipowner  would  have  to  establish 
his  claim  iHtra  the  amount  admitted  by  proceed- 
ings under  the  72nd  section ;  whereas,  in  an  action 
for  money  had  and  received,  the  burthen  of  proof 
wonld  be  on  the  plaintiff,  the  cargo  owner. 

Tho  evidence,  moreover,  in  this  case  shows  that 
the  plaintiff  did  his  best  to  obtain  his  timber  ander 
the  69th  section.  He  actually  paid  the  average ; 
he  was  ready  and  willing  to  pay,  though  under 
protest  the  whole  amount  demanded  for  freight ; 
bnt  the  master,  under  the  instructions  of  Hoffmann 
and  Co.,  refused  to  release  the  cargo  upon  any 
terms,  or  at  all  events  upon  any  terms  short  of  the 
pajrment  of  the  830Z. ;  which,  biesides  the  amount 
claimed  for  demurrage,  included  items  for  which 
it  is  dear  that  the  master  when  he  landed  the  cargo 


hadlno  lien.  The  plaintiff,  therefore,  was  driven  to 
make  the  deposit  of  22001.  by  the  determination 
of  the  shipowners  to  use  the  stop  order  as  the 
means  of  exacting  the  payment  of  charges  for 
which  they  had  no  lien. 

Their  Lordships  are  of  opinion  that,  from  the 
evidence  injthelcause,  the  Appellate  Court  might 
i&vrlj  inter  that  it  was  with  this  object  and  inten- 
tion that  the  excessive  amount  was  originally  in 
sertod  in  the^top  order,  and,  consequently,  that 
the  landing  and  detention  of  the  car^o  under  that 
stop  order  was  a  wrongful  act,  which  gave  the 
plamtiff  a  right  of  action  as  from  the  3rd  May. 

Had  their  Lordships  been  of  a  different  opinion, 
the  result  would  only  have  affected  the  date  from 
which  the  wrongful  detention  is  to  be  reckoned ; 
for  they  entertam  no  doubt  that  the  plaintiff  had 
a  good  cause  of  action  on  the  15th  May,  the  date 
of  action  brought.  After  the  settlement  of  the 
claim  for  average  by  actual  payment,  it  was  dearly 
the  duty  of  the  master,  and  of  the  London  agents 
for  the  ship,  to  reduce  the  stop  order  to  the 
amount  for  which  they  theju  had,  or  could  reason- 
ably claim,  a  lien. 

This  they  refused  to  do ;  they  refused  either  to 
release  the  goods  or  to  reduce  the  stop  order  upon 
the  receipt  of  the  freight,  which  the  plaintiff,  on 
the  15th;^ay,  was  ready  and  willing  to  pay. 

That  this  would  have  given  to  the  plamtiff  a 
right  of  action,  if  he  had  not  one  before,  their 
Lordships  have  felt  no  doubt,  but  for  the  reason 
above  stated  they  are  of  opinion  that  the  judg* 
ment  of  the  Appellate  Court  in  Ireland  was  correct 
in  finding  that  the  right  of  action  was  complete.on 
the  3rd  May. 

Upon  the  point  taken,  to  the  effect*  that  the 
plaintiff  being  entitled  at  most  to  nominal  damages, 
the  remand  to  the  Admiralty  Court  is  improper, 
it  is  suflGicient  to  say  that  it  is  premature  to  sav 
that  the  damages,  though  they  maj  be  small,  will 
not  be  substantial.  Their  Lordships,  will,  there- 
fore, humbly  advise^her  Majesty  to  affirm^tbe 
judgment  under  appeal,  and  to  dismiss  this  appeal 
with  costs. 

Solicitors  for  the  appellants,  HoUami,  i^on,  and 
Coward, 

Solidtors  for  the  respondent,  WdUoiMf  Buhh, 
and  WdUon. 


April  29  and  June  9, 1875. 

(Present :  The]Bight*Hons.  Sir  J.  W.  Colvile,  Sir 
Ba&nes  Peacock,  Sir  M.  E.  Smith,  Sir  B.  P. 
CoLLiEB,>nd  Sir  SL  S.  Keatino.) 
The   Fanht  M.  Cabvill. 

GoUieion — Breach  of  reguUUione  for  preventing 
collinon—Light — Screens  —  MerAani  Shipping 
Jet  1873  (35  ^yse^Vict.U.  86),  «.  17— Oona^ruc. 
tion. 

To  render  a  ship  liable  to  he  deemed  infatdt  under 
the  Merchant  Shipping  Act  1873,  sect.  17,  for  an 
infringement  of  the  regulatiorhs  for  preventing 
collisions,  the  infringement  nwist  he  one  having 
some  possible  connection  with  the  coUision  in 
qtMstion ;  a  mere  infringement,  which  by  nopossi- 
hility  could  have  anything  to  do  with  the  coUision, 
wUl  not  render  the  ship  liable, 

A  ship  carrying  her  side  lights,  with  screens  shorter 
than  required  by  the  regulations,  is  not  to  be 
deemed  in  fauU  if  the  shortness  of  the  screens 
cotfld  not  by  any  possibUUy  have  contributed  to 
the  eolUsion. 
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Bemhle,  that  the  peculiar  build  of  a  $hip  requiring 

her  iide  light  aereens  to  he  shorter  than  provided 

in  the  regulaiions,  is  not  a  "  cvrcumstance  of  the 

case  making  a  departure  from   the  regulation 

necessary t*^  within  the  meaning  of  the  Merchant 

Shining  Act  1878,  sect,  17. 

This  is  an  appeal  from  a  decree  of  the  Bight  Hon. 

Sir  B.  J.  Phillimore,  Jadge  of  the  High  Court  of 

Admiralty  of  England,  in  a  cause  of  damage  lately 

pending  in  that  oonrt,  bronght  by  the  respondents 

as  the  owners  of  a  barcrae  called  the  Perut  and  the 

owners  of  the  -oargo   lately  laden  on  board  her, 

against  the  barque  Fanny  M.  OarviU,  of  which 

the  appellants  were  owners,  for  the  reoovery  of 

damages  in  respect  of  losses  occasioned  to  the 

respondents  by  reason  of  a  collision  between  the 

said  vessels. 

The  collision  happened  between  9  p.m.  and  10 
p.m.  on  the  18th  Nov.  1874,  in  the  English 
Channel,  about  fifteen  miles  off  Beachy  Head. 

The  Peru,  which  is  a  Swedish  barqae  of  589 
tons  register,  was  prosecuting  a  voyage  from  the 
Tyne  to  Monte  Video  with  a  cargo  of  coals.  The 
Faifi/ny  M.  OarviU,  which  is  a  British  barque  of 
592  tons  register,  was  on  a  voyage  from  London 
to  Barcelona  with  a  cargo  of  deals. 

The  case  on  behalf  of  the  Peru  was  that  she  was 
sailing  close  hauled  by  the  wind  on  the  starboard 
tack,  heading  about  S.W.,  making  about  three 
knots  an  hour,  with  the  wind  about  W.N.W.,  and 
the  weather  fine,  clear,  and  moonlight,  and  that 
she  had  a  red  light  on  her  port  side  and  a  green 
light  on  her  starboard  side,  both  burning  brightly, 
and  that  whilst  so  proceeding  the  green  light  of 
the  Fanny  M,  OarviU,  which  vessel  was  on  the 
port  tack,  was  seen  at  the  distance  of  about  one 
mile  and  a  half  from  the  Peru,  bearing  about  two 
points  on  the  port  or  lee  bow,  that  the  Peru  was 
kept  close  hauled  by  the  wind  on  the  starboard 
tack,  but  that  the  Fanny  M,  OarviU  approached, 
and  thoueh  loudly  hailed,  ran  into  and  struck  the 
Peru  on  her  port  side.  The  respondents  attri- 
buted blame  to  the  Fanny  M.  OarviU,  which  was 
the  port  tacked  vessel,  for  not  keeping  out  of  the 
way  of  the  Peru,  the  close-hauled  starboard- 
tacked  wessel. 

The  case  set  up  by  the  appellants  was  that  the 
red  light  of  the  Peru  was  seen  bearing  four  points 
on  the  starboard  bow  of  the  Fanny  M.  GarvUl, 
distance  about  two  miles,  and  that  almost  imme- 
diately afterwardH  the  green  light  of  the  Peru 
came  into  view,  and  that  the  Peru  continued  to 
approach  showing  both  lights  broad  on  the  star- 
board bow  of  the  Fanny  M,  OarvUl,  that  in  about 
ten  minutes  the  Fa/nny  M.  OarviU  showed  a  flash 
light,  and  shortly  afterwards  the  red  light  of  the 
Peru  was  shut  in  and  the  two  vessels  would  have 
passed  dear,  starboard  side  to  starboard  side,  but 
that  the  Peru  shut  in  her  green  light  and  again 
opened  her  red  light,  causing  inmiediate  danger 
of  collision,  that  thereupon  the  helm  of  the  Farmy 
If,  OarviU  was  put  hard  aport  and  her  mainyard 
squared,  but  that  she  was  unable  to  clear  the 
Peru,  and  with  the  bluff  of  her  port  bow  struck 
the  Peru  on  her  port  side  amidships.  The  appel- 
lants charged  the  Peru  first  with  having  neglected 
to  keep  a  good  look-out ;  secondly,  with  having 
neglected  to  keep  her  course ;  thirdly,  with  having 
her  lights  improperly  fixed  and  screened,  and  they 
ieittributed  the  collision  to  such  alleged  acts  of 
neglect,  and  they  further  alleged  that  the  Peru 
waa  in  fault  within  the  true  intent  and  meaning 


of  the  17  th  section  of  the  Merchant  Shipping  Act 
1873,  for  infringing  the  regulations  for  preventing 
collisions  at  sea  by  neglecting  to  carry  proper  aide 
lights. 

The  cause  was  heard  on  oral  evidence  before  the 
learned  Judge  of  the  court  below,  assisted  by  two 
of  the  Elder  Brethren  of  the  Trinity  Corporation. 
It  then  appeared  that  the  screens  of  the  lights  of 
the  Peru  fell  short  of  the  regulation  length  by 
nearly  one  foot,  but  no  other  complaint  was  made 
against  the  lights.  The  appellants  alleged  that, 
in  consequence  of  the  shortness  of  the  screens,  the 
green  light  of  the  Peru  was  seen  across  her  port 
bow.  The  evidence  as  to  the  position  of  the  lights 
and  the  other  facts  will  be  f onnd  in  the  report  of 
the  case  below  (32  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.  129, 134;  2 
Asp.  Mar.  Law  Gas.  478,  483). 

The  learned  judge  of  the  court  below, after  hear- 
ing the  evidence  and  consulting  with  the  Elder 
Brethren,  came  to  the  conclusion  that  the  story 
told  by  the  witnesses  from  the  Peru  was  true,  and 
that  that  told  by  the  witnesses  from  the  Fanny 
M.  OarviU  was  untrue,  and  that  the  deficienoy  in 
the  length  of  the  screens  of  the  lights  of  the  Peru 
did  not,  in  fact,  in  any  way  contribute  to  the  col- 
lision ;  but  he  reserved  his  judgment  as  to  whether, 
owing  to  such  deficienoy,  the  Peru  must  also  be 
held  to  blame  under  the  said  statute.  The  learned 
judge  subsequently  gave  judgment  upon  this  point 
m  favour  of  the  Peru,  and  made  the  usual  decree, 
pronouncing  for  the  damage  prooeeded  for  with 
costs.  The  judgments  of  the  court  below  will  be 
found :  (32  t.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.  135 ;  2  Asp.  Mar. 
Law  Gas.  485).  From  the  decree  so  made  the 
owners  of  the  Fanny  M.  OarviU  appealed  for  the 
following,  amongst  other,  reasons : 

1.  That  on  the  evidence  taken  in  the  ooort  below, 
the  collision  was  solely  attributable  to  the  negli- 
gence and  improper  navigation  of  those  on  board 
the  Peru, 

2.  That  the  collision  was  in  no  way  oocaaioned 
by  any  negligence  or  improper  conduct  of  those  on 
board  the  Fanny  M.  OarviU. 

3.  That  on  the  evidence  the  side  lights  of  the 
Peru  were  improperly  screened,  allowing  the  ^reen 
light  to  show  across  her  bow. 

4.  That  on  the  evidence  those  on  board  the 
Fawny  M.  OarvUl  were  misled  by  the  improper 
exhibition  of  the  lights  on  board  the  Peru. 

5.  That  on  the  evidence  it  is  clear  that  the  colli- 
sion was  occasioned  by  the  improper  exhibition  of 
the  green  light  of  the  Peru, 

6.  That  the  finding  of  the  learned  judge  that  the 
green  light  of  the  Peru  was  not  seen  across  the 
bow  of  the  Peru  by  those  on  board  the  Faainy  M, 
OarviU  is  not  warranted  by  the  evidence  in  the 
cause. 

7.  That  the  evidence  established  that  the  green 
light  must  have  been  and  was  seen  across  the  bows 
of  the  Peru  by  those  on  board  the  Fanny  M, 
OarvUl, 

8.  That  the  learned  judge  should  have  found  the 
Peru  in  fault  within  the  meaning  of  17th  section  of 
the  36  &  37  Vict.  c.  85,  on  the  ground  of  the 
improper  condition  of  her  side  lights. 

9.  That  upon  the  evidence  given  at  the  hearing 
of  the  cause,  the  circumstances  of  the  case  were  not 
such  as  to  make  a  departure  from  the  regulation 
as  to  side  lights  necessary, 

AprU  29,  — Butt,  QC.  and  B,  Webster  for 
the  appellants. — We  submit,  first,  that  the  facts 
show  that  the  Peru  altered  her  course  ^  secondl^i 
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she  showed  her  green  light,  and  so  brought  aboab 
the  collisioD;  thirdly,  that  even  if  she  did  not 
show  her  green  light,  the  lights  were  not  screened 
in  accordance  with  the  regulations, and  that  under 
36  and  87  Vict.  c.  85,  s.  17,  she  must  be  held  to 
bfa^me ;  fourthly,  that  even  if  the  judgment  in  the 
court  below  is  right,  the  lights  were  so  screened 
that  they  could  by  possibility  have  contributed  to 
the  ooUision,  and  that  consequently  upon  that 
construction  of  the  statute  the  Peru  mast  be  held 
to  blame.    As  to  the  construction  of  the  statute 
we  submit  that  it  is  so  worded  that  an  infringe- 
ment of  the  regulations,  even  if  it  does  not,  and 
cannot,  in  anyway  contribute  to  a coUisioo, renders 
the  ship  infringing  liable  for  the  collision.    In  the 
present  case  it  is  dearly  established  that    the 
screens  were  too  shoH,  which  is  an  infringement 
of  Art.  3  {d)  and  Art  5  of  the  regalations  for 
preventing  collisions,  and  is  consequently  an  in- 
fringement within  the  meaning  of  the  Merchant 
Shipping  Act  1873,  sect.  17 ;  that  section  expressly 
enaots,  if  such  a  regulation  '*  has  been  infringed, 
the  ship  by  which  such  regulation  has  been  in- 
fringed, shall  be  deemed  to  be  in  feult,  unless  it 
is  shown  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  court  that  the 
oircamstaoces  of  the  case  made  departure  from 
the  regulation  necessary."    Before  the  passing 
of  this  Act  a  departure  from  the  rules  must  have 
contributed  to  the  collision   before  the  ship  in- 
frin^ng  could  be  deemed  in  fault.    Hence  it  is  to 
be  presumed  that  the  Legislature  intended  some 
change.    The  judgment  of  the  coart  below  says 
that  the  infringement  meant  by  the  last  Act  must 
be  *'  an  infringement  material  to  the  case,  and  b^ 
possibility  causing  or  contributing  to  "  the  colh- 
8ion«     Bat  with  submission,  that  is  not  the  plain 
meaning  of  the  words  which  clearly  include  every 
in&ingement,  whether  causing,  or.  contributing, 
or  not,  and  this  construction  has  already  been 
put   upon  the  statute  in  the  Hibemia  (31  L.  T. 
Bep.,  if,  S.,  805;   2   Asp.  Mar.   Law  Oas.  454), 
where  it  was  held  that  in  ever^  case  of  collision 
the   (questions  for  the  oouri  to  mquire  into  were, 
first,  if  the  regalations  had  been  inftinged,  and, 
secondly,  if  the  circumstances  had  rendered  a 
departure  from  those  regulations  necessary. 

MUtocMrdf  Q.C.,  and  E,  0.  Clarkson,  for  the  re- 
spondent.— We  submit  that,  as  the  facts  were 
foond  in  oar  favour  iu  the  court  below,  which  pro- 
ceeded entirely  on  the  credibility  of  evidence,  the 
finding  ought  not  to  be  disturbed.  On  the  question 
of  law,  we  submit,  first,  that  there  was  a  substan- 
tial oompliance  with  the  regulations.  The  Begu- 
lations  Art.  3  (6  and  e)  require  the  lights  to  be  so 
placed  that  they  cannot  be  seen  across  the  bows, 
and  BO  long  as  this  is  complied  with  there  is  no 
infringement ;  Ajt.  3  (d)  is  merely  subsidiary  to 
Arts.  3  (6  and  c),  and  only  points  out  the  mode  of 
carrying  them  out,  and  so  long  as  the  object  is 
e£fected  the  mere  length  of  the  screens  is  unim- 
portant. Secondly,  the  circumstances  rendered  a 
departure  from  the  rule  necessary.^  The  lights 
were  placed  on  the  round  of  the  snip's  bows,  the 
only  available  place ;  if  the  screen  had  been  longer 
the  lights  would  have  been  washed  out  by  the 
sea;  if  the  position  had  been  altered  the  lights 
would  have  been  obscured.  [Sir  B.  P.  Oollieb. — 
You  can't  support  that  proposition.  If  yoor  ship 
is  of  such  a  construction  that  she  cannot  comply 
with  the  regulation,  she  ought  to  be  altered  so  as 
to  make  compliance  possible.  Sir  Montague 
Smith. — A  departure  from  the  regalations  is  not 


necessary  if  occasioned  by  something  under  the 
shipowner's  own  control.]  Thirdly,  the  defect  in 
the  screens  could  not  by  any  possibility  have  contri- 
buted to  the  collision,  and  hence  under  the  true 
meaning  of  the  Merchant  Shipping  Act  1873  the 
Peru  cannot  be  deemed  in  fault ;  the  lights  of  the 
Peru  could  not  possibly  have  been  seen  across  her 
bows.  Fourthly,  the  Peru  is  a  foreign  ship,  and  if 
the  statute  is  to  be  construed,  as  contended  for  by 
the  appellant,  it  cannot  be  applied  to  a  foreign 
ship.  A  British  Act  of  Parliament  cannot  be 
binding  upon  a  foreign  vessel  upon  the  high 
seas. 

The  AmdUa,  1  Moore,  P.0.0.  N.S.  484 ; 

The  Halley,  L.  Bep.  2  P.C.  198 ;  18  L.  T.  Bep.  N.S. 

879 ;  3  Mar.  Lftw  Oat.  O.S.  131 ; 
The  Guldfaaee,  L.  Bep.  2  Adm.  A  £oo.  325 ;  19  L.  T. 

Bep.  N.S.  741 ;  3  Mar.  Law  Oas.  O.S.  201 ; 
The  ScuDonia^  Lnsh.  410. 

Butty  Q.O.,  in  reply. — ^The  Peru  is  seeking  to 
recover  against  the  Fanny  M,  OarviU  in  an  Eng« 
lish  court,  and  she  must  iu  consequence  accept 
the  lex  fori  in  all  matters  consequent  upon  the 
jarisdiotion,  and  as  the  Merchant  Shipping  Act 
1873  enacts  that  the  court  shall  take  a  certain 
coarse  on  certain  facts  appearing,  any  suitor, 
British  or  foreign,  puts  in  motion  the  jorisdictiou 
subject  to  that  provision. 

Our,  adv.  vuU. 

June  9. — ^The  judgment  of  the  court  was  deli- 
vered by 

Sir  Jambs  W.  Golvile. — This  is  a  case  of  col- 
lision between  the  American  barqae  the  Fanny 
M.  Ca^rvill,  and  the  Swedish  barqae  Peru,  The 
undispated  facts  of  the  case  are  that  the  colli- 
sion took  place  abont  half -past  nine  of  the  even- 
ing of  the  18th  Nov.  1874,  some  fourteen  or 
fifteen  miles  off  Beachy  Head ;  that  both  vessels 
were  beating  down  Channel  close  hauled  against  a 
westerly  wind,  and  were  crossing  so  as  to  involve 
risk  of  collision ;  that  the  JPonTiy  If,  OarviU  was 
on  the  port,  and  the  Peru  on  the  starboard  tack, 
and  accordingly  that  it  was  the  duty  of  the  former 
to  get  out  of  the  way  of  the  latter,  and  the  duty 
of  the  latter  to  keep  her  course. 

Of  the  case  made  by  the  appellants  in  order  to 
excuse  the  failure  of  the  Fanny  M,  OarviU  to  keep 
out  of  the  way  of  the  Peru,  and  to  cast  the  respon- 
sibilitv  of  having  caused  the  collisiou  wholly  or 
partially  on  the  latter,  the  material  allegations  are 
that  those  on  board  the  Peru  improperly  neglected 
to  keep  their  coarse,  and  that  the  lights  of  the 
Peru  were  improperly  fixed  and  screened. 

The  principal  witness  in  support  of  this  defence 
was  Martin  Scheringer,  the  mate  of  the  jPcmny  if. 
OarvUl,and  the  oflBcer  of  the  watch  at  the  time  of 
the  collision.  His  testimony  is,  that  when  the  Peru 
was  first  sighted  he  saw  her  red  light ;  that  he  knew 
she  mast  be  beating  down  Channel,  close  hauled  on 
the  starboard  tack,  and  that  it  was  his  duty  to 
keep  out  of  her  way ;  but  that  before  he  took,  or 
could  take  any  means  towards  that  end,  she 
opened  her  green  light,  and  continued  to  show 
both  her  lights  for  ten  minutes ;  that,  inferring 
from  this  that  she  was  bearing  away,  he  kept  his 
own  course,  after  showing  a  flash  light  in  order  to 
make  the  other  vessel  give  him  a  free  berth ;  but 
that  she,  after  having  apparently  kept  away  at 
least  two  points,  ultimately  laffed  foar  points,  with 
her  sails  aback  and  shivering,  shutting  out  by  the 
last  manoeuvre  the  green  light ;  and  this  caused 
the  collision. 
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Their  lordships  must  remark  on  this  evidence 
that  it  is  inconsistent  with  any  theory  except 
an  actual  deviation  from  her  course  on  the 
part  of  the  Fwu,  If,  as  is  now  suggested,  the 
improper  leni^th  of  the  screen  woald  account  for 
the  fact  that  the  green  lii^ht  was  seen  by  those 
on  board  the  Farvny  M,  Carvill,  although  the  Peru 
may  have  kept  her  course,  it  would  not  account 
for  what  the  mate  has  sworn  touching  her  luffing 
and  the  appearances  of  her  sails. 

It  is  therefore  material  to  come  to  a  clear  condu* 
sion  upon  the  question  whether  the  P^ru  did,  in  fact, 
keep  her  course.  That  she  did  so  their  lordships  have 
no  doubt.  The  learned  jadge  of  the  Court  of  Ad- 
miralty, upon  the  conflicting  evidence  before  him, 
has  found  m  terms : — *'  That  the  Peru,  a  starboard 
tacked  vessel,  continued  on  her  course  withoat 
alteration  up  to  the  time  of  the  collision ;  that  it  is 
untrue,  as  stated  by  the  witnesses  on  the  part  of 
the  Fanny  M,  GarviU,  that  the  Peru  ever  came 
right  up  into  the  wind  two  and  a  half  points  with 
her  sails  flat  aback.'*  There  is  nothing  in  the  case 
to  induce  their  lordships  to  doabt  the  correctness 
of  this  finding,  which  is  materially  confirmed  by 
the  fact  that,  in  the  first  instance,  the  master  of 
the  Fanny  M,  GarviU  has  so  little  faith  in  the 
account  given  by  his  own  officer,  that  he  openly 
threw  the  blame  of  the  collision  upon  him,  and 
would,  under  legal  advice,  have  admitted  his  lia- 
bility had  it  not  been  ascertained  that  the 
screens  of  the  Peru's  lights  were  of  less  than 
the  prescribed  length.  And  accordingly,  the 
learned  counsel  who  argued  the  appeal  have  raintly, 
if  at  all,  contended  that  the  Peru  did,  in  fact,  alter 
her  course,  and  have  chiefiy  directed  their  argu- 
ments to  show  that  the  green  light  was,  bv  means 
of  the  defect  in  the  screen,  visible  to  those  on 
board  the  Fanny  M.  GarviU ;  was,  in  fact,  seen  by 
them ;  and,  therefore,  naturally  gave  rise  to  the 
inference  that  the  Peru  was  bearing  away. 

To  this  defence,  as  to  that  founded  on  an  actual  de- 
viation by  the  Peru  from  her  course,  it  is  essential 
to  establish  that  the  ffreen  light  was,  in  fact,  seen 
by  those  on  board  the  Faivny  M,  GarviU  across 
the  bows  of  the  Peru,  Upon  this  point  there  is 
the  direct  evidence  of  the  mate  and  look-out  man, 
who,  haying  been  disbelieved  upon  other  points, 
cannot  be  treated  as  trustworthy  witnesses.  Their 
evidence  on  this  point,  however,  is  in  some  degree 
corroborated  by  that  of  the  captain,  the  surveyors 
for  the  Board  of  Trade,  and  the  other  witnesses 
who  were  called  to  prove  that  the  green  light 
mieht  be  seen  across  the  bows  of  the  Peru, 

On  the  other  hand,  there  was  a  considerable  body 
of  testimony  to  the  contrary,  and  the  learned  judge 
of  the  Admiralty  Conrt,  upon  this  conflict  of  evi- 
dence, has  fonnd  as  a  fact  that  the  green  light  of  the 
Peru  was  not  seen  across  the  bows  of  the  Peru  by 
those  on  board  the  Fanny  M.  GarviU ;  and,  there- 
fore, could  not  have  contnbuted  to  the  collision. 

Their  lordships  are  so  far  from  dissenting  from 
this  finding,  that  they  are  prepared  to  so  beyond 
what  is  directly  expressed  by  it,  and  to  hold  upon 
the  evidence  before  them,  and  for  the  reasons  next 
to  be  stated,  that  in  the  circumstances  in  which 
these  vessels  were  placed,  the  green  light  of  the  Peru 
could  not  by  any  possibility  have  been  seen  by  those 
on  board  the  Fanny  M,  GarviU,  The  vessels, 
though  on  opposite  tacks,  were  both  close  hauled, 
and  may  be  assumed  to  have  been  sailing  within 
six  points  of  the  wind,  whether  the  direction  of 
that  was  west,  or  two  points  to  the  north  of  west. 


This  being  so,  their  lordships  are  of  opinion  that 
each  must  first  have  seen  the  other  as  stated  by 
those  on  board  the  Peru  about  two  points  on  her 
own  lee  bow.  For  if  the  bearing  of  the  Peru, 
when  first  sighted  by  the  Fanny  M.  GarviU^  was 
four  or  even  three  points  on  the  lee  bow  of  the 
latter,  as  stated  by  her  mate,  it  is  difficult  to  see 
how  the  two  vessels,  sailing  as  they  were  sailing, 
and  each  keeping  her  course,  could  ever  have 
come  in  collision.  Now  their  lordships  are  satis- 
fied that  the  ereen  liicht  of  the  Peru  oould  not 
have  been  visible  two  points  over  her  port  bow, 
if  the  screen  projected,  as  it  is  proved  to  have 
projected,  considerably  more  than  one  foot  from 
the  position  of  the  light  in  a  direction  parallel  to 
the  keeL  For  these  reasons,  as  well  as  upon  the 
direct  evidence  in  the  cause,  they  have  oome  to 
the  conclusion,  in  which  they  are  confirmed  by 
their  assessors,  that  the  green  light  of  the  Peru  not 
only  was  not,  but  could  not  by  possibility  have 
been  seen  by  those  on  board  the  other  vessel ;  and, 
accordingly,  that  the  defect  in  her  screens  neither 
did,  nor  could  have  contributed  to  the  collision. 
This  conclusion  was  probably  intended  to  be  im- 
plied, though  it  is  not  in  terms  expressed,  in  the 
finding  of  the  Court  of  Admiralty. 

These  being  the  facts  of  the  case,  it  follows  that 
the  Fanny  M,  GarviU,  which  failed  to  keep  out  of 
the  way  of  the  Peru,  must  be  pronounced  solely  to 
blame  for  the  collision,  unless  by  foroe  of  the 
17th  section  of  the  Merchant  Shipping  Act,  1873 
(36  and  37  Yiob.  c.  85),  as  construed  in  the  reoent 
case  of  The  Hibemia  {ante,  p.  454),  the  Peru 
is  to  be  deemed  to  be  also  in  fault ;  although  the 
particular  infringement  of  the  sailing  rules  im- 
puted to  her  neither  did,  nor  could  by  possibility, 
have  contributed  to  the  accident. 

The  words  of  the  statute  are, "  If,  in  any  case  of 
collision,  it  is  proved  to  the  court  before  which  the 
case  is  tried,  that  any  of  the  regulations  for  pre- 
venting collisions  contained  in,  or  made  under  the 
Merchant  Shipping  Acts  1854  to  1873,  have  been 
infringed,  the  ship  h^  which  such  regulation  has 
been  infringed  shall  be  deemed  to  be  in  fault,  un- 
less it  is  shown  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  oourt 
that  the  circumstances  of  the  case  make  a  depar- 
ture from  the  regulations  necessary." 

The  alleged  infringement  is  of  that  part  of 
Article  3  of  the  sailing  Rules  which  prescribes  that 
"  the  green  and  red  side  lights  shall  bo  fitted  with 
in-board  screens,  projecting  at  least  three  feet  for- 
ward from  the  light,  so  as  to  prevent  these  lights 
from  being  seen  across  the  bow."  The  soreen  of 
the  Peru  is  shown  to  have  been  nearly  a  foot  (about 
11  inches)  short  of  the  prescribed  length.  It  must 
be  assumed  that  those  under  whose  advioe  the 
rule  was  framed  considered  that  a  length  of  3fli. 
was  necessary  in  order  to  prevent  the  light  from 
being  seen,  under  any  circumstances  whatever, 
across  the  bow.  And  there  is  evidenoe  in  the 
cause,  independent  of  that  of  the  diaoredited 
witnesses,  to  show  that,  under  some  droumstances, 
the  green  light  might  be  preoeptible  across  the 
bow.  Their  Lordships,  therefore,  notwithstand- 
ing their  conviction  that  the  green  light  oould 
not  have  been  seen  more  than  a  very  few  degrees 
(if  at  all)  across  the  bow  of  the  Peru,  will  assume 
that  there  was  an  infringement  of  the  regulation 
within  the  meaning  of  the  statute.  Ana  it  has 
certainly  not  been  shown  that  the  ciroum stances 
of  the  case  made  a  departure  from  the  regulation 
necessary. 
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In  conslraiDg  the  daase  in  qaestion,  it  is  to 
be  obseired  iAStt  the  Act  of  1873  did  not  re- 
pealt  DOT  was  it  a  subatitate  for,  the  Merchant 
Shippin^;^  Acts  of  1854  and  1862.  On  the  con- 
trary, its  2nd  section  declares  that  it  is  to  be  con- 
stmed  as  one  with  them.  Now,  the  298th  section 
of  the  Act  of  1854v  and  the  29th  section  of  the  Act 
of  1862,  proTides  each  that  in  certain  cases  of  in- 
frinsement  of  the  sailing  regnlatioDs  those  gailty 
of  the  infringement  shall  incar  certain  conse- 
qaenoes.  Bat  each  contains  the  qualification  that 
the  collision  shall  appear  to  the  court  to  have 
been  occasioned  by  the  non-observance  of  the 
regulation  infringed.  When,  therefore,  in  the 
17^  section  of  the  Act  of  1873,  the  Legislature 
omitted  this  qualification,  it  must  be  presumed  to 
have  done  so  designedly,  and  at  all  events,  to 
have  intended  that  it  should  no  longer  be  iocum- 
bent  on  the  opposite  party  to  prove  that  the 
non-observance  of  the  regulations  in  fact  con- 
tributed to  the  collision. 

Nor  does  it  appear  to  their  Lordships  that 
the  17th  section  of  the  Act  of  1873  can  be  taken 
merely  to  shift  the  burthen  of  proof  by  rais- 
ing a  presumption  of  culpability,  to  be  rebut- 
ted by  proof  that  the  non-observance  of  the 
rale  did  not  in  fact  contribute  to  the  colli- 
sion, because  the  preceding  (the  16th)  section 
clearly  shows  that  where  the  Legislature  intended 
only  to  raise  a  presumption  capable  of  being  re- 
batted  by  such  proof  it  used  apt  words  to  express 
that  intention. 

Their  Lordships  therefore  conceive  that,  what- 
ever be  the  true  construction  of  the  enactment 
in  qaestion  that  which  would  take  the  case  out 
of  its  operation  by  mere  proof  that  the  infringe- 
ment of  the  regulation  did  not,  in  point  of 
fact,  contribute  to  the  collision,  is  admissible. 
They  conceive  that  the  Legislature  intended 
at  least  to  obviate  the  necessity  for  the  deter- 
mination of  this  question  of  fact  (often  a  very 
nice  one)  upon  conflicting  evidence. 

There  remain,  however,  two  other  possible  con- 
stmctions.  The  first  is  that,  on  proof  of  an 
infringement  of  any  of  the  regulations  for  pre- 
venting collisions,  there  arises,  subject  only 
to  the  qualification  contained  in  the  final  clause 
of  the  section,  an  absolute  presumption  of  cul- 
pability against  the  vessel  guilty  of  such  in- 
fringement, to  which  the  court  is  bound  to 
give  e£Feot,  whatever  the  nature  of  the  infringe- 
ment  may  be.  The  other  is  that  the  infringe- 
ment must  be  one  having  some  possible  con- 
nection with  the  collision;  or  in  other  words 
that  the  presumption  of  culpability  may  be  met  by 
proof  that  the  infringement  could  not  by  any 
possibility  have  contributed  to  the  collision.  The 
fbrmer  of  these  constructions,  though  possibly  the 
more  consistent  with  the  literal  meaning  of  the 
words  of  the  section,  seems  to  their  Lordships  to 
be  the  less  reasonable  of  the  two.  It  not  only 
leads  to  the  extravagant  consequences  pointed  out 
by  the  learned  judge  of  the  Admiralty  Court ;  it 
implies  an  intention  which,  without  the  plainest 
language,  can  hardly  be  imputed  to  the  Legisla- 
ture. For  it  is  one  thing  to  say  that  when  the 
ciroumstances  show  that  the  infringement  of  the 
regulations  might  have  contribute  to  the  colli- 
sion, the  court  shall  conclusively  infer  that  it  did 
so.  It  is  another,  and  very  different  thing  to  say, 
that  the  court  shall  draw  the  same  inference, 
when  Uie  drcamstances  show  that  the  infringe- 


ment, from  its  nature,  could  not  possibly  have  con- 
tributed to  the  collision.  In  the  latter  case  the 
Legislature  would  entirely  alter  the  nature  of  the 
shipowner's  liability,  As  the  law  stood,  he  was 
civilly  liable  in  damages  for  the  consequences  of 
his  act  or  omission.  The  new  law  so  far  as  it 
enacts  that  the  consequences  which  miffht  have 
fiowed  from  that  act  or  omission,  shall  t>e  pre- 
sumed to  have  flowed  from  it,  does  not  afiect  the 
nature  of  that  civil  liability.  But  on  the  sup- 
posed construction  it  would  virtually  substitute 
for  a  civil  liability  which  the  shipowner  could  nob 
have  incurred,  a  penalty  for  the  infringement  of 
the  regulations  irrespective  of  the  nature  or  pos- 
sible consequences  of  that  infringement— a  penalty, 
moreover,  of  uncertain  application,  since  it  is 
dependent  on  a  collision,  and  vaiying  in  severity 
with  the  injury  done  by  the  collision.  It  would, 
in  effect,  make  the  vessel  gailty  of  the  infringe- 
ment, a  sort  of  outlaw  of  the  seas,  be  deprivmg 
her  of  the  right  to  recover,  under  any  circum- 
stances, more  than  half  the  damages  to  which,  by 
the  general  law  maritime,  she  might  become 
entitled. 

Again,  it  can  hardly  be  denied,  though  the 
words  perhaps  admit  of  such  a  contention,  that 
the  infringement  proved  must  be  one  existing 
at  the  time  of  the  collision.  And  if  this  be  so,  it 
seems  but  reasonable  to  infer  that  it  must  also  be 
one  that  has  some  possible  connection  with  the 
accident. 

Their  Lordships  are  of  opinion  that  the  second 
construction,  which  is  not  absolutely  inconsist- 
ent with  the  phraseology  of  the  enactment, 
and  is  b V  far  the  more  reasonable  of  the  two, 
ought  to  be  adopted.  It  gives  effect  to  the  statute 
by  excluding  proof  that  an  infringement,  which 
might  have  contributed  to  a  collision,  did  not  in 
fact  do  so ;  and  by  throwing  on  the  party  2 nilty 
of  the  infringement  the  burden  of  showing  that  it 
could  not  possibly  have  done  so. 

Applying  this  construction  of  the  statute  to 
the  fact  found,  their  Lordships  are  of  opinion 
that  if,  in  this  case,  both  vessels  had  been  British 
ships,  the  Peru  could  not  have  been  pronounced 
in  niult. 

This  conclusion  renders  it  unnecessary  to  con- 
sider whether  this  particular  clause  in  the  statute 
is  applicable  to  foreign  vessels ;  whether,  in  other 
words,  it  falls  within  the  principle  enforced 
in  the  Amalia  (B.  &  Lush,  150)  or  that  en- 
forced in  the  ticMonia  (Lush,  419),  That  this 
question,  which  is  not  free  from  difficulty,  will 
have  to  be  determined  at  no  distant  date  is 
highly  probable.  But  their  Lordships  abstain 
the  more  willingly  from  considering  it  at  present 
because  it  was  not  very  fully  argued  before  them. 

Their  Lordships  will  humbly  advise  Her  Majesty 
to  affirm  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Admiralty, 
and  to  dismiss  this  appeal  with  costs. 

Solicitors  for  the  appellants,  8ioke$,  Saunden, 
and  Stokeg. 

Solicitors  for  the  respondents,  Thomas  Cooper. 
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COVBT  OF  AFPEAl^  IV  CHAVCEBT. 

Beportad  by  E.  Stxwabt  Boohs  and  H.  Piat.  Esqn.. 

BuriBten-at'Law. 


Monday,  June  28, 1875. 

(Before  the  Lobds  Justices.) 

Be  Abthub  Atebage  Association  ;  Ex  parte  Gobt 

AND    Hawkslet. 

Mutual  marine  insurance  (usociation — Unincorpo- 
rated  and   unregistered     body — Winding'Up — 

*  Association  for  acquisition  of  gai/nr-^Names  of 
underwriters  specified  in  policy — 30  Vict,  c,  23, 
s,  7 — Companies  Act  1862,  ss.  4, 199. 

By  the  rules  of  a  muttuil  insurance  cusociation  it 
was  provided  that  the  members  should  severally 
and  respectively  and  ru>t  jointly  or  in  partnership, 
nor  the  one  for  the  other,  but  each  only  in  his  own 
name,  insure  each  other's  ships  for  one  year, from 
noon  of  any  day  named  as  the  commencement  of 
risk,  subject  to  the  conditions  indorsed  on  the  form 
of  policy,  and  to  the  rules  and  regulations,  which 
should  be  binding  on  all  the  members  of  the  assO' 
ciaiion.     The  managers  of  the  cusociation  were 
Jamss  Jackson  and  William  Sheppard,  and  either 
of  them  might  sign  their  firm  name  of  Jackson 
and  Shepftard  to  aU  policies  of  insurance  in  the 
name  of  the  association,a>s  managers  thereof,  and 
the  signature  thus  given  by  either  of  them  should 
be  binding  and  conclusive  on  all  the  members  of 
tluU  cusocicUion,  and  should  have  on  all  and  each 
of  the  members  the  same  effect  as  if  each  and 
every  member  had  personally  signed  such  policy. 
The  annual  rates  on  the  sums  insured  were  pay- 
payable  in  advance  by  quarterly  proportions  oy 
memhers*   acceptance  of  the  manager*  s  draft  at 
three  months'  date  ;  or  if  paid  in  cash,  discount 
of  hi,  per  cent,  per  annum  was  to  be  allowed, 
which    was    to    be    placed    to    the   credit    of 
each   respective   memher,  and  if  such  amount 
exceeded  the  claims  for  losses  or  damage  sustained 
by  the  members,  stush  excess  was  to  stand  to  the 
credit  of  each  mutual  member  proportionately  as 
he  might  have  contributed,  ana  if  such  contribu' 
tions  were  not  sufficient  to  meet  the  claims  of  the 
members  for  loss  or  dawiage  sustained  within  any 
reepectiveyear, then  such  credited  amounts  should 
be  applied  to  meet  such  deficiency,  and  if  there 
should  sOU  be  a  deficiency,  such  sum  aa  might  be 
required  to  meet  the  same  should  be  drawn  for  on 
each  respective  member  in  such  proportion  cts  they 
bore  to  each  other.     The  rules  also  provided  that 
the  managers  should  have  authority  to  issue  poli* 
cies  to  mwnbers  for  periods  less  than  a  year,  or 
for  special  risks,  either  on  time  or  voyage  poli- 
des  in  consideration  of  special  rcUes  of  premium, 
to  which  the  reserve  fund  shotdd  in  no  way  apply, 
and  thai  the  rules  might  be  repealed,  altered,  or 
amended  by  a  majority  of  the  memhers  at  a  general 
meeting. 
Special  rate  policies  were  issued  to  non»member8 
both  before  and  after  an  invalid  alteration  of  the 
rules,  by  which  it  was  attempted  to  give   the 
managers  authority  to  issue  special  rate  policies 
to  non-members.     The  policies  issusd  by  the  asso- 
ciation were  signed,    '*  Jackson  and  Sheppard, 
joint  managers  of  the  Arthur  Average  Associa* 
Hon  for  insuring  each  other's  ships,  every  mem- 
ber bearing  his  equal  proportion  according  to 
the   sums  mutually    insured  therein,  excepting 
members  paying  special  rates,"    In  Feb,  1870, 
the  association  was  ordered  to  be  wound  up,  and 


on  the  2bth  May  1871,  Cory  and  Hawksley  were 
settled  on  the  list  of  contrUiutories.    By  the  chief 
clerks'  certifimte,  dated  2XHh  Dec  1873,  certain 
sums  were  found  to  be  due  to  holders  of  ^pecM 
policies  who  were  non-members.    On  a  eaU  being 
made  on  Cory  and  Hawksley,  they  took  out  a 
summons  to  have  the  debts  admitted  by  the  certi" 
ficaie  of  certain  members  expunged. 
Meld  {affirming  the  dedsiqn  of  the  Master  of  the 
Bolls),  that  the  signature  to  the  policies  was  not 
a  specification  of  the  names  of  the  insurers  as 
required  by  the  7th  sect,  of  30  VicL  c.  23 ;  and 
that  the  policies  were,  therefore,  invalid. 
Held,  also,  that  the  issuing  of  special  rate  policies 
to  nor^members  was  ultra  vires,  and  thcU  not' 
withstanding  the  delay  in  applying  to  vary  the 
chief  clerk's  certifioale,  the  amounts  found  due  to 
non-members  must  be  expunged. 
This  was  an  appeal  from  an  order  of  ihe  Master  of 
the  Bolls  (reported  ante  p.  530).    The  facts  were 
shortly  as  follows :— The  Arthur  Average  Associ- 
ation for  British,  Foreifpi  and  Colonial-bnilt  Ships, 
was   a   mntnal    shipping   insurance  association, 
formed  in  1867,  not  incorporated  under  any  Act 
of  Parliament,  and  not  registered  under  the  Com- 
panies Act  1862.     By  the  Rules  of  the  association 
it  was  provided  that  the  members  of  the  associa- 
tion should  severally  and  respectively,  and  not 
jointly  or  in  partnership,  nor  the  one  for  the  other, 
but  each  only  in  his  own  name,  insure  each  other's 
ships  for  one  year  from  noon  of  any  day  named, 
at  the  commencement  of  the  risk,  subject  to  the 
conditions  iodorsed  on  the  form  of  policy,  and  to 
the  rules  and  rei^ulations  which  should  be  binding 
on   all   the  members  of   the  association.    The 
managers  of  the  association  were  to  be  James 
Jackson   and  William  Sheppard,  and  either  of 
them  might    sig^  their  firm  name  of  Jackson 
and  Sheppard  to  all  policies  of  insurance  in  the 
name  of  toe  association  as  managers  thereof,  and 
the  signature  thus  given  by  either  of  the  managers 
should  be  binding  and  conclusive  on  all  the  mem- 
bers of  the  association,  and  should  have  on  eadi 
and  all  of  the  said  members  the  same  legal  effect 
as  if  each  and  every  member  had  personally  signed 
sach  policy.    Special  rate  policies  were  issued  to 
non-members,    both    before    and  after   an   at- 
tempted, but  invalid,  alteration  of  the  rules,  by 
which  it  was  proposed  to  authorise  the  managers 
to   issue  policies   to   non-members   for    special 
risks  as  on  voyage  policies.    The  policies  issued 
by   the  association  were   signed  "Jackson  and 
Sheppard,  joint  managers,  per  procuration  of  the 
several  members  of  the  Arthur  Average  Associa- 
tion for  insuring  each  other's  ships,  every  member 
bearing  his  equal  proportion  acoording    to    the 
sums  mutually  insured  therein,  excepting  members 
paying  special  rates."    In  Feb.  1870  the  associa- 
tion was  ordered  to  be  wound  up,  and  a  snm  of 
17,5322.  Us,  Sd,  having  been  found  by  the  chief 
derks's  certificate  to  be  du€  to  holders  of  special 
policies,  many  of  whom  were  non-members,  the 
question  was  raised  whether  the  sums  due  in 
respect  of  special  policies  to  non-members  were 
valid  debts  as  against  the  association.    The  case 
was  argued  at  great  length  before  the  Master  of 
the  Bolls,  it  being  contended  on  behalf  of  the 
members  of  the  association,  upon  whom  a  call 
had  been  made,  that  the  association  had  no  power 
to  issue  policies  to  persons  who  were  not  members, 
and  did  not  become  so  by  having  special  rate 
policies  g^nted  to  them ;  and  further,  that^  being 
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policies  for  marine  insurance,  tbey  were  invalid 
rrom  non'compliance  with  the  proyisions  of  the 
80  &  31  Yict.  c.  23,  s.  7,  according  to  which  every 
marine  policy  should  specify  the  particular  risk  or 
adventure,  the  names  of  the  subscribers  or  under- 
writers, and  the  sum  or  sams  insured,  and  in 
case  any  of  such  particulars  should  be  omitted  in 
any  policy,  such  policy  should  be  null  and  void. 
In  the  court  below  it  was  held  that  the  sisnatare 
to  the  policies  of  "  Jackson  and  Sheppard,"  &o., 
was  not  a  specification  of  the  names  of  the 
insurers  as  required  by  sect.  7  of  30  &  31  Vict. 
c.  23,  and  that  the  policies  were  accordingly  in- 
valid. The  holders  of  special  policies  who  were 
not  members  of  the  association  appealed  from  that 
decision.  Other  questions  as  to  the  validity  of 
the  winding-up  under  the  Gompanies'  Act  1862, 
of  this  unmcorporated  and  unregistered  associa- 
tion arose  in  the  court  below,  but  were  not  dis- 
cussed on  the  appeal. 

Ghitty,  Q.O.  and  FT.  F.  Bohin$on  in  support  of 
the  appeal. 

Fry,  Q.G.,  North  and  EUbery  for  the  respon- 
dents, and  Wcdler  Q.G.,  for  the  official  liquidator, 
were  not  called  on. 

The  following  cases  were  referred  to : 

Dowell  T.  Moon,  4  Camp.  169  ; 
Beid  y.  AHan,  4  Ex.  Bep.  326  ; 
Re  London  Marine  Insurance  Aaeociationf  21  L.  T. 

Bep.  N.  S.  97 ;  L.  Bep.  4  Ch.  611 ; 
Re  MesMon  and  BotUh  Atnerican  Company,  16  L.  T. 

Bep.  N.  S.  194 ;  L.  Bep.  2  Ch.  887 ; 
Twmbull  y.  Woolfe,  9  Jur.  N.  8.  57 ; 
Bromley  y.  William,  82  Beav.  177 ; 
Watson  y.  Bwcmn,  11  C.  B.,  N.  S.,  756. 

Lord  Justice  Mellish  was  clearly  of  opinion 
that  the  view  taken  by  the  Master  of  the  EoUs 
was  correct,  and  that  these  policies  were  invalid, 
inasmuch  as  tbey  did  not  specify  the  names  of  the 
subscribers  or  underwriters  in  the  manner  re- 
quired by  the  Act  of  Parliament,  and  it  was  im- 
possible to  ascertain  from  the  policy  itself  who 
were  to  be  liable  upon  it,  and  who  were  to  be  the 
insurers.  The  appeal  must  be  dismissed,  but, 
although  no  costs  woald  be  given  to  the  unsuc- 
cessful appellants,  they  would  not,  having  regard 
to  the  nature  andimportance  of  the  case,  be  ordered 
to  pay  any.  The  costs  of  the  respondents  and  of 
the  official  liquidator  would  come  out  of  the 
estate. 

Lord  Justice  Jambs  concurred. 

Solicitors:  F.  W.  EUbery,  W.  W.  Wynne, 
WestaXl,  Boherti,  and  Barlow, 


COVBT  OF  QXrSEV'8  BEVCE. 

Beported  by  J.  Bhobtt  and  If.  W.  McKbllab,  Esqri., 

Bazristeni-Bt-Law. 


Friday,  April  30,  1875. 

Thb  North  op  England  Pueb  Oilcake  Gompant 
(LiMiTEi))  V.  Ths  Archangel  Maritime  Bank 
AND  Insurance  Company  (Limited). 

Marine  imwance  —  Sale  of  cargo  —  **  Shipping 
documents'* — Aaeignment  of  policy  after  vntereet 
of  assignor  had  ceased. 

Where  the  interest  of  the  insured  has  ceased  before 
loss,  a  svbbsequent  assignment  of  the  policy  is 
ineffectual. 

V.  insured  a  ca/rgo  of  linseed  for  a  voyage,  induding 
risk  of  lighters ;  during  the  voyape  V.  sold  the 
cargo  to  UieplainHffs,tobepaidforinfourteendays 


from  being  ready  for  delivery*  or  at  sellers*  option 
on  handing  shipping  documsnis  {which  option 
was  not  exerdsei^.      The  ca^go  was  landed  in 
puhlic  lighters  employed  by  the  plaintiffs,  one  of 
which  sank.   After  the  loss  V.  assigned  the  policy 
to  the  plaintiffs. 
Held  that  the  policy  had  not  passed  to  the  plaintiffs 
by  the  contract  of  sale,  that  V.*s  interest  ceased  on 
delivery  into  the  lighter,  and,  tlierefore  thai  the 
subsequent  assignment  was  void,  ana  iheplainiiffs 
cotUd  not  recover  on  the  policy. 
This  was  a  special  case  stated  after  issae  had  been 
joined.    The  parts  of  the  case  which  are  material 
are  as  follows: — 

3.  The  plaintiffs  carry  on  the  business  of  seed 
crushers  and  oilcake  and  cattle-food  manufacturers 
at  Stockton-on-Tees,  one  of  the  ports  of  the  United 
Kingdom,  and  having  a  landing-wharf  therein,  and 
the  defendants  carry  on  the  business,  at  Athens  in 
the  Kingdom  of  Greece,  of  marine  insurance  on 
ships  and  cargoes,  and  have  also  offices  and  a 
local  board  nt  direction  situate  in  London  for 
conducting  and  carrying  on  such  business. 

4  On  the  24th  Nov.  1871,  Yagliano  Brothers 
iusured  with  the  defendants  a  cargo  oi  2950 
chetwerts  of  linseed  belonging  to  them  of  the  value 
6200Z.  for  the  sum  of  1500L  at  a  premium  of 
522.  lOt.  Od.,  which  Yagliano  Brothers  then  paid  to 
the  defendants,  the  linseed  then  being  on  board 
the  brig  i^anny  at  Constantinople,  for  a  voyage  from 
Constantinople  to  a  port  of  call  and  discharge  in 
the  United  Kingdom  to  be  named,  including  all 
risk  of  craft  or  lighters  to  and  from  the  brig,  each 
lighter  and  craft  being  considered  as  if  separately 
insured,  the  policy  of  insurance  being  with  Yagliano 
Brothers  or  their  assigns. 

5.  The  linseed  had  been  duly  shipped  by  Yag- 
liano Brothers  on  board  the  brig,  which  then  com* 
menced  the  voyage  therewith  in  conformity  with 
the  terms  of  the  policy,  under  a  bill  of  lading 
dated  the  29th  (10th)  Nov.  1871,  whereby  the 
linseed  was  to  be  delivered  at  a  safe  port  in  the 
United  Kingdom  unto  Yagliano  Brothers  or  their 
assigns. 

6.  Whilst  the  brig  was  still  on  her  voyage, 
Edwards  and  Company  who  then  acted  as  the 
agents  of  Yagliano  Brothers  in  England,  on  the 
17th  Feb,  1872  sold  to  the  plaintiffs  the  cargo  of 
linseed,  it  being  a  term  of  the  contract  that  the 
vessel  sboald  go  to  any  safe  floating  port  in  the 
United  Kingdom,  and  there  deliver  her  cargo  to 
the  plaintiffs. 

7.  The  plaintiffs  paid  Yagliano  Brothers  through 
Edwards  and  Co.,  the  price  of  the  linseed  in  cash  as 
hereinafter  mentioned,  less  two  and  a  half  per  cent, 
discount,  in  conformity  with  the  sold  note,  and  on 
the  21st  Feb.  1872  Yagliano  Brothers  accordingly 
endorsed  the  bill  of  lading  to  the  order  of  the 
agents,  Messrs.  Edwards  and  Co.,  who  thereupon 
duly  endorsed  the  same  to  the  plaintiffs,  both  which 
endorsements  appear  on  the  said  document.  The 
sellers  of  the  cargo  did  not  exercise  their  option 
mentioned  in  the  contract  note. 

8.  The  plaintiffs  duly  notified  Stockton-on-Tees 
(the  same  being  a  safe  floating  port  within  the 
terms  of  the  above-named  policy),  as  the  destined 
port  of  discharge  of  the  cargo,  and  on  the  2t>th 
Feb.  1872  the  brig  duly  arrived  at  the  said  port 
with  her  cargo,  the  same  being  then  intact. 

9.  The  cargo  was  landed  by  means  of  public 
lighters  employed  by  the  plaintiffs  to  unload  the 
said  cargo  from  the  brig,  and  to  land  the  same  at 
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the  plaintiffs'  wharf.  The  employment  of  the 
lighters  was  within  the  terms  of  the  policy,  and 
was  necessary  for  unloading  and  right  delivery 
ashore  of  the  cargo. 

10.  On  the  2dth  Feh.  1872,  one  of  the  lighters 
filled  with  part  of  the  oarso  arrived  safely  along- 
side of  the  plaintiffs'  wharf,  and  was  there  snnk  by 
perils  within  the  terms  of  the  policy,  and  thereby 
the  same  was  partly  lost  and  partly  damaged. 

11.  The  above-named  loss  occarred  when  a  part 
only  of  the  cargo  had  been  discharged,  and  before 
the  plaintiffs  had  paid  the  price  of  the  cargo,  and 
npon  payment  being  asked  for  a  correspondence 
ensued  between  the  plaintiffs  and  Messrs. 
Edwards  and  Go.,  which  was  to  be  taken  as  part  of 
the  case 

12.  On  the  4th  March  1872,  Yagliano  Brothers 
made  a  claim  on  the  defendants  for  the  loss  of  the 
linseed  in  the  lighter,  and  on  the  5th  March  1872, 
claimed  and  received  from  them  a  sum  of  money  as 
return  of  premium  on  the  ground  that  the  brig 
had  arrived  at  Stockton-on-Tees.  They  retained  the 
same  and  no  demand  for  the  same  has  ever  been 
made  by  the  plaintiffs.  This  return  of  premium  is 
endorsed  on  the  policy.  Such  return  of  premium 
does  not  by  the  usage  at  Lloyd's,  preclude  the 
assured  from  afterwards  claiming  a  toss  upon  the 
policy  if  any  loss  has  in  fact  occurred. 

13.  On  the  11th  May  1872,  a  claim  for  771. 4».  Od. 
in  respect  of  the  loss,  was  made  by  Yagliano 
Brothers  and  was  endorsed  on  the  policy. 

14.  The  policy  was  in  June  1872  handed  over  to 
the  plaintiffs  by  Yagliano  Brothers,  and  on  ^the 
17th  Oct.  1872,  Yalgiano  Brothers  endorsed  on  the 
policy  what  purported  to  be  an  assignment  of  it  by 
them  to  the  plaintiffs. 

15.  The  court  was  to  have  power  to  draw 
inferences. 

16.  The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  court  was 
whether  upon  the  above  facts  the  plaintiffs  were 
entitled  to  recover  from  the  defendants  the  loss. 

17.  If  the  court  should  be  of  opinion  in  the  affirm- 
ative then  judgment  was  to  be  entered  up  for  the 
plaintiffs  for  77^.  48.  Od.  with  five  per  cent,  interest 
thereon  from  the  18th  Nov.  1872  to  judgment, 
together  with  their  costs  of  suit. 

18.  If  the  court  should  be  of  opinion  in  the 
neeative  then  judgment  with  costs  of  defence  was 
to  be  entered  up  for  the  defendants. 

The  pleadings,  policy  of  insurance,  bill  of  lading, 
sold  note,  correspondence,  and  assignment  of  the 
policy  from  Yagliano  Brothers  to  the  plaintiffs 
were  to  be  taken  as  part  of  the  case.  The  sold 
note  dated  17th  Feb.  1872,  contained  the  following 

terms. 

Sold  this  day  to  the  North  of  Eogland  Pare  Oiloake 
Company  the  following  Taganrog  linseed,  viz. :  the  oargo 
per  Fanny  oonsisting  of  alK>ut  2448  quarters,  and  now  at 
Soilly  at  SOs.  3d.  per  424ib.  The  seed  is  to  be  delivered 
at  destined  port  in  sound  merohantable  oondition,  and  to 
be  worked  in  thirteen  days,  and  paid  for  infourteen^da^ 
from  being  ready  for  delivery  by  oash  less  2|  per  oent.  dis- 
count, or  at  sellers'  option  on  banding  shipping  documents 
less  interest  at  five  per  oent.  per  annum.  If  any  carffo 
amount  to  or  exceed  650  tons  seven  extra  days  to  be 
allowed  for  payment,  and  receivers  to  have  the  privilege 
of  using  any  unexpired  lay  days.  .  .  .  The  vessel  to  go  to 
any  si^e  floating  port  in  the  United  Kingdom. 

Butt,  Q.C.  (Bohn  with  him)  for  the  plaintiffs. — 
The  plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  sue  on  the  policy  by 
31  &  32  Yict.  0.  86,  s.  1,  notwithstanding  it  was 
assigned  after  loss :  (Lloyd  v.  Fleming  and  Lloyd 
V.  Spenee,  ante,  vol.  1,  p.  192 ;  26  L.  T.  Rep.  N.  S. 
824 ;  L.  Bep.  7  Q.  B.  299.)  The  policy  is  to  insure 


arrival  on  shore,  and  covers  risk  of  lighters :  (see 
Hurry  v.  Boyal  Exchange  Asiv/rance  Company, 
2  B.  &  P.  430.)    There  are  two  periods  at  whioh 
it  may  be  said  that  Yagliano  Brothers'  interest  in 
the  policy  ceased;   first  on  the  making  of  the 
contract  of  sale,  or  secondly  on  delivery  at  the 
home  port.  If  the  former  view  is  correct  the  policy 
passed  to  the  plaintiffs  under  the  words  "  shipping 
documents."    In  Arnould  on  Marine  Insurance 
p.  106  (3rd  and  4th  edit.)  the  law  on  the  subject  is 
thus  stated :  "  Where  a  policy  is  assij^ed  to  ihe 
purchaser  of  the  insured  property,  it  is  usual  to 
indorse  on  it  a  memorandum  to  the  effect  that 
the  interest  in  this  policy  is   transferred  to  the 
purchaser.      When  a  floating  cargo  {%.e.  a  cargo  at 
sea)  is  sold  in  London,  it  is  generally  on  what  are 
called '  The  London  Floating  Conditions,'  which 
comprise  the  delivery  over  to  the  purchaser  for 
his  benefit  of  the  policies  which  have  been  effected 
on  ihe  cargo,  the  understanding  being  that  it  is 
insured  to  the  full  value,  the  price  paia  being  all 
the  higher,  to  include  the  amount  paid  by  the 
vendor  for  insurance.    If  upon  such  a  transaction 
it  be  objected  by  the  buyer  that  the  vendor  has  not 
performed  the  conditions  of  the  contract  in  oonse- 
quence  of  delivering  over  policies  apparently  short 
of  the  full  value  of  the  cargo,  the  question  is  one 
depending  so  much  upon  fact  that  it  ought  to  go 
to  the  jury : "  (see  Tamvaco  v.  Lucas,  1  Mar.  Law 
Oss.  O.  S.  66, 231 ;  1  B  &  S.  185 ;  30  L.  J.  234.  Q.B. ; 
affirmed  3  B.  &  S.  89 ;  33  L.  J.  296,  Q.B. ;  SaM  v. 
The  Universal  Marine  Insurance  Company,  1  Mar. 
Law  Gas.  O.  S.  160, 194 ;  31  L.  J.  207,  Ch.  reversed 
ib,  313.)  The  present  case  is  within  the  above  rule, 
being  a  sale  in  London  of  a  floating  cargo.    It  is 
primd  fade  unreasonable  to  suppose  that  it  was 
intended  to  allow  the  policy  to  drop  before  the 
arrival  of  the  cargo :  but  this  result  would  ensue 
if  the  interest  of  the  vendors  ceased  on  the  contract 
of  sale,  and  the  policy  did  not  pass  :  {fowles  v. 
Irmes,  11,  M.  h  W.  10.)    But  secondly  it  is  sub- 
mitted that  on  the  true  construction  of  the  contract 
of  sale,  looking  to  the  terms  of  payment  contained 
in  the  sold  note,  the  property  in  the  cargo  did  not 
pass  until  delivery  at  the  home  port.    The  interest 
would  then  remain  in  Yagliano  Brothers  up  to  the 
time  of  the  loss.    Even  if  it  was  intended  to  pass 
the  property,  it  was  not  intended  to  let  the  policy 
drop,  for,  even  if  the  legal  property  had  passed,  if 
the  vendors  had  any  interest  in  the  safe  arrival  of 
the  oargo  they  could  have  sued  on  the  policy : 

BhsxDorih  V.  Ths  AWMincjs  Marinjs  InxwancS'  Com- 

Sany,  anU,  p.  125 ;  29  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  8.  479 ;  L.  Bep. 
C.  P.  596j 
And&rson  v.  Morice,  ante,  p.  425 ;  31 L.  T.  Bap.  N.  S. 
605;  L.  Bep.  10  C.  P.  58 ;  44  L.  J.  10,  C.  P. 

Waikin  Williams,  Q.O.  {C.  Crompton  with  him) 
for  the  defendants. — If  Yagliano  Brothers  could 
have  recovered  on  this  policy  it  must  be  admitted 
that  the  plaintiffs  can  recover,  but  the  defendants 
are  not  liable  at  all.  It  was  no  part  of  the  contract 
that  the  policy  of  insurance  should  form  part  of  the 
subject  matter  of  the  sale.  The  passage  cited  from 
Arnould  on  Marine  Insurance  {uhi  sup.)  is  an 
authority  in  the  defendants'  favour,  for  the  London 
Floating  Conditions  apply  only  where  the  cargo  is 
sold  at  sea  and  sold  out  and  out ;  here,  according  to 
the  terms  of  the  contract,  the  whole  interest 
remained  in  the  vendors,  and  the  goods  were  at 
their  risk.  If  the  ship  had  come  alongside  a  quay 
the  vendors'  risk  would  have  ended  with  the 
delivery,  andthesame  is  the  case  here,  for ''  floating 
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port "  only  means  a  port  where  the  oargo  does  not 
take  the  groand.  The  veodors'  interest  in  the 
caigo  ceased  before  the  polioj^was  transferred,  and 
no  one  can  sne,  because  there  is  no  stipalation  that 
the  policy  is  to  cover  the  vendees'  interest.  Sup- 
pose a  case  where  there  is  an  inland  claaso  in  the 
policy ;  woald  the  policy  revive  after  the  interest 
had  ceased,  so  as  to  g^ve  effect  to  it  P  Sach  a  clanse 
is  common  in  wool  policies. 

BuU,  Q.O.  replied. 

OocKBUBN,  O.J. — We  are  all  agreed  on  one  point 
in  this  case,  which  renders  it  unnecessary  to  decide 
the  other.  The  policy  here  not  having  been 
assigned  until  after  the  interest  of  the  assignors 
had  ceased,  the  assigoment  could  pass  no  interest, 
and,  therefore  the  plaintiffs  are  not  entitled  to 
recover.  Here  the  assignors  had  the  policy  at  the 
time  of  the  sale  of  the  cargo,  and  if  by  the  terms  of 
the  contract  it  had  been  agreed  to  sell  the  policy, 
then  no  doubt  the  policy  would  have  been  assigned 
so  far  as  it  was  co-extensive  with  the  interest 
transferred  to  the  vendees.  But  there  are  no  terms 
to  that  effect  in  the  contract  of  sale,  and  the  facts 
are  such  as  to  lead  to  the  opposite  conclusion. 
TbiB  is  not  like  the  case  of  a  floating  cargo  sold 
subject  to  all  risks,  where  it  is  a  part  of  the  contract 
that  the  policy  shall  be  assigned  over  to  the  pur- 
chaser; in  such  a  case  there  is  no  hardship  on  the 
insurers,  and  it  is  a  great  convenience  to  the  buyer, 
for  there  is  no  necessity  for  him  to  take  out  a  frosh 
policy  where  it  is  expressly  stipulated,  or  must  be 
taken  to  be  part  of  the  contract  of  sale  that  the  con- 
ditions of  the  existing  policy  are  to  enure  for  the 
benefit  of  the  vendee.  But  here  there  was  not  an 
absolute  sale  of  the  cargo  to  the  plaintiffs  in  the 
same  sense  as  in  the  case  I  have  ]nst  referred  to ; 
it  is  true  that  there  was  a  sale  to  them,  and,  I 
think,  a  transfer  of  the  property,  but  it  is  an 
essential  part  of  the  contract  that  payment  was  to 
be  made  fourteen  days  after  the  cargo  was  ready 
for  delivery,  and  until  the  oargo  was  delivered  the 
real  substantial  interest  would  remain  in  the  sellers, 
who,  therefore,  would  not  be  likely  to  wish  to  part 
with  the  policy.  The  policy  then  ceases  to  be 
ofwrative  as  soon  as  the  sellers  cease  to  have  any 
interest.  After  the  loss  they  assign  the  policy  to 
the  plaintiffs,  but,  inasmuch  as  before  the  loss  tbeir 
interest  had  entirely  ceased,  it  is  clear  that  before 
the  assignment  the  policy  had  dropped.  It  follows 
that  the  assignment  was  ineffectual,  and  the  policy 
is  of  no  avail  in  the  hands  of  the  plaintiffs.  Our 
judgment  must,  therefore,  be  for  the  defendants. 

Lush,  J. — ^I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  It  is  clear  to 
my  mind  that  the  contract  of  sale  did  not  transfer 
the  interest  in  the  policy  to  the  plaintiffs.  It  is 
perfecUv  dear  that  there  are  no  words  to  which 
that  effect  could  possibly  be  ascribed  except 
the  words  "shipping  documents,"  and  I  am 
of  opinion  that  the  words  "  shipping  documents  " 
in  this  contract  could  not  be  taken  to  include  the 
policy  of  insurance.  When  the  linseed  was 
delivered  to  the  plaintiffs  on  board  the  lighter  the 
policy  expired,  and  the  assignment  could  not 
afterwards  create  an  interest. 

QuAiN,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  have 
always  understood  it  to  be  settled  since  the  decision 
in  PowUs  V.  Inne$  (11  M.  &  W.  10)  that  where  the 

grofwrty  insured  was  transferred  the  policy  would 
kpse  unless  it  were  kept  alive  for  the  benefit  of 
the  transferee.  I  cannot  here  find  any  words 
showing  that  the  policy  was  expressly  assigned  by 
the  contract  of  sale,  nor  does  it  appear  from  the 


terms  of  the  contract  that  any  such  assignment 
was  contemplated.  There  was  no  agreement  to 
that  effect  express  or  implied,  and  the  law  is  dear 
that  after  the  interest  of  the  holder  of  the  policy 
has  come  to  an  end  a  subsequent  assignment 
cannot  give  an  interest  to  the  assignee. 

Judgment  for  the  defendants. 

Attorneys  for  the  plaintiffs,  Sluirp  and  UUu 
ihome. 

Attorneys  for  the  defendants,  G<mrtenay  and* 
Croome. 


Thursiday,  Mm/  27, 1875. 

Hadobapt  (app.)  t;.  HswiTH  (resp.) 

Compulsory  pilotage — Exemptions — Trinity  House 
oiUport  diBtrict'-Particular  provision — Merchant 
Shipping  Act  1864  (17  &  18  Vict.  &  104),  ss.  363, 
370,  and  379. 
By  the  Merchant  Shipping  Act  1864,  sect,  363,  the 
emnloymeni  of  pilots  shall  continue  to  he  com' 
pulsory  in  aU  districts  in  which  the  same  was  by 
law  compulsory  before.    By  sect,  379  ships,  not 
carrying  pcLSsengers,  employed  in  the  coasting 
trade,  shaU  be  exempted  from  compulsory  pHotaae 
in  the  Trinity  House  outport  districts,  which,  by 
sect,  370,  comprise  any  pilotaae  district  for  the 
appointment  of  pilots,  within  wnich  no  particular 
provision  is  made  by  amy  Ad  of  Farliam^nt  or 
charier. 
By  6  Qeo,  c,  126,  s,  6,  the  Oorporaiion  of  Trinity 
House  were  required  to  appoint  sub'comnkissioners 
at  such  ports  or  places  as  they  might  think  requi' 
site,  to  examine  and  certify  pilots. 
By  15  Viet,  c.  cxvi,  (The  Ipswich  Dock  Act  1862), 
s,  91,  the  Corporation  of  Trinity  House  were 
required  to  appoint  sub-commissioners,  resident 
wUhin  the  port  of  Ipswich,  to  eooamine  and  certify 
pilots;    the  sub'Commissioners  to  take  the  oath 
preserihsd,  amd  the  corporation  to  give  the  notice 
directed  in  6  Oeo,  4,  c  126. 
The  respondent,  the  master  of  a  ship  not  carrying 
passengers,  employed  in  the  coasting  trade,  refused 
a  pilot  toithin  the  Losioich  district,  for  which, 
before  the  Merchant  Shipping  Act  1854,  he  would 
have  been  Uahle  to  summary  conviction. 
Held,  upon  a  case  stated,  that  previous  compulsory 
pilotage  did  not  overrule  the  exemptions  in  sect. 
379 ;  that  the  Ipswich  Dock  Act  1852  did  not  make 
a  partictdar  provision  for  the  oppointTnent  of 
pilots  ;  and  that  the  justices  were  right  in  refusing 
to  convict  the  re^ondent{a). 
This  was  a  case  stated  bv  two  of  her  Miyesty's 
justices  of  the  pe«3e  for  the  borough  of  Ipswich, 
under  20  &  21  Vict  o.  43,  for  the  purpose  of  ob- 
taining the  opinion  of  this  court  on  questions  of 
law    which   arose   before   them,   as   hereinafter 
stated. 

At  a  petty  sessions  holden  at  the  Town  Hall,  in 
and  for  the  said  borough,  on  the  22nd  June  1874, 
an  information  or  complaint  preferred  by  Oharles 
Hadgraft  (hereinafter  called  the  appellant)  against 
Bobert  Hewith   (hereinafter  called  the  respon- 

(a)  It  would  appeflkr  to  follow  from  this  decision  that 
wherever  the  appointment  of  pilots  is  by^  the  Trinity 
House  all  exemptionB  and  oompnlsion  existing  before 
the  Merohant  Snipping  Act  1854  are  continued,  and 
that  the  existence  of  an  Act  of  Parliament  or  charter 
nnder  which  the  Trinity  Honse  appoint  is  not  a  *'  parti- 
cular provision  "  within  the  meaning  of  the  Merchant 
Shipping  Act  1854,  or  the  6  Geo.  4,  o.  125,  s.  59,  so  as  to 
oontinne  the  exemption  or  oompnlsion.— Ed.I 
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dent),  under  sect.  353  of  17  &  18  Viot.  c.  104  (Mer- 
chant Shipping  Act  1854),  charging  that  he  the 
eaid  respondent,  on  the  6th  Jane  then  instant,  at 
the  parish  of  St.  Peter,  in  the  said  borongh,  being 
the  master  of  the  steamship  Eider,  nnexemptea 
from  pilotage  and  navigating  within  the  pilotage 
district  between  the  Ipswich  Quays  and  Downham 
Reach,  to  wit,  at  the  lock  gates  of  the  Ipswich 
Wet  Dock,  anlawfnlly,  after  a  qaalified  pilot  had 
offered  to  take  charge  of  such  ship,  did  himself 
pilot  sach  ship  without  possessing  a  pilotage  cer- 
tificate enabling  him  so  to  do,  contrary  to  the  form 
of  the  statute  in  that  case  made  and  provided,  was 
heard  by  the  said  justices  (the  said  parties  and 
their  attorneys  respectively  being  then  present), 
and  their  determination  of  the  said  case  having 
been  duly  adjourned  by  them  until  the  9th  July 
1874,  they  on  the  last-mentioned  day  dismissed  the 
said  information  or  complaint. 

The  said  justices,  in  compliance  with  the  appli- 
cation of  the  appellant  and  the  provisions  of  the 
said  Act,  and  by  consent  of  the  said  parties,  stated 
and  signed  the  following  case. 

The  following  facts  were  either  proved  before 
them  upon  the  hearing  of  the  said  information  or 
complaint  or  were  admitted  by  both  parties  for  the 
purposes  of  this  case : 

The  respondent  was  on  the  6th  June  1874  master 
of  the  said  steamship  Eider,  the  said  ship  having 
a  British  register,  and  being  of  the  burthen  of 
upwards  of  sixty  tons  by  her  certificate  of  registry, 
and  employed  in  the  regular  coasting  trade  of  the 
kingdom,  and  laden  with  divers  iron  ware  and 
other  articles,  and  belonging  to  the  port  or  place 
within  the  limits  whereof  the  said  ship  was  at  the 
time  of  the  commission  of  the  alleged  offence,  that 
is  to  say,  to  the  port  of  Ipswich,  which  is  a  pilot- 
age district,  and  not  then  carrying  passengers,  and 
then  navigating  within  the  district  for  which  the 
appellant  was  then  licensed  to  act  as  a  pUot,  as 
hereinafter  mentioned. 

The  respondent  did  not  at  the  time  of  the  com- 
mission of  the  alleged  offence  possess  a  pilotage 
certificate  enabling  him  to  pilot  his  said  ship. 

The  appellant  was  at  the  date  of  the  commission 
of  the  alleged  offence  duly  licensed  to  act  as  a  pilot 
within  certain  limits,  which  comprised  the  place 
where  the  said  alleged  offence  was  committed, 
under  the  provisions  of  the  Ipswich  Dock  Act 
1852  (hereinafter  referred  to),  and  notice  of  such 
licence  had  been  daly  published,  pursuant  to  the 
said  Act,  and  the  period  prescribed  by  such  Act 
had  expired  before  the  date  of  the  commission  of 
the  said  alleged  offence. 

The  appellant  produced  before  the  justices  his 
said  licence,  which  was  in  the  words  and  figures 
following : 

Jpswioh.    No.  107.    Ist  olass. 
Stamp  >  20th  June  1853.    Fr.  Freehfield,  ThoB.  B.  Leatb, 
85/.    >     H.G.Britto. 

To  all  to  whom  these  presents  shall  oome : 
We,  the  master,  wardens,  and  asBistants  of  the  ffoild, 
frateraity ,  or  brotherhood  of  the  Moat  Glorious  and  Undi- 
yided Trinity,  and  of  St.  CIement,in  the  parish  of  Bept- 
ford  Stroud^  in  the  connty  of  ^ent,  commonly  called 
the  Corporation  of  Trinity  House  of  Deptf ord  Stroud.  Bend 

greeting ;  know  ye,  that  in  pnrsnanoe  of  an  A.ct  of  Par- 
ament,  made  and  passed  in  the  6th  year  of  Geo.  4,  inti- 
tuled "  An  Act  for  the  amendment  of  the  law  respecting 
pilots  and  pilotage,  and  also  for  the  better  preserration 
of  floating  lights,  buoys,  and  beacons,"  we,  the  said 
master,  wardens,  and  assistants,  having  reoeiyed  a  satis- 
factory certificate  under  the  hands  of  Fredk.  Freehfield, 
John  Cobbold,  Chas.  Bolton,  Thos.  B.  Leath,  and  H.  G. 


Bristo,  esquires,  the  sub-commissioners  of  pilotage  by  ua 
appointed  for  the  port  of  Ipswich,  that  they  haTO  exa- 
mined into  theqoalifioationsof  Oharles  Hadgraft,  mariner, 
the  bearer  hereof,  and  whose  description  is  indorsed  on 
the  back  of  these  presents,  to  act  as  a  pilot  for  the 
said  port  and  the  adjoining  coasts  thereof,  and  that  he 
is  duly  qualified  to  act  for  such  port  and  ooaata,  I>o 
hereby  appoint  and  license  the  said  Charles  Hadgraft  to 
act  as  a  pilot  within  the  limits  hereinafter  meotMoed, 
that  is  to  say,  from  Ipswich  Qua]rs  to  Harwich  Harbour, 
and  vice  versa,  and  this  licence  is  to  continue  in  force 
from^  henceforth  up  to  and  until  the  3Ist  Jan.  next 
ensuing  the  date  hereof,  but  no  longer,  unless  the  eame 
shall  be  renewed  by  indorsement,  to  be  from  time  to  time 
made  thereon,  according  to  the  profisions  of  ihb  said  Aet 
of  Parliament  in  that  behalf. 

In  testimony  whereof  we  haye  caused  our  oommon  seal 
to  be  hereunto  aflized  this  26th  Not.  1850. 

(Signed)    J.  H.  Pblly,  Dep.-Master. 

rrhe  oommon  seal  of  tbe  asidl 
LCorpontiono^TKinlty  House.  J 

Endorsed  upon  the  said  licence  were  a  description 
of  tho  appellant,  and  a  memorandum  of  the  said 
licence  having  been  duly  registered  at  the  Custom 
House,  Ipswich,  *'  pursuant  to  the  66th  section  of 
the  said  statute  6  G^.  4,  c.  125,"  and  also  memo- 
randa of  renewal  of  the  said  licence,  from  time  to 
time,  the  last  of  snch  renewals  (which  is  identical 
in  form  with  those  of  former  years),  being  as 
follows : 

Benewed  and  confirmed,  pursuant  to  the  Aot  6  Geo.  4, 
c.  125,  this  16th  Feb.  1874. 

(Signed)  G.  M.  Douolas,      >  Snb-ConuniaaioiMn 
AxiFBBD  Cobbold,  >        of  FUotaffe. 

One  of  the  said  sub-commissioners  by  whom 
such  last  renewal  is  signed  (viz.,  Gteo.  M.  Douglas), 
who  was  called  as  a  witness  in  support  of  the 
respondent's  contention  (hereinafter  mentioned), 
that  Ipswich  is  a  Trinity  House  outport  district, 
produced  his  appointment,  which  was  as  follows : 

Stamp  7  To  all  whom  these  presents  shall  oome.  We,  the 
10/.    }     Trinity  House  send  greeting : 
Whereas,  by  an  Act  of  Parliament  made  and  passed  in 
17  &  18  Vict.,  oaUed  The  Merchant  Shipping  Aot  1854,  it 
is  amongst  other  things  enacted,  that  the  Trinify  House 
shall  appoint  sub-commissioners,  not  being  more  than 
flye  nor  less  than  three  in  number,  for  the  purpose  of 
examining  pilots  in  all  districts  in  which  they  haye  been 
used  to  make  such  appointments.    And  it  is  by  the  said 
Act  further  enacted  that,  subject  to  any  alteration  to  be 
made  by  the  Trinity  House,  no  licence  granted  by  them 
shall  continue  in  force  beyond  the  81st  Jan.  then  next 
ensuing  the  date  of  snch  licence,  but  that  the  same  may, 
upon  l£e  application  of  the  pilot  holdmg  sudi  licence,  be 
renewed  on  such  31st  Jan.  in  eyery  year,  or  any  subBS- 
quent  day  by  indorsement  under  the  hand  of  the  Secretary 
of  Trinity*  House,  or  such  other  person  as  may  be  ap- 
pointed for  that  purpose.      And  whereas  the  Trini^ 
House  has  been  used  to  appoint  sub-commisaionecsintlM 
Ipswich  district,  now  know  ye  that  we,  the  Trinity  House, 
do  hereby,  in  pursuance  of  the  said  Act  of  Parliament, 
appoint  Geo.  M.  Douglas,  Henry  Gallant  Bristo,  and 
Alfred  Cobbold.  eequires,  being  proper  and  competent 
persons  in  that  behaJf ,  to  be  sub-commissioners  for  the 
purpose  of  examining  pilots  at  and  for  the  port  of  Ipswich, 
which  is  comprised  within  the  Ipswich  district;  aadtiiey* 
the  said  Geo.  M.  DoughM,  Henry  Gallant  Bristo,  and 
Alfred  Cobbold  are  respectfully  authorised,  so  long  as  this 
appointment  shall  not  be  reyoked  or  superseded  by  the 
appointment  of  other  persons  in  their  places,  to  examine 
into  the  qualifications  of  persons  to  act  as  pilots  for  the 
said  port  of  Ipswich  and  the  adjoining  coasts,  that  is  to 
say,  nrom  Ipawioh  Quays  to  Hiurwich  Harbour  and  vice 
versa,  and  upon  such  examination  to  certify  the  same  to 
us  under  the  hands  of  the  said  G.  M.  Douglas,  Heniy 
Gallant  Bristo,  and  Alfred  Cobbold ;    and  further  to 
renew  from  year  to  year,  up  to  and  until  the  81st  Jan.  in 
eyery  year  at  our  discretion,  all  and  erery  the  licences  to 
be  granted  under  the  authority  of  the  said  Act ;  snoh 
renewal  to  be  by  indorsement  on  such  lioences  reepeot- 
iyely ,  signed  by  any  one  of  them,  the  said  Ctoo.  M.  Douglas, 
H.  G.  Bristo,  and  A.  Cobbold. 
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In  tastimon J  whereof,  we  haye  caused  our  commoii  seal 
to  be  bereonto  affixed  the  18th  Oct  1872. 
(Signed)    G.  T.  Bbaman, 

[The  oommon  leall 
of  Trinitj  Hoom.  J 

The  appelant  did,  on  the  said  6th  Jane  1874. 
within  the  district  for  which  he  was  so  licensed  as 
aforesaid,  offer  to  take  charge  of  the  said  ship  then 
navigating  within  snoh  district  as  above  stated, 
and  the  respondent  after  sach  offer  did  himself 
pilot  the  said  ship  as  in  the  said  information  or 
complaint  is  charged. 

By  sect.  91  of  a  local  Act  of  Parliament,  vis., 
The  Ipswich  Dock  Act  1862  (15  Vict.  c.  cxvi.),  "  It 
shall  be  lawful  for  the  corporation  of  Trinity 
Honae  of  Deptford  Strond,  and  they  are  hereby 
required  to  appoint "  .  .  .  "  sab-commissioners  of 
pilotage  for  the  said  port "  (of  Ipswich),  and  who 
"  shall  take  the  oath  prescribed  by  the  Act  of 
Parliament  passed  in"  6  Geo.  4,  c.  125,  and  to 
examine  into  the  qualification  of  persons  to  act  as 
pilots  for  the  said  port ;  and  the  said  Corporation 
of  Trinity  House  were  empowered  upon  the  certi- 
ficate d  such  sub-commissioners  to  license  such 
persons  to  act  as  pilots  accordingly,  and  to  pub- 
lish such  notice  thereof,  as  is  prescribed  by  the 
said  Act  of  Parliament  of  6  Geo.  4,  c.  125.  And  by 
the  same  section  it  is  enacted  that,  after  the  time 
limited  in  such  notice,  "  Ail  vessels,  sailing,  navi- 
gating, or  passing  into  or  out  of  the  said  port,  or 
upon  the  coasts  thereof,  save  and  except  under 
snoh  circumstances  as  are  saved  and  excepted  in 
and  by  the  said  Act  of  Parliament,  shall  be  con- 
ducted and  piloted  by  such  pilots 'only  as  shall  be 
so  licensed  as  aforesaid,  and  by  no  other  pilots  or 
persons  whomsoever." 

Sect.  92  of  the  said  local  Act  enacted  that  the 
licences  to  be  granted  as  aforesaid  should  be 
granted  in  such  form,  and  for  such  period,  and 
subject  to  such  power  of  renewal  and  suspension, 
amendment  or  revocation,  as  licences  granted 
under  the  said  Act  of  Parliament  so  passed  in 
6  Oeo.  4,  and  such  pilots  when  so  licensed  should 
for  all  purposes  and  to  all  intents  be  deemed  and 
taken  to  be  pilots  licensed  under  the  said  Act  so 
passed  as  last  aforesaid ;  and  all  enactments,  pro- 
tections, provisions,  forfeitures,  penalties,  matters, 
and  things  contained  in  such  last-named  Act,  or 
conferred  or  imposed  thereby,  except  as  therein- 
after provided,  and  all  bye-laws  made  by  the  said 
corporation,  in  pursuance  thereof,  should  be  deemed 
and  taken  to  apply  to  pilots  so  to  be  licensed  as 
aforesaid  under  the  authority  of  that  (the  said 
Ipswich  Dock)  Act,  and  to  all  masters,  owners, 
and  others,  in  the  same  manner  and  to  the  same 
extent ;  and  the  forfeitures  and  penalties  should 
be  recovered  and  applied  as  if  such  pilots  had  been 
licensed  under  the  said  Act  of  G^ea  4. 

Sect.  98  of  the  same  local  Act  provides  that  the 
mastor  of  any  vessel,  inward  or  outward  bound, 
refusing  to  employ  a  pilot  licensed  as  aforesaid 
and  offering  his  services  (except  such  vessel  be 
nnder  the  burden  of  fifty  tons  registered  tonnage), 
shall  pay  full  pilotage  to  such  pilot  as  if  such 
pilot  had  been  employed. 

Sect.  94  of  the  same  local  Act  provides  that  such 
Act  shall  not  extond  to  prevent  the  master  of  any 
vessel  under  the  burthen  of  fifty  tons  by  the  certi- 
ficate of  registry,  in  the  coasting  trade,  from  con- 
dncting  or  piloting  his  vessel  into  or  out  of  the 
said  port,  nor  hinder  any  person  firom  assisting 
any  vessel  in  distress,  nor  subject  such  person  to 
the  penalties  of  the  said  Act. 
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The  said  Ipswich  Dock  Act  prescribes  the  rates 
of  pilotoge  to  be  charged,  and  makes  provision  for 
altering  same  with  the  consent  of  the  Corporation 
of  Trinity  House. 

Sect.  Ill  of  the  same  last-mentioned  Act  saves 
all  rights,  estates,  powers,  jurisdictions,  immu- 
nities, exceptions,  advantages,  and  privileges 
belonging  or  appertaining  to  the  mayor,  aldermen, 
burgesses,  and  treemen  of  the  borough  of  Ipswich, 
or  any  other  person  whomsoever,  except  as  thereby 
expressly  taken  away  or  altered. 

J  t  was  contended  on  the  part  of  the  appellant 
that  the  effect  of  the  93rd  section  of  the  said 
Ipswich  Dock  Act  was  to  render  pilotage  compul- 
sory in  respect  of  all  vessels  navigating  within  the 
said  Ipswich  district,  except  in  the  excepted  cases 
specified  in  that  and  the  following  section  (sect. 
94),  and  that  the  Eider  not  being  within  those 
exceptions,  was  subject  to  compulsory  pilotoge, 
and  that  the  respondent  was  therefore  liable  to 
conviction  under  the  Merchant  Shipping  Act  1854, 
which  came  into  operation  after  the  said  local  Act 
(viz.,  on  the  1st  May  1855) ;  and  the  d53rd  section 
of  which  said  Merchant  Shipping  Act  enacte  that 
subject  to  alteration  to  be  made  by  any  pilotage 
authority,  the  employment  of  pilote  shall  con- 
tinue compulsory  in  all  districts  in  which  the 
same  was  by  law  compulsory  immediately  before 
the  said  Merchant  Shipping  Act  came  into  opera- 
tion ;  and  that  every  master  of  any  unexempted 
vessel  navigating  within  any  such  district  who  after 
a  <][ualified  pilot  has  offered  to  toke  charge  of  such 
ship,  shall  himself  pilot  snoh  ship  without  posses- 
sing a  pilotage  certificate  enabling  him  so  to  do, 
shall  incur  a  penalty  of  double  the  amount  of 
pilotage  demandable  for  the  conduct  of  such  ship. 

It  was  further  contonded  on  the  part  of  the  ap- 
pellant, that  although  the  appointment  and  control 
of  pilote  at  Ipswich  were  vested  in  the  Trinity 
House  by  the  said  local  Act,  Ipswich  is  not  a 
Trinity  House  outport  district  within  the  meaning 
of  sect.  370  (sub-sect.  3)  of  the  Merchant  Shipping 
Act  1854,  inasmuch  as  Trinity  House  outpost  dis- 
triote  are  therein  described  as  *'  comprising  any 
pilotoge  district  for  the  appointment  of  pilote 
within  which  no  particular  provision  is  made  by 
any  Act  of  Parliament  or  charter ; "  and  inasmuch 
as  in  the  Ipswich  district  particular  provision  has 
been  made  by  Act  of  Parliament,  viz,,  by  the  said 
Ipswich  Dock  Act  1852,  and  that,  therefore,  the 
exemptions  relating  to  Trinity  House  outport  dis- 
tricts, under  sect.  379  of  the  said  Merchant  Ship- 
ping Act  (which  exemptions  extend,  inter  aUa,  to 
all  ships  employed  in  the  coasting  trade  of  the 
Unitea  Kingdom,  when  not  carrying  passengers), 
do  not  extend  to  the  present  case. 

It  was  contended  on  the  part  of  the  respondent, 
that  the  Eider  was  exempted  from  compulsory 
pilotage  by  virtue  of  sect.  Ill  and  the  latter  part 
of  sect.  91  of  the  said  Ipswich  Dock  Act,  which 
last-mentioned  section,  as  above  mentioned,  ex- 
empte  vessels  navigating  under  such  circumstances 
as  are  excepted  by  the  said  Act  of  6  Geo.  4,  o,  125, 
from  the  obligation  to  employ  a  pilot,  and  which 
said  Act  of  Geo.  4,  exempts,  by  its  59th  section, 
the  master  of  any  ship  employed  in  the  regular 
coasting  trade  of  the  tjnited  Kingdom  from  any 
penalty  for  piloting  his  own  ship,  and  that  the 
words,  **  save  and  except  under  such  circumstances 
as  are  saved  and  excepted  in  and  by  the  said  Act 
of  Parliament,"  could  mean  no  other  than  the  ex- 
ceptions contained  in  the  said  59th  section  of  6 
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Geo.  4;  and  that,  notwithstanding  the  repeal  of 
the  said  Act  of  6  Geo.  4,  by  17  &  18  Yict.  c.  120 
(which  came  into  operation  at  the  same  time  as 
the  Merchant  Shipping  Act  1854),  all  the  exemp- 
tions of  the  said  Act  of  Geo.  4  are  preserved  by 
Tirtne  of  the  353rd  section  of  the  said  Merchant  Ship* 
ping  Act ;  in  support  of  which  view  the  cases  of 
The  EoArl  of  Auckland  (1  Mar.  Law  Gas.  O.  S.  27, 
177 ;  SO  L.  J.,  21,  Adm.),  affirmed  by  the  Privy 
Conncil  (ib.  387) ;  Beg,  v.  Stanton  (8  E.  &  B.  445) ; 
and  The  Stettin  (1  Mar.  Law  Gas.  O.  S.  229 ;  31 
L.  J.,  209,  Adm.),  were  cited  by  the  respondent's 
attorney. 

It  was  further  contended  on  the  part  of  the 
respondent  that  Ipswich  is  a  Trinity  Hoase  oat- 
port  district,  within  the  meaning  of  the  said  sect. 
370  (sub-sect.  3),  of  the  said  Merchant  Shipping 
Act,  inasmuch  as  the  provision  for  appointing 
pilots  contained  in  the  said  Ipswich  Dock  Act 
places  the  appointment  of  such  pilots  upon  the 
same  footing  as  in  Trinity  House  outport  districts, 
and  it  is  not,  therefore,  such  a  "  particular  pro- 
vision '*  as  was  contemplated  by  or  is  within  the 
true  meaning  of  the  said  sub-section,  and  that, 
therefore,  the  Eider  was  further  exempted  from 
compulsory  pilotage  by  virtue  of  the  exemptions 
relating  to  Trinity  House  outport  districts  con- 
tained in  the  said  379th  section  of  the  said  Mer- 
chant Shipping  Act,  of  all  ships  (not  carrying 
passengers)  employed  in  the  ooasting  trade  of  the 
United  Kingdom,  or  navigating  witnin  the  limits 
of  the  port  to  which  they  belong. 

It  was  fnrther  contended  on  behalf  of  the  respon- 
dent that  the  expression  "any  vessel,"  in  clause  93 
of  the  Ipswich  Dock  Act,  must  be  qualified  by  the 
expressions  contained  in  the  concluding  part  of 
sect.  91  of  the  same  Act,  and  must  be  construed  to 
mean  "  any  vessel  sailing  navigating,  or  passing 
into  or  out  of  the  said  port  or  upon  the  coasts 
thereof,  save  and  except  under  such  oircumstiances 
as  are  saved  and  excepted  in  and  by  the  said  Act 
of  Parliament,"  and  that  in  the  same  manner  sect. 
94  must  be  qualified  by  the  exception  contained  in 
sect.  93 ;  otherwise  only  vessels  under  the  burthen 
of  fifty  tons,  by  the  certificate  of  registry,  in  the 
coasting  trade,  would  be  exempted  from  compul- 
sory pilotage,  whereas,  by  sect.  93,  all  vessels 
under  the  burthen  of  fifty  tons  register  tonnage 
are  exempted. 

The  justices  were  of  opinion  that  the  Eider 
was,  under  the  circumstances  above  detailed,  ex- 
empted from  compulsory  pilotage,  by  virtue  of 
the  above-mentioned  provisions,  both  of  the  Ips- 
wich Dock  Act  and  the  Merchant  Shipping  Act ; 
but  feeliog  there  was  room  for  reasonable  doubt, 
both  as  to  the  true  construction  of  the  said 
Dock  Act  (the  terms  of  the  93rd  section  thereof 
appearing  to  them  contradictory  to  the  exceptions 
contained  in  the  latter  part  of  the  91  st  section), 
and  as  to  the  true  construction  of  the  expression 
*'  particular  provision  "  in  the  said  370th  section 
of  the  Merchant  Shipping  Act,  the  justices,  in  dis- 
missing the  said  information  or  complaint,  con- 
sented, as  before  stated,  to  submit  the  above  case 
for  the  opinion  of  this  honourable  court. 

If  the  court  shall  be  of  opinion  that  the  Eider 
was  exempted  from  compulsory  pilotage,  by  virtue 
of  the  provisions  either  of  the  said  Ipswich  Dock 
Act,  or  of  the  said  Merchant  Shipping  Act,  their 
decision  will  stand. 

If  the  court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  Eider 
was  not  exempted  from  compulsory  pilotage  by 


virtue  of  the  provisions  of  either  of  the  said  Ipswich 
Dock  Act  or  of  the  said  Merchant  Shipping  Act, 
the  justices  begged  that  this  case  might  be  re- 
mitted to  them  with  an  expression  of  such  opinion 
that  they  might  therenpon  make  such  order  in  the 
premises  as  should  be  lawful  and  just. 
Sutton  argued  for  appellant,  the  complainant. 
Qraham  appeared  for  the  respondent 
Blacrbubn,  J. — ^We  need  not  trouble  the  counsel 
for  the  respondent.  When  we  understand^  the 
point,  we  see  the  magistrates  were  quite  right. 
Sect.  379  of  the  Merchant  Shipping  Act  1854,  ex- 
empts from  compulsory  pilotage  ships  not  canring 
passengers  employed  in  the  coasting  trade  of  the 
United  Kingdom,  in  the  Trinity  House  outport 
districts.  This  ship  was  employed  in  the  ooastiug 
trade,  and  was  not  carrying  passenp;ers ;  the  only 
question  left,  therefore,  on  that  section  is,  whether 
there  was  a  Trinity  House  outport  district  P 

Sect.  353  had  continued  the  compulsory  em- 
ployment of  pilots  in  all  districts  in  which  the 
same  was  by  law  compulsory;  and  all  exemp- 
tions for  compulsory  pilotage  then  existing 
within  such  districts  were  also  thereby  con- 
tinued in  force.  Mr.  Sutton  argues  upon  these 
two  provisions,  that  the  exemptions  of  sect 
379  cannot  go  beyond  those  which  existed  at 
the  passing  of  the  Act  in  the  districts  where  com- 
pulsory pilotage  was  the  law  before.  It  has  been 
held  in  Beg  v.  Stanton  (8  E.  &  B.  445),  that  a  pre- 
viously existing  exemption  is  not  limited  by  the 
express  words  of  sect.  379,  but  it  does  not  follow 
that  sect.  353,  although  it  continues  an  exemption 
beyond  sect.  379,  should  continue  a  liability  in 
opposition  to  the  later  section.  Probably  the  words 
of  the  former  of  these  two  sections  were  forgotten 
by  the  Legislature  when  the  latter  was  passed,  bat 
it  is  clear  that  the  effect  of  sect.  353  cannot  take 
away  any  of  the  express  exemptions  in  sect.  379. 
The  question,  therefore,  already  mentioned,  comes 
to  be  considered,  viz.,  whether  this  is  one  of  the 
Trinity  House  outport  districts  P 

The  expression  is  defined  in  sect.  370  as  "  com- 
prising  any  pilotage  district   for   the   appoint- 
ment of  pilots  within  which  no  particular  pro- 
vision   is   made  by   any  Act  of  Pariiament  or 
charter."    The   general   prorision  of    law  with 
respect  to  the  appointment  of  pilots,  which  was 
in  existence  at  the  passing  of  the  Act  of  1854, 
was  that  contained  in  sect.  5  of  6  Qeo,  4,  c.  125. 
By  that  section  the  Gorporation  of  Trinity  House 
were  "  required  to  appoint  proper  and  compe*:ent 
persons  at  such  places  or  ports  in  England  as  they 
may  think  requisite  (except  within  the  liberty  of 
the   Ginque  Ports,  and  all  such  other  ports  and 
places  within  or  for   which  particular  prorision 
shall  have  been  made  by  any  Act  or  Acts  of  Par- 
liament, or  by  any  charter  or  charters  for  the  ap- 
pointment of   pilots),"  as  sub-comminsioners  to 
examine  and  certify  pilots.  At  that  time,  no  doubt, 
a  particular  provision  for  appointing  pilots  at  this 
port  of  Ipswich  had  been  made  by  45  Gko.  3,  c.  d. 
That  statute,  however,  was  subsequently  repealed, 
and  the  enactment  concerning  the  appomtment  of 
pilots  at  this  port  in  force  at  the  time  of  the  Mer- 
chant Shipping  Act  1854,  was  sect.  91  of  the  Ipswich 
Dock  Act  of  1852.    That  section  adopts  the  very 
words  of  the  general  provision  of  law  with  respect 
to  the  appointment  of  pilots  contained  in  6  Geo.  4, 
c.  125,  s.  5,  and  applies  them  to  the  particular  port 
of  Ipswich,  with  the  exception  only  that  the  loctl 
I  Act  requires  the  persons  appointed  sub-oommis- 
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stODers  to  be  *'  reeident  within  the  port  of  Ipswich/' 
instead  of  the  words  used  in  the  public  Act,  "  at 
each  port  or  place  for  which  any  snch  appointment 
shall  be  made."  That  is  the  only  difference  be- 
tween the  general  proTision  and  the  particular 
provision  for  Ipswicn  at  the  time  of  the  Merchant 
Shipping  Act  1854,  and  I  do  not  think  the  defini- 
tion in  sect.  370  of  that  Act  could  have  been 
intended  to  refer  to  such  an  adoption  of  the  general 
law  by  the  words  "  particular  provision,'* ..."  by 
an}r  Act  of  Parliament."  The  essence  of  the  pro- 
vision is  the  mode  of  appointment  of  sub-commis- 
sioners and  pilots,  and  that  is  exactly  the  same  in 
the  local  as  the  public  Acts.  The  provision  for  the 
appointment  of  pilots  in  Ipswich  district  was, 
therefore,  the  general  law,  and  that  district  is,  ac- 
cording to  the  370th  section,  a  Trinity  House  out- 
port  district. 

I  think  the  justices  were  right  in  holding  this  to 
be  a  case  of  exemption  from  compulsory  pilotage. 

Mbllor,  J.^-I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  think 
the  words  '*  particular  provision,'  must  relate  to 
something  which  has  a  sreater  distinction  from 
the  general  law  than  this  has. 

QuAiN,  J. — ^I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  think 
the  description,  "particular  provision,"  applies 
only  to  some  mode  of  appointment  of  pilots  dif- 
ferent from  any  by  the  Trinity  House  and  their 
Bob-oommissioners. 

Judgment  for  retmondent. 

Attorney  for  appellant,  W,  H,  Fairfield,  for  A, 
A.  fVatU,  Ipswich;  attorney  for  respondent, 
Edward  Brotnley,  tor  JacJcamMn  and  Son,  Ipswich. 


Friday,  June,  11 1876, 

Pkeyite  and  another  v.  The  Adelaide  Fire  and 
Marine  Insurance  Comfant. 

Beg.  Oen.  H.  T,  1853,  R.  l^r—Oost  of  witnesses  em- 

amined  bofore  the  master. 

In  an  action  on  a  marine  insurance  policy,  owing 

to  plaintiffs*  delay  in  complying  with  an  order 

for  production  of  papers,  defendants  did   not 

plead  until  a  year  after  declaration.  Meanwhile, 

to  save  expense,  defendants  e»a.mined  witnesses 

before  the  master,  under  1  Will,  4,  c.  22,  s.  4. 

Defendants  pleaded  wnseoMorthiness,  ^c,  and 

paid  25i.  into  court  on  ike  money  counts  for  the 

premium,  Plaintiffs  took  the  money  out  of  court, 

and  ioined  issue  on    the   other  pleas,  but  after' 

wards  discontinued : 

Held,  that  defendants  were  entitled  to  the  costs  of 

the  witnesses  esMimined  before  the  master,  such 

costs  not  being  costs  incurred  before  instructions 

for  plea,  within  the  meaning  of  Beg,  Oen,  H,  T. 

1653,  B,  12,  and  a  rule  to  review  taxation  was 

made  absolute. 

This  was  an  action  on  a  policy  of  insurance  on  the 

ship  Baladava,  claiming  for  a  total  loss ;  there  was 

also  a  count  for  money  received. 

The  action  was  commenced  on  the  Ist  Dec.  1871 ; 
ihe  declaration  was  delivered  on  the  17th  Jan. 
1872,  and  on  the  same  day  the  defendants  obtained 
an  order  for  the  production  of  the  ship's  papers, 
which  was  not  complied  with  until  Jan.  1873. 

On  the  13th  Feb.  1873  the  defendants  delivered 
pleas,  including  pleas  of  unseaworthiness,  conceal- 
ment, and  deviation  to  the  first  count,  and  pay- 
ment of  25{.,  the  amount  of  the  premium  inco 
court,  on  the  count  for  money  received. 

Plaintiffs  replied  the  same  day,  taking  the  money 
out  of  court,  and  taking  issue  on  the  other  pleas, 

Vol.  II.,  N.S. 


and  gave  notice  of  trial  for  the  next  London  Sit- 
ting. The  cause  was  not  reached,  and,  ultimatelv, 
on  the  2nd  Dec.  1874,  the  plaintiffs  served  a  rule 
to  discontinue. 

Some  of  the  crew  of  the  Bdiaslava,  who  were 
material  and  necessary  witnesses  for  the  defen- 
dants, were  detained  in  this  country  for  the  pur- 
pose of  being  examined  in  the  cause,  and  in  conse- 
quence of  the  plaintiffs'  delay  in  complying  with 
the  order  for  the  production  of  the  ship's  papers, 
and  to  avoid  further  expense,  the^  were  examined 
before  the  master,  under  1  Will.  4,  c.  22,  s.  4,  in 
Aug.  and  Sept.  1872. 

On  taxing  the  defendants'  costs  on  the  rule  to 
discontinue,  the  master  refused  to  allow  the  costs 
of  these  witnesses,  on  the  ground  that  they  were 
costs  incurred  before  instructions  for  plea. 

By  1  WUl.  4, 0.  22, 8.  4 :  "  It  shall  be  lawful  to 
and  for  each  of  the  said  courts  at  Westminster  .  .  . 
and  the  several  judges  thereof,  in  every  action 
depending  in  such  court,  upon  the  application  of 
any  of  the  parties  to  such  suit,  to  order  the  exami- 
nation on  oath  .  .  .  before  the  master  ...  of  the 
said  court  ...  of  any  witnesses  within  the  juris- 
diction of  the  court  where  the  action  shall  be 
depending."  .  .  . 

By  sect.  9 :  "  The  costs  of  every  rule  or  order  to 
be  made  for  the  examination  of  witnesses  ...  by 
virtue  of  this  Act,  and  of  the  proceedings  there- 
upon, shall  ...  be  costs  in  the  cause,  unless 
otherwise  directed."  •  .  . 

Eule  12.  Begulos  Qenerales  of  Hilary  Term  1853, 
is  as  follows: 

When  money  is  paid  into  court  in  respect  of  any  par- 
tionlar  sum  or  canse  of  action  in  the  declaration,  ana  the 
plaintiff  accepts  the  same  in  satisfaction,  the  plaintiff, 
when  the  costs  of  the  cause  are  taxed,  shall  be  entitled  to 
the  costs  of  the  canse  in  respect  of  that  part  of  his  claim 
so  satisfied,  np  to  the  time  the  money  is  so  paid  in  and 
taken  ont,  whatever  mav  be  the  result  of  and  issue  or 
issues  in  respect  of  other  causes  of  action ;  and  if  the 
defendant  succeeds  in  defeating  the  residue  of  the  daim, 
he  will  be  entitled  to  the  costs  of  the  cause  in  respect  of 
such  defence,  commencing  at  **  instructions  for  plea,"  but 
not  before. 

/.  C,  Mathew  moved  for  a  rule  calling  on  the 
plaintiffs  to  show  canse  why  the  costs  of  the  wit- 
nesses examined  before  the  master,  as  above  men- 
tioned, should  not  be  allowed  to  the  defendants,  or 
why  the  master's  taxation  should  not  be  reviewed. 
The  court  granted  a  rule  nisi  to  review  the  tax- 
ation. 

Lanyon  showed  cause  in  the  first  instance. — ^The 
case  depends  entirely  on  the  construction  of  Bule 
12,  ana  according  to  the  plain  meaning  of  the 
words  of  that  rule,  the  defendants  are  not  entitled 
to  be  allowed  the  costs  of  these  witnesses,  for  the 
examination  having  taken  place  before  instructions 
for  plea,  the  costs  were  incurred  before  instructions 
for  plea.  [Cockburn,  O.J. — ^The  witnesses  were 
examined  for  the  purpose  of  their  depositions  being 
made  use  of  by  being  read  in  court  on  the  trial.] 
The  plaintiffs,  having  had  a  cause  of  action,  are 
entitled  to  their  costs  until  their  claim  was  satis- 
fied. The  taxation  is  in  accordance  with  the  usual 
practice  in  Bule  12. 

J,  C,  Mathew  was  not  called  on  to  support  the 
rule. 

CocKBU&N,  O.J. — I  quite  agree  that  the  question 
turns  entirely  on  the  construction  of  Bule  12. 
When  that  rule  is  looked  at  it  is  plain  that  it  con- 
templates different  stages  of  procedure.  When 
money  is  paid  into  court,  and  the  plaintiff  accepts 
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the  Bame  in  satisfaction,  he  is  od titled  to  the  costs 
of  the  caase  in  respect  to  the  part  of  his  claim 
satisfied  up  to  the  time  when  the  mondy  is  paid  in 
and  taken  ont,  whatever  may  be  the  result  of  the 
other  issues.  That  contemplates  the  case  where 
money  is  paid  in  in  the  ordinary  coarse.  Then  the 
rule  goes  on,  "  and  if  the  defendant  succeeds  in 
defeating  the  residue  of  the  claim,  he  will  be  en- 
titled to  the  oosts  of  the  caose  in  respect  of  such 
defence,  commencing  at  '  instractions  for  plea,' 
but  not  before."  Mr.  Lanyon  contends  that,  tak- 
ing the  latter  part  of  the  rule,  inasmuch  as  these 
costs  were  incurred  before  instructions  for  plea, 
they  cannot  be  recovered  as  costs  in  the  cause  by 
the  defendants.  But  the  rule  is  framed  with  re- 
gard to  the  different  stages  of  procedure,  and  the 
examination  took  place  in  acticipation  of  the  trial, 
and  if  these  witnesses  had  been  examined  on  the 
trial  they  would  have  been  the  defendants'  wit- 
nesses. Assuming  that  no  money  had  been  paid 
in,  if  the  plaintiffs^  case  had  been  made  out  on  the 
money  counts,  yet  they  would  have  been  the  de- 
fendants witnesses,  and  the  master  would  have 
taxed  their  costs  for  the  benefit  of  the  defendants, 
as  these  costs  would  have  been  incurred  in  estab- 
lishing the  defendants'  case;  d  fortiori,  this  would 
have  been  so  if  they  had  been  <»illed  on  the  trial 
after  money  had  been  paid  in.  Does  it  then  make 
any  substantial  difference  that  the  witnesses  were 
examined  before  the  trial,  and  before  instructions 
for  plea  P  The  rule  is  intended  to  meet  the  case 
of  what  is  done  for  the  purpose  of  preliminary 
proceedings,  but  these  witnesses  were  examined 
for  the  purpose  of  the  trial,  and  the  oosts,  there- 
fore, were  costs  in  the  cause,  and  were  not  incurred 
at  such  a  stage  of  the  proceedings  as  to  bring  them 
within  this  rule. 

QuAiir,  J. — I  am  entirely  of  the  same  opinion. 
The  costs  here  were  incurred  by  the  plaintiffs'  act 
and  default  in  not  complying  with  the  order  for 
production  of  the  ship's  papers,  in  consequence  of 
which  the  witnesses  were  kept  in  this  country 
when  it  was  doubtful  if  the  plaintiffs  would  go  on. 
The  plaintiffs  cannot  take  advantage  of  their  own 
default.  I  also  agree  with  my  Lord  that  these 
oosts  were  not  costs  incurred  before  iuHtructious 
for  plea,  within  the  meaning  of  Eule  12.  The 
witnesses  were  examined  de  bene  esse^  and  the 
costs  must  be  considered  as  having  been  incurred 
as  if  they  had  been  examined  at  the  trial  in  the 
ordinary  course.  The  mere  fact  of  the  examination 
having  taken  place  at  an  earlier  date  does  not 
make  any  difference.  The  costs  should  be  consi- 
dered as  incurred  at  the  proper  stage  at  which 
they  would  come  in,  and  therefore  should  be 
allowed  among  the  general  costs  in  the  cause.  I 
think  the  rule  ought  to  be  made  absolute. 

Field,  J. — I  am  of  opinion  that  the  rule  should 
be  made  absolute,  on  the  ground  stated  by  my 
Lord.  The  declaration  contains  two  counts,  one 
on  the  policy  and  one  for  money  received.  As  to 
the  special  count,  there  were  pleas  of  unsea- 
worthiness, concealment,  and  deviation,  and  as  to 
the  indebitatus  count,  25Z.  was  paid  into  court.  In 
point  of  fact,  the  defendants  succeeded,  and  the 
costs  of  these  witnesses  were  a  part  of  the  costs  of 
their  defence.  But  it  has  been  objected  that  they  were 
incurred  before  instructions  for  plea,  according 
to  the  construction  of  the  last  words  of  Rule  12, 
and  the  master  held  himself  bound  by  the  last 
words  of  the  rule,  if  the  costs  came  into  existence 
before  instructions  for  plea.    I   think  that  con- 


struction is  too  narrow.  Here  the  costs  were  in- 
curred in  respect  of  a  defence  on  which  the  defen- 
dants succeeded ;  if  the  cause  had  been  tried*  and 
no  money  paid  into  court,  they  wonld  have  been 
taxed  as  the  defendants'  costs.  In  point  of  time 
they  were  before  instructions  for  plea ;  in  fact,  thej 
were  incurred  for  a  defenoe  after. 

Rule  absolute  to  review  the  master's  taxation. 
Attorneys   for  the  plaintiffs,  WestaU,  Boberfs, 
and  Barlow;  attorneys  for  the  defendants.  Hoi* 
lofiM,  Son,  and  Coward, 


COVBT  OF  COMMON  PLEAS. 

Reported  by  ETHmmoTOv  Smith  and  J.  M.  Lxi.t»  Btqn^ 

Barristea»«tXAW. 

Monday,  April  26, 1875. 

Bbowk  abd  others  v.  Powxll  DvrFKTB  Steam- 
ship Company. 

Charter-party — Contract  for  fnaster*s  signature  to 
bill  of  lading — Signature  by  master  for  more 
tons  than  delivered — Payment  by  shipowner  to 
consignees  of  sum  of  mon^  vn  respect  of  differ^ 
ence— Whether  sum  so  paid  recoverable  by 
shipowner  from  charterer — Bills  of  Lading  Act 
(18  4- 19  Vict.  c.  111). 
The  signaiure  of  the  master  to  the  biU  of  lading 

does  rwt  estop  the  shipowner. 
Declaration  that  it  was  agreed  between  ihe  plaintiffs 
and    the    defendants   bg  charter-party  that  the 
plaintiffs*  ship  should  take  on  board,  at  Cardiff,  a 
full  cargo  of  coal,  to  be  promded  by  the  defen- 
dants, and  proceed  therewith  to  Buenos  Ayres^ 
**  the  9naster  of  the  ship  to  sign  bills  of  lading  for 
weight   of  ihe  said  cargo  put  on  board  cls  pre- 
sented to  him  by  the  dtfendants  withotU  prejudice 
to  the  tenor  of  the  charter-party,"  and  that  the 
ship  was  loaded  by  the  defendants  with  a  cargo  of 
573  tons. 
Breach,  that  the  defendants  presented  to  the  master 
bills  of  hiding  for  a  weignt  of  605  tone,  whereby 
the  plaintiffs  were  rendered  liable  and  forced  to 
pay  the  consignees  of  ihe  cargo  a  certain  sum  in 
respect  of  the  difference  between  the  cargo  as  indi^ 
cated  in  the  bill  ofladina  and  as  actually  shipped : 
Held,  on  demurrer  to  the  breach,  a  bad  dedarcUion, 
inasmuch  as  the  plaintiffs  were  not  bound  to  pay 
the  consignee  such  difference,  and  there  was  no 
warranty  on  the  part  of  the  defendants  that  the 
bUl  of  lading  was  indisputably  correct. 
This  was  a  demurrer  to  such  part  of  a  declaration 
as  alleged  a  breach  by  the  defendants  of  a  diarter- 
party. 

The  declaration  stated  that  it  was  agreed  by  the 
charter-party  that  the  plaintiffs'  ship,  called  the 
Chigfora,  then  at  Newry,  should  proceed  to  Cardiff 
and  there  take  on  board  as  tendered  a  full  and 
complete  cargo  of  Powell's  Duffryn  steam  ooal, 
which  the  charterers  bound  themselves  to  provide 
for  shipment,  not  exceeding  what  the  said  yesaol 
could  reasonably  stow  and  carry,  and  being  so 
loaded,  should  therewith  proceed  to  Buenos  Ayres 
or  Bosario,  as  ordered  on  singing  bills  of  lading, 
and  deliver  the  cargo  on  being  paid  freight  on  the 
quantity  delivered  at  the  rate  of  37«.  per  ton  of 
20owt.,  if  for  Buenos  Ayres,  or  of  42«.  per  like 
ton  if  for  Bosario,  with  6Z.  gratuity  in  either  case, 
the  master  paving  dock  and  harbour  dues, 
trimming,  wharfage,  and  keelage  on  cargo,  ood- 
snlages,  lights,  pilotages,  and  other  port  charges 
whatsoever,  certain  perils  and  casualties  excepted. 
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the  said  freight  to  be  paid  as  hereinafter  men- 
tioned on  unloading  and  right  delivery  of  the  said 
cargo,  soffioient  cash  for  the  ship's  ordinary  dis- 
bursements, not  exceeding  one-third  of  the  amount 
to  be  advanced  on  signing  bills  of  lading,  less  six 
per  cent,  for  interest  and  insurance,  sufficient  cash 
for  ship's  disbursements  to  be  advanced  at  the 
port  of  discharge,  not  exceeding  one-third  of  the 
freight,  and  the  remainder  by  approved  bill 
ujpon  London,  at  three  months'  date  from  the 
right  delivery  of  cargo,  the  master  of  the  said 
ship  to  sign  bills  of  lading  for  weight  of  the  said 
cargo  put  on  board  as  presented  to  him  by  the 
defendants  without  prejadice  to  the  tenor  of  the 
said  charter-party,  within  twenty-four  hours  after 
the  said  coals  should  have  been  put  on  board, 
or  pay  4d,  per  registered  ton  per  day  for  each 
day's  delay ;  that  the  ship  sailed  to  Cardiff  and 
was  there  loaded  by  the  defendants  with  a  cargo, 
consisting  of  a  certain  quantiby,  that  is  to  say, 
573  tons  of  Powell's  Dafiryn  steam  coal. 

Averment  of  performance  of  conditions  preoe* 
dent. 

Breach,  that  the  defendants  presented  to  the 
master  of  the  said  ship  for  his  signature,  and 
caused  and  procured  him  to  sign  certain  bills  of 
lading  for  the  said  cargo  for  a  weight  greatly 
exceeding  the  said  weight  so  put  on  board  as 
aforesaid,  that  is  to  say,  ^r  605  tons,  whereby  the 
plaintiff  was  rendered  liable  to  pay,  and  was  forced 
to  pay  to  the  consignees  of  the  said  cargo  at 
Baenos  Ayres  31Z.,  as  and  for  the  value  of  the 
difference  between  the  said  605  tons  mentioned  in 
the  said  bills  of  lading,  and  the  said  573  tons  so 
shipped  as  aforesaid,  and  a  further  sum  of  V6L  for 
dock  and  other  dues  and  charges  in  respect  of  the 
same  difference.  And  although  the  said  ship  was 
ordered  to  carry  and  carried  the  said  agreed  cargo 
in  the  said  ship  to  Baenos  Ayres  aforesaid,  and 
there  unloaded  and  made  right  delivery  of  the  said 
cargo  according  to  the  terms  of  the  said  charter- 
party,  and  aUhoagh  the  said  freight  amounted  in 
the  whole  to  1119Z.,  whereof  a  certain  part  was 
advanced  aocording  to  the  terms  of  the  said 
charter-party,  yet  the  remainder  of  the  said  freight 
was  not  paid  by  such  bills  as  in  the  charter-party 
mentioned  nor  at  all,  and  the  same  is  wholly  due 
and  unpaid. 

Demurrer,  on  tho  ground  that  it  was  not  a 
breach  of  the  terms  of  the  charter-party. 

Joinder  in  demurrer. 

Lundey  Smith,  for  the  defendants,  argued  that 
the  plaintiffs  were  under  no  obligation  to  pay  the 
consignees  damages  for  delivering  a  less  amount 
than  that  specified  in  the  bill  of  lading,  inasmach 
as  the  master  could  not  bind  the  plaintiffs  by  his 
signature.  This  is  scat  common  law, and  the  Bills 
of  lading  Act  (18  &  19  Yict.  c.  Ill),  (a)  makes  no 
difference : — 

(a)  Sect.  3  of  18  and  19  Yiot.  o.  Ill  is  as  foUows : 
*'  ^very  bill  of  lading  in  the  hands  of  a  oonsignee  or 
endorsed  for  yaloable  consideration  representing  goods  to 
have  been  shipped  on  board  a  vessel  Bnall  be  oonoloBiye 
evidence  of  ench  shipment  as  against  the  master  or  other 
persons  signing  the  same,  notwithstandinir  that  each 
goods,  or  some  parts  thereof,  may  not  have  been  so 
■hipped  unless  snch  holder  of  the  biU  of  lading  shall  have 
bad  aotnsl  notiee  at  the  time  of  receiving  the  same  that 
the  goods  had  not  been  in  fact  lading  on  board.  Pro- 
vided that  the  master  or  other  person  so  signing  may 
exonerate  himself  in  respect  of  snch  misrepresentation  by 
■bowing  that  it  was  caused  without  anv  default  on  his 

ert,  and  wholly  by  the  frand  of  the  shipper,  or  of  the 
Ider,  or  some  person  under  whom  the  holder  claims." 


« 


Grant  v.  Norway,  10  C.B.  665 ; 
Jestel  y.  Bath,  L.  Bep.  2  Ex.  267 ; 
McLean  v.  Fleming,  ante,  vol.  1,  p.  160 ;  L.  Bep.  2  So. 
App.  128. 

We  are  called  upon  for  the  first  time,"  said 
Kelly,  G.B.,  in  Jes8el  v.  Bath  {uhi  stijp.),  "  to  put 
a  construction  on  this  statute  (18  &  19  Vict.  c.  Ill), 
and  it  is  fit  that  we  should  state  our  opinion  as  to 
its  effect  with  reference  to  the  character  of  the 
party  signing  the  bill  of  lading  where  an  action  is 

brought  against  the  owner  or  charterer 

Here  the  master  has  not  signed,  but  other  persons, 
the  Messrs.  Barchi,  have ;  are,  then,  the  defendants 
within  the  second  branch  of  the  alternative  of  the 
statute?  They  cannot  be  so,  unless  Messrs.  Barohi's 
signature  is  equivalent  to  their  own,  that  is,  unless 
Messrs.  Barchi  have  signed  in  their  place.  It 
appears  that  these  gentlemen,  the  defendant's 
agents,  have  signed  in  conformitv  with  a  practice 
arising  out  of  circumstances  whidli  woald  make  it 
not  merely  inconvenient,  but  impossible,  for  the 
agents  to  weigh  the  goods,  and  that  the  weight  is 
aocordiuffly  taken  from  the  shipper.  It  appears 
that,  under  such  circumstances,  the  agent  signs 
instead  of  the  master,  and  that  no  difference  is 
reoognised,  as  any  matter  of  trade  usage  or 
understanding  between  the  efficacy  of  a  signature 
by  the  master.  Messrs.  Barchi  signed  instead  of 
the  master,  and  not  instead  of  the  defendants ;  and 
if  this  action  had  been  against  the  master  the 
point  raised  hj  the  plaintiff  might  have  been 
material,  but  being  neither  against  the  master  nor 
against  the  person  actually  signing  the  bill  of 
If^ing,  it  entirely  fails." 

J'*.  MecidowB  White,  for  the  plaintiffs,  argoed  that 
the  breach  assigned  in  the  declaration  was  a  good 
breach  of  the  charter-party ;  inasmuch  as  there 
was  an  express  if  not  an  implied  warranty  by  the 
defendants  that  thev  would  present  bills  of  lading 
for  the  correct  weight. 

Lumley  Smith  in  reply. 

Lord  Coleridge,  G.J  .—-I  am  of  opinion  that  our 
judgment  ought  to  be  for  the  defendants. 
'  The  declaration  is  on  a  charter-  party  made  between 
the  plaintiffs  as  shipowners,  and  the  defendants  as 
charterers,  and  containing  a  stipalation  on  the 
part  of  the  plaintiffs  that  the  master  of  the  ship 
chartered  should  sign  bills  of  lading  for  weight  of 
the  cargo  pat  on  board  as  presented  to  him  bv  the 
defendants  withont  prejudice  to  the  tenor  of  the 
charter-party.  There  is  an  averment  that  the 
defendants  presented  and  the  master  signed  bills 
for  an  amount  exceeding  that  actually  shipped  by 
thirty-two  tons,  and  that  the  plaintiffs  paid  the 
consignees  of  the  cargo  two  sums  of  312.  and  13L 
in  respect  of  the  difference ;  and  the  breach  is  that 
the  defendants  have  not  repaid  those  sums  to  the 
plaintiffs.  The  defendants  have  demurred  on  the 
ground  that  the  plaintiffs  were  under  no  obligation 
to  pay  to  the  consignees  the  sums  which  the  plain- 
tiffs now  seek  to  recover  from  the  defendants. 

Now  it  is  plain  from  the  authorities,  especially 
from  Maclean  v.  Flemina  {uhi  sup.)  that  the  master 
of  a  ship,  by  signing  bills  of  lading,  does  not  bind 
the  owner  to  deliver  the  amount  of  goods  specified 
in  the  bills,  bat  only  the  amount  which  has  been 
actually  put  on  board.  Bat  it  is  said  that  although 
such  may  be  the  general  principle  of  law,  the 
charterers  have  by  this  particular  charter-party 
avoided  the  application  of  that  principle,  so  that 
the  shi^wners  were  obliged  eitner  to  deliver  to 
the  consignees  the  exact  quantity  named  in  the   ill 
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of  lading,  or  else  to  make  good  to  them  the  money 
payment  which  they  have  made.  Bat  I  take  the 
true  constroction  of  the  clause  relied  on  for  the 
plaintiffs  to  be  this,  that  it  stipulates  only  that  the 
master  shall  sign  as  such,  that  it  empowers  the 
master  to  bind  himself  only,  and  that  it  leaves  the 
shipowners  to  dispute  all  that  was  testified  by  hi» 
signature,  if  the  testimony  of  such  signature  should 
be  contrary  to  the  fact. 

There  is  nothing  in  this  charter-party  to  alter 
the  ordinary  rule  to  that  effect.  The  demurrer 
therefore  must  be  allowed. 

Brett,  J. — This  is  an  action  by  shipowners  for 
breach  of  warranty  on  the  part  of  charterers,  the 
alleged  warranty  being  that  the  defendants 
would  present  absolutely  correct  bills  of  lading  for 
the  master  of  the  plaintiffs'  ship  to  sign.  No 
fraud  whatever  is  alleged,  and  the  alleged  warranty 
amounts  to  an  engagement  not  to  make  a  mistake. 

Now  such  a  warranty  must  be  either  expressed  in 
the  charter-party  or  to  be  implied  from  it,  and  as 
it  is  admitted  there  was  no  express  warranty,  we 
have  only  to  see  whether  or  not  there  was  an 
implied  one.  It  is  suggested  that  there  must  be 
such  a  warranty  because  it  is  said  to  be  obvious 
from  the  terms  of  the  charter-party  that  the  plain- 
tiffs would  be  liable  to  the  consignees.  But  it 
appears  from  Mcuiean  v.  Fleming  (uhi  av^p.),  that  a 
bill  of  lading  does  not  bind  the  master  to  deliver  a 
larger  amount  of  cargo  than  that  actually  shipped. 

But  Mr.  White  contends  that  this  would  be 
different  abroad.  The  consignees  abroad  might, 
be  says,  have  different  rights  from  the  rights  of 
consignees  in  England.  But  their  rights  would 
depend  on  the  true  construction  of  the  bill  of 
lading,  which  by  the  comity  of  nations  would 
govern  the  contract,  whatever  might  be  the  law 
of  the  countiy  in  which  the  consignees  might 
reside.  This  we  must  assume  to  be  the  law  in  the 
absence  of  any  authority  to  the  contrary. 

There  is,  therefore,  nothing  on  which  to  ground 
an  implied  warranty.  I  was,  i  confess,  much  struck 
by  the  argument  that  the  absence  of  liability  on 
the  part  of  the  shipowner  is  in  ordinary  cases, 
founaed  upon  the  absence  of  authority  to  the 
master,  whereas  by  the  present  charter-party  there 
is  an  express  authoritv  to  the  master  to  sign  the 
bill  of  lading.  Now  I  agree,  that  as  between  the 
plaintiffs  and  the  defendants,  the  master  was 
authorised  to  sign.  And  the  obvious  reason  for 
this  is  that  the  obligation  to  deliver  a  certain 
quantity  was  not  to  deoend  on  the  bill  of  lading, 
but  on  what  the  quantity  might  turn  out  to  be  at 
the  port  of  deliverv*  But  even  if  the  bill  of  lading 
had  been  signed  by  the  plaintiffs  themselves,  at 
common  law  there  would  have  been  no  estoppel, 
for  they  would  not  have  been  bound  to  deliver 
more  than  the  amount  actually  shipped. 

Then  the  Bill  of  Lading  Act  (18  &  19  Vict.  c. 
Ill),  provides  by  sect.  3,  "  that  every  bill  of  lading 
shall  be  conclusive  evidence  of  a  shipment  as 
against  the  master  or  other  person  signing  the 
same."  And  as  the  master  here  had  no  doubt 
authority  to  sign  this  unusual  bill  of  lading,  it  is 
argued  that  this  signature  was  the  signature  of 
the  plaintiffs.  Now  where  it  is  said  in  Jeasel  v. 
Bath  (uhi  «tip.),  that  no  person  is  ,to  be  bound 
except  the  person  actually  signing,  the  court  does 
not  mean  that  there  must  be  a  manual  signature, 
but  it  would  be  enough  if  the  signature  were  an 
authorised  signature ;  at  the  same  time,  however, 
the  signature  must  be  that  of  the  person  who  is 


to  be  bound  by  it.    But  whatever  might  be  the 
authority  of  the  master,  there  was  no  estoppeL 

Therefore,on  the  true  construction  of  the  charter- 
party,  there  was  no  express  or  implied  warranty, 
and  our  judgment  must  be  for  the  defendants. 

Denman,  J. — I  am  not  at  all  sure  that  the  point 
which  has  been  most  argued  is  the  point  which 
was  intended  to  be  argued  upon  this  demurrer, 
which  is  a  demurrer  not  to  the  whole  declaration, 
but  to  that  part  of  it  which  sets  out  the  first 
breaoh.(a)  Now,  the  first  breach  is  founded  on 
the  words  "  the  master  to  sign  bills  of  lading  for 
weight  of  the  said  carsco  put  on  board  as  presented 
to  him  by  the  defendants,"  and  the  breach  laid  is 
that  the  defendants  presented  for  the  master's 
signature  certain  bills  of  lading  for  a  weii^ht 
greatly  exceeding  the  weight  put  on  board.  The 
appreement,  I  take  it  was  that  the  master  should 
sign  only  for  the  cargo  actually  shipped,  whereas 
the  breach  is  framed  as  if  his  signature  was  in- 
tended to  be  conclusive  as  to  the  amount.  The 
demurrer  hits  the  discrepancy  between  the  agree- 
ment and  the  breach,  the  declaration  having 
charged  the  defendant  with  not  having  done  that 
which  he  had  never  promised  that  he  would  do. 

Judgment  far  the  defendant. 

Attorneys  for  plaintiffs,  Wehh  and  Peareon,  for 
Oliver  and  BotterUl,  Sunderland. 

Attorneys  for  defendants,  Ingledew,  Ince,  and 
Greening, 


Wednesday,  May  5, 1875. 

Wells  v.  The  Mayor,  «&c.,  op  Kingston-dpon- 

Hull. 

Oontrad^Intereat  in  land  vnthin  sect,  4  of  the 
Statute  ofFraude-^Licence  to  use  graving  doch^ 
Corporation — Contract  loith —  When  it  tnay  be  not 
under  seal. 

A  m>unicipal  corporation  being  the  owners  of  a 
graving  dock,  permitted  the  use  of  it  to  shipoumert 
for  the  purpose  of  repairing  their  ships  upon 
certain  terms  specified  in  a  series  of  regukUions, 
Under  these  it  was  necessary  for  the  shipowner 
to  enter  the  name  of  his  vessel  in  a  book  kept  by 
the  Borough  Treasurer  and  pay  an  entrance  fee, 
ami  the  use  of  the  dock  was  granted  in  the  order 
of  priority  of  application,  and  each  vessel  was 
required  to  take  her  turn  at  the  time  of  which 
notice  was  given  to  the  owner.  Certain  charaes 
were  made  for  dockage,  and  it  was  required  mal 
they  be  paid  before  the  vessel  left  the  dock.  The 
gates  of  the  dock  were  under  the  control  of  an 
officer  of  the  corporation  who  opened  and  dosed 
them  for  the  docking  a^dundocking  of  the  vessels. 
The  use  of  blocks  and  shores  the  property  of  the 
corporation  was  permitted  to  the  vessels  in  the 
dock,  but  the  shipowners  were  ma,de  responsible 
for  them,  and  also  for  cleaning  out  the  dock  daUy 
to  the  saiisfcustion  of  the  officer  of  the  corporation. 

The  plaintiff  duly  entered  a  vessel  and  paid  the 
entrance  fee,  but  the  defendants  admitted  another 
vessel  in  the  turn  which  prcwerly  belonged  to  the 
plaintiff.  Upon  ctn  action  for  damages  in  resped 
of  the  breach  of  contract  in  not  giving  the  plain- 
tiffs  ship  her  turn  in  order,  a  verdict  was  rdurned 
for  the  plaintiff, 

Heldjir8t,that  the  contract  was  not  intended  to  he  and 
was  not  concerning  an  interest  in  land,  and  there- 
fore  need  not  be  in  uniting  under  the  4iA  section  qf 

(a)  The  other  breaches  were  not  demaned  to. 
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the  Statute  of  Frauds,  and  secondly,  that  being  a 
matter  of  frequent  occurrence  and  of  daily  necee* 
sity,  the  case  came  within  the  recognised  excep' 
tions  to  the  rule  that  a  corporation  can  only  con' 
tract  under  its  common  seal,  a/nd  that  this  cd^trad, 
though  not  under  seal,  was  nevertheless  binding 
on  the  defendants. 
This  was  an  action  tried  before  Archibald,  J.,  at 
the  Spring  Assizes  for  the  West  riding  of  York- 
shire at  Leeds  in  1874. 

The  plaintiff  was  a  shipowner  at  Kingston-upon- 
Hall,  and  the  owner  of  a  steamship  called  the 
Wells.  The  defendants,  who  are  the  Municipal 
Corporation  of  Hall  are  proprietors  of  a  graving 
dock,  bailt  npon  and  which  they  hold  as  part  of 
the  old  corporate  property.  They  are  an  ancient 
oorporation  appointed  by  Royal  Charter  originally, 
and  came  nnder  the  Manicipal  Corporations  Act 
on  the  passing  of  that  measare.  This  graving 
dock  the  defendants  are  accastomed  to  let  to 
persons  requiring  the  same  for  the  pnrpose  of 
repairing  their  ships,  and  they  let  it  snbjecttoand 
in  accordance  with  certain  regalations,  which  are 
of  importance  in  this  case,  and  are  as  follows  : 

Begvlations  for  the  Corporation  Graving  Dock, 
1.  The  dook  will  be  let  to  parties  requiring  the  same 
for  the  repair  of  yeRsels,  at  snch  rates  as  the  oonnoil  of 
tiie  borough  shall  from  time  to  time  sanotion. 
^  2.  With  a  view  to^  seonre  to  parties  as  far  as  possible 
the  nse  of  the  dook,  in  the  order  of  priority  of  applioation, 
a  book  is  kept  by  the  borough  treasurer  at  the  Town  Hall, 
in  which  the  names  of  all  vessels  intended  for  repair  in 
the  dook  most  be  entered,  and  as  far  as  practicable  pri- 
ority will  be  given  to  vessels  in  the  order  of  entry,  sub- 
ject nevertheless  to  these  regulations ;  and  also  in  ease  of 
any  question  as  to  prioril^  of  any  vessels,  such  (question 
shall  be  determined  by  the  borough  treasurer  in  such 
manner  as  he  shall  see  fit,  and  his  decision  shall  be  final. 

3.  No  changing  of  turns  shall  be  allowed. 

4.  No  vessel  is  to  be  entered  in  the  book  except  by  a 
written  order  from  the  owner  or  master. 

5.  On  entering  each  vessel  a  sum  of  31.  Ss.  shaU  be  paid 
to  the  borough  treasurer  as  entrance  mone;. 

6.  The  entrance  money  will  be  allowed  as  part  of  the 
dockage  if  the  account  for  such  dockage  and  moneys  pay. 
able  in  respect  of  the  vessel  shall  be  paid  within  ten  days 
after  the  same  is  sent  in.  If  the  account  is  not  so  paid, 
the  entrance  money  will  be  absolutely  forfeited.  The 
entrance  money  and  the  right  of  turn  for  the  uie  of  the 
dook  will  also  be  absolutely  forfeited  if  the  vessel  does 
not  take  her  turn  at  the  time  specified  at  the  time  of 
entry,  or  subsequently  fixed  by  notice  (written  or  verbaJ) 

K'  ren  to  the  owner,  master,  or  other  person  in  charge,  or 
▼ing  the  docking  of  ^e  vesseL 

7.  The  treasurer  may  on  behalf  of  the  corporation,  not- 
witbstandii^  the  preceding  regfulation  require  the  pay- 
ment of  all  dockage  or  other  moneys  payable  in  respect  of 
any  veesel  before  such  vessel  is  allowed  to  leave  the  dock, 
and  to  preserve  the  lien  of  the  corporation  may  detain 
■ooh  vessel,  and  dockage  in  respect  of  the  vessel  will  be 
ohargeable  during  such  time  as  she  may  be  so  detained  in 
the  dock. 

8.  The  corporation  foreman  will  open  and  close  the  dock 
gates  for  the  docking  and  undooking  of  vessels  as  may  be 
required. 

9.  The  ground  blocks  and  horizontal  shores  of  the  oor- 
poiration  may  be  used  for  vessels  in  the  dock,  but  the 
parties  using  the  same  must  ti^e  all  risks  and  responsi- 
tnlity  in  respect  thereof  and  of  selecting  and  placing  the 
tame. 

10.  If  any  injury  or  damage  shall  be  done  to  the  dock, 
dcwk  gates,  engines,  machine,  blocks,  shores,  stores,  or 
any  other  property  of  the  corporation,  by  any  vessel,  or 
by  any  person  employed  thereon  or  connectea  therewith, 
or  if  any  of  the  blocks  or  shores  are  left  adrift  or  lost,  full 
oompensation.  to  be  assessed  and  fixed  by  the  corporation 
•urveyor,  shall  be  paid  by  the  occupier  of  the  dock  or 
owner  of  the  vessel,  and  the  compensation  when  so  fixed 
■hall  in  like  manner  as  dockage  be  deemed  moneys  pay- 
able in  respect'of  the  Tessel,  and  shall  be  paid  and  recover- 
able accordingly. 


11 .  The  dock  must  be  cleaned  out  each  day  at  the  expense 
of  the  vessel  occupying  it,  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  cor- 
poration foreman  or  ouier  person  in  charge  of  the  dock, 
and  in  the  event  of  the  occupier  of  the  dock  not  fulfilling 
this  regulation  the  oorporation  will  do  the  work,  and  all 
chitfges  or  expenses  in  respect  thereof  shall  be  charged  to 
the  occupier  of  the  dock  or  owner  of  the  vessel  and 
deemed  moneys  payable  in  respect  of  the  vessel,  and  be 
paid  and  recoverable  accordingly. 

12.  The  oorporation  will  for  the  convenience  of  parties 
occupying  the  dock,  aiford  the  usual  facilities  for  using 
the  same,  but  on  this  distinct  stipulation,  that  the  docs 
will  in  all  cases  be  let  subject  to  the  parties  occupying 
the  same  undertaking  all  risks  and  responsibilities  what- 
soever, as  the  corporaUon  not  being  a  trading  body  will 
not  be  responsible  for  any  injury,  damage,  or  detention 
however  caused,  occurring  to  any  vessel  docking  or  un- 
dooking, or  being  in  the  dock,  or  for  any  damage  what- 
ever resulting  to  the  owner  of  such  vessel  or  any  other 
person  connected  therewith. 

13.  The  oorporation  will  not  guarantee  the  depth  of 
water  shown  by  the  s(MJe  at  the  entrance  of  the  dock, 
or  any  other  depth  of  water  over  the  approaches  to  the 
dook.  By  order  of  the  Town  Council. 

Hull,  3rd  Jan.  1873. 

In  March  1873  the  plaintiff  wanted  to  repair  hia 
steamship  WeUs,  and  on  March  15th  his  clerk 
engaged  the  graving  dock  for  the  WeUs,  by  going 
to  the  Treasurer's  ofiSce  paying  the  entrance  fee, 
and  having  her  name  entered  in  the  book.  Her 
tnm  was  to  be  next  after  the  8t,  Petersburg. 
When,  however,  the  8t.  Petersburg  came  oat  of  the 
dock  the  defendants  allowed  another  steamship 
called  the  Aberdeenshire  to  take  the  tarn  which 
belonged  to  the  WellSt  and  the  latter  was  conse- 
quently delayed,  and  the  plaintiff  put  to  consider- 
able expense  in  having  his  ship  repaired  at  another 
place.  It  was  to  recover  damages  for  this  delay, 
and  for  the  expenses  so  incarred  by  the  breach  of 
contract  by  the  defendants  in  not  giving  the 
WeUs  her  tarn,  that  the  plaintiff  saed  in  this 
action.  The  declaration  contained  three  special 
counts,  and  a  money  count,  one  setting  out  the 
above  regulations.  The  defendants*  pleas  traversed 
the  agreement,  and  farther  alleged  that  it  was 
made  subject  to  its  being  practicable  to  dock  the 
Wells,  and  that  it  was  not  practicable.  The 
amount  of  the  entrance  money  was  paid  into 
court. 

At  the  trial  the  learned  jadge  ruled  that  the 
contract  was  not  a  contract  of  an  interest  in 
land,  bat  a  mere  licence  of  the  dock,  and  was 
not  reqaired  to  be  in  writing  or  to  be  under  seal. 

The  jury  found  that  the  plaintiff  was  ready  to 
avail  himself  of  the  tarn  as  soon  as  the  8t.  PeterS' 
burg  left  the  dock,  and  that  there  was  not  dae 
care  and  caution  on  the  part  of  the  defendants  to 
give  the  plaintiff  his  tarn.  Upon  this  the  learned 
judge  ruled  that  the  defendants  were  answerable 
for  the  want  of  care  and  cantion,  and  directed  a 
verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  and  reserving  leave  to  the 
defendants  to  move  to  enter  a  verdict  for  them 
upon  the  ground  that  to  render  the  defendants 
liable  the  contract  in  question  ought  to  have 
been  in  writing,  and  that  it  oaght  to  have  been 
under  the  seal  of  the  corporation. 

Accordingly,,  in  Easter  Term  1874,  Field,  Q.O., 
moved  for  and  obtained  a  rule  nisi  in  the  abovn 
term,  against  which 

WHls,  Q.O.  and  Mellor  now  showed  caase. — The 
first  point  raised  by  the  defendants  is  that  this 
contract  was  concerning  an  interest  in  land.  Bat 
the  fair  inference  from  the  regulations  and  the 
coarse  of  business,  is  that  there  was  no  intention 
to  let  land,  when  a  ship  was  allowed  to  obo  the 
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graving  dook.  The  employment  of  the  words 
*'  let/'  and  "  take  possesBion  of"  does  not  neces- 
sarily mean  demise,  see 

R,  y.  Smith,  3  E.  &  E.  383; 

Bean  y.  Hogg,  10  Binfr.  345 ; 

Wright  y.  BtaveH,  2  B.  &  E.  731 ;  2  L.  T.  Eep.  N.  S. 

It  is  merely  a  licence  to  take  the  ship  into  the 
dook  and  there  repair  her.  [Dekmav,  J. — It  would 
be  a  test  tooonsider  if  trespass  cbald  be  brooght  by 
the  occupier  against  anyone  interfering  with  his 
occupation,  especially  against  one  of  the  corpora- 
tion's servants.]    The  regulations  provide  for  the 
presence  of  the  corporation  foreman ;  the  occupier 
cannot  get  into  or  out  of  the  dock  without  him. 
The  words  in  regulations  2,  6,  and  12,  *'  use  of 
the  dook,"  and  "  using  the  dock."  show  what  was 
really  contemplated.    The  case  of  Waihins  v.  Over* 
seers  of  Milton-next' Or avesend  (18  L.  T.  Rep.  N.  8. 
601 ;  L.  Bep.  3  Q.B.  350),  is  in  point  as  showing  that 
a  licence  to  use  moorings  fixed  to  the  soil  is  not  a 
demise  so  as  to  make   the  licensee  an  occupier. 
The  question  is  fully  discussed  also  in  Roods  v. 
Overseers  of  Trumpington  (23  L.  T.  Eep.  N.  S.  821 ; 
L.  Rep.  6  Q.  B.  56).    If  the  dock  here  were  let  to 
each  successive  person  who  uses  it,  the  occupier 
would  be  liable  to  be  rated,  and  would  be  rated  in 
respect  of  his  occupation.      This  oould  not  be 
in  such  a  case  as  the  present.    There  is  only  *a 
permission  to  come  on  the  land  for  a  particular 
purpose  and  for  a  time.    Just  as  a  person  in  an 
mn  may  have  a  right  to  a  room,  but  not  to  any 
particular  room.    [Lord  Colbbidoe,  0.  J. — ^The 
judgment  of  Hill,  J.,  in   Wright  v.  Stavert  (uhi 
sup,)  instances  a  governess  to  whom  a  room  is 
assigned.    Denuan,  J. — If  this  was  a  mere  licence, 
was  it  not  revocable  P     See    Wood  v.   Leadbitter 
(13  M.  &  W.  at  p.  844).]    That  case  decides  that  a 
right  to  come  and  remain  for  a  certain  time  on  the 
land  of  another  can  be  granted  only  by  deed ;  but 
a  licence  coupled  with  a  grant  of  an  interest  in 
the  land  which  would  be  irrevocable  is  not  to  be 
assumed  here.    The  second  point  is  that  the  defen- 
dants, being  a  corporation,  could  only  have  entered 
into  this  contract  under  their  common  seal.     But 
to  the  general  rule  as  to  corporations  contracting 
under  seal,  there  are  well  recognised  exceptions, 
one  of  which  is  that  the  formality  may  be  dis- 
pensed with  where  the  matter  is  of  necessity  or 
urgency.    Now  here  the  corporation  cannot  bold 
a  meeting  without  three  days  notice  being  given, 
and  yet  the  very  object  of  a  dook  like  this  is  to 
admit  ships  immediately.    As  a  fact  the  Aberdeen' 
shirSf  which  was  admitted  instead  of  the  Wells, 
was  in  a  sinking  state.     It  would  defeat  the  very 
object  of  the  work  of  the  corporation  as  owners  of 
the  dock.     The  South  of  Ireland  Colliery  Company 
V.  Waddle  (18  L.  T.  Rep.  N.  S.  405 ;  L.  Rep.  8  0.  P. 
463),  shows  that  where  the  contract  is  for  a  pur- 
pose connected  with  the  objects  of  the  corpora- 
tion, the  seal  is  dispensed  with.  [Lord  Coleridge, 
C.  J. — ^That  is  a  case  of  a  trading  corporation. 
What  do  you  say  to  Liudlow  v.  The  Mayor  of 
OharUon  (6  M.  &  W.  815  P]     That  decision  was 
on  the  ground  that  there  was  no  paramount  con- 
venience so  great  as  to  amount  to  necessity ;  if 
there  had  been  it  would  have  come  within  the 
exceptions  to  the  rule  stated  in  the  judgment  as 
applicable  to  municipal  as  well  as  to  trading  cor- 
porations.    [Denhan,  J. — Referred  to  Austin  v. 
The  Ouardians  of  St.  Matthews  Bethnal  Qreen  (29 
L.  T.  Rep.  N.  S.  807;  L.  Rep.  9  C.  P.  91.J    In 


that  case  the  duties  of  the  appointee  were  too  im- 
portant to  admit  of  an  informal  appointment,  and 
another  late  case  The  Mayor,  Sfc,  of  Kidderminster 
t7.  Hardwick  (29  L.  T.  Rep.  N.  S.  611  ;  L.  Rep.  9 
Ex.  13)  was  where  it  was  a  question  of  letting 
tolls,  and  there  was  no  hurry.  Having  regard  to 
the  facts  of  this  case  it  is  almost  a  redu^io  ad 
dbsurdum  to  suppose  that  the  admission  of  dis- 
abled ships  into  this  dook  could  be  done  in  any 
other  way  than  it  was.  In  Church  v.  The  ImperiaX 
Oas  Company  (6  A.  &  E.  846),  the  rules  and  its 
exceptions  are  fully  stated  by  Lord  Denman  as 
they  are  applicable  to  municipal  corporations,  and 
this  case  comes  within  those  exceptions. 

Matde,  QO.  and  Cave  in  support  of  the  rule. — 
On  the  point  as  to  the  necessity  of  the  seal,  there 
has  been  throughout  an  assumption  of  urgency 
which  did  not  exist.    It  was  rather  a  deliberate 
proceeding  in  reality,  as  there  were  the  formalities 
of  going  to  the  office,  assenting  to  the  rules,  and 
having  the  priority  registered  on  payment  of  the 
fee.    That  shows  that  there  was  in  contemplation 
time  during  which  the  ship  would  be  waiting  her 
turn.    It  would  not  be  any  difficulty  so  great  as 
suggested  to  affix  the  seal  to  these  contracts  because 
the  corporation  might  appoint  an  officer  for  the  pur* 
pose  to  do  this  by  rule.    Pollock,  B.  says,  in  The 
Mayor  of  Kidderminster  y.Rardunck  (ubi  sup,)  "  It 
is  open  to  every  corporation  to  get  rid  of  the  whole 
difficulty  by  appointing  an  agent  to  act  for  them 
under  seal."  All  exceptions  which  have  been  made 
are  in  favour  of  trading  corporations,  and  the  last 
caseisthatofthe/Soii^^o/Ifolanct  CoUiery  Company 
V.  Waddle  (ubi  sup.),  where  the  exception  is  ex- 
pressly put  on  that  ground,  as  it  was  said  that  the 
contract  was  for  a  purpose  connected  with  the 
objects  of  the  corporation.  This  is  not  so  here,  this 
is  an  ancient  corporation,  and  the  letting  of  this 
dock  is  in  no  sense  one  of  the  objects  of  its  exist- 
ence, the  dock  is  built  on  corporate  land  and  the 
corporation  might  have  made  any  other  use  of  it 
thov  pleased.    Dyte  v.  The  8L  Pancras  Board  of 
Guardians  (27  L.  T.  Rep.  N.  S.  342).  where  there 
was  a  non-trading  corporation  decided,  that  the 
appointment  of  a  medical  officer  to  an  infirmary 
must  be  made  under  seal.      The  exoeptions  then 
are  in  the  case  of  trading  corporations    and  in 
trading  matters.     The  London  Dock  Company  v. 
Sinnott  (8  E.  &  B.  347)  is  even  stronger  in  our 
favour  because  there  the  plaintiffs,  though  a  trad- 
ing corporation,  were  held  net  bound  by  a  parol 
agreement  to  execute  a  contract  for  scavenging  the 
docks.      Again  The  Copper  Miner's  Company  v. 
Fox  (16  Q.S.  229),  where  the  contract  was  relating 
to  a  purpose  for  which  the  plaintiffs  were  not  in- 
corporated, it  was  held  not  binding  on  them.    The 
other  point  is  that  this  contract  ought  to  have  been 
in  writing  because  it  was  within  the  4th  section  of 
the  Statute  of  Frauds.      On  this  point  Wood  v. 
Leadbitter  is  a  direct  authority.    That  was  where 
a  ticket  of  admission  to  the  grand  stand  at  Don- 
caster,  was  held  to  be  a  grant  of  an  interest  in 
land,  and  not  being  by  deed  was  reyocable  as  a 
mere  parol  licence.      This  is  an  a  fortiori  case 
because  here  the  possession  must  be  an  exclusive 
one.    It  is  said  that  the  8lh  Rule  negatives  exclu- 
sive possession,  but  it  is  clear  that  the  corporation 
foreman  is  only  present  as  a  porter  or  concirege, 
and  does  not  interfere  with  the  occupation  by  the 
shipowner.    It  was  asked  if  trespass   could  be 
maintained  against  the  foreman,  but  it  is  to  meet 
that  possibility  that  there  is  the  special  provision 
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inserted  admittiog  bim.     The  contention  mast 
therefore  be  either  that  we  gave  a  lioence  to  the 
plaintiff  to  oome  npon  oar  land,  in  which  case  it 
was  revocable,  and  so  no  action  will  lie,   which 
brings  the  case  within  Wood  7.  Leadhitter  (uhi  sup.) 
or  that  we  gave  an  irrevocable  licence,  and  that 
this  was  a  contract  to  grant  an  irrevocable  licence. 
Now  a  licence  only  becomes  irrevocable  when  it  is 
accompanied  by  an  interest,  and  sach  an  interest 
mast  be  either  a  chattel  interest  or  an  interest  in 
land ;  here,  however,  it  cannot  be  a  chattel  interest 
bnt  it  mast  be  an  interest  in  the  graving  dock 
which  is  an  interest  in  land.    If  the  action  there- 
fore is  maintainable,  it  mast  be  on  the  groaad  that 
this  contract  conveyed  an   interest  in  land.    It 
seems  plain  that  if  a  stranger  broke  down  the 
dock  gates  the  occapier  coald  maintain  trespass 
against  him,  and  it  would  seem  that  saoh  a  licence 
as  there  was  here  wonld  amonnt  to  a  demise.    B, 
V.  Winter  (2  Salk.  588).    And  if  the  rating  be  a 
test,  such  an  occapier  as  the  plaintiff  might  be 
rated,  as  has  been  held  in  cases  where  there  was 
no  sach  exclusive  possession  as  the  shipowners 
here  have.    B.  v.  The  Inhdbiianta  of  8L  Martin's 
(3  Q.B-  204),  and  Boads  v.  The  Overseers  of  Trump- 
inaton  (23  L.  T.  Rep.  N.S.  821;  L.  Eep.  6.  Q.B.  66). 
We  are  not  obliged  indeed  to  ceo  so  far  here  as  to 
show  that  the  occupiers  of  the  dock  wonld  be  enti- 
tled to  be  rated,  bat  they  are  as  much  tenants  as 
tenants  of  famished  lodgings,  and  an  agreement  to 
oocopy  them  is  an  interest  in   land  within  the 
statute.   Inman  v.  Stamp  (1  Stark.  12).  Occupying 
a  stall  in  a  market  under  an  agreement  would  give 
a  settlement.    B,  v.  Caversham  (4  B.  &  G.  683) ; 
and  Buszard  v.  0<»pel  (8  B.  &  C.  141),  shows  that 
where    the  exclusive  nse  is  demised  the  land  is 
demised.    Selby  v.  Greaves  (19  L.  T.  Rep.  N.S.  186 ; 
L.  Rep.  3  C.  P.  594),  and  Mayor  of  Yarmouth  v. 
Oroom  (7  L.  T.  Rep.  KS.  161 ;  1 H.  &  0. 102),  show 
that  the  contract  here  amounted  to  a  demise.    But 
if  the  plaintiff  here  had  an  interest  in  land  not 
amonnting  to  a  demise,  it  would  still  be  sufficient 
to  bring  the  case  within  the  statute  {Evans    v. 
Boherts  (5  B.  &  0.  829) ;  Smart  v.  Jones  (33  L.  J. 
154.  O.  P.).     Wood  V.  Lake  (Sayer  3),  which  is 
referred  to  in  Wood  v.  Leadhitter  (ubi  sup,),  and 
would  seem  to  be  rather  against  the  defendants' 
oontention   has    been  questioned    by    Lord    St. 
Leonards,  who  thought  that  the  agreement  there 
amonnted  to  a  lease ;  and  the  case  cannot  therefore 
be  upheld  as  an  authority.    [Huodleston,  J. — The 
case  is  cited  in  Ohitty  on  Contracts,  p.  280,  with- 
out any  suggestion  that  it  has  been  overruled.] 
It  is  further  distinguishable  as  there  there  was 
only  a  licence  to  stack  coals  on  part  of  a  close,  and 
here  we  say  that  the  contract  was  for  the  whole  use 
of  the  dock,  aud  so  was  a  demise;  and  that  is 
what  Lord  St.  Leonard's  thinks  that  the  licence  in 
Wood  V.  LaJee  (uhi  sup),  really  was,  in  which  case 
the  decision  must  be  wrong:  (Sugden  Vendors  and 
Purchasers,  14th  edit.,  p.  124).    He  says,  **  Wood 
V.  Lake  was  not  considered  an  authority." 

Lord  Coleridge,  C.J. — This  case  has  been  argued 
at  some  length  before  us,  and  a  number  of  cases 
cited  and  arguments  used  more  or  less  relevant  to 
the  points  raised  for  our  coostderation,  but  disem- 
barrassed of  most  of  these,  I  am  of  opinion  that 
the  case  is  in  reality  a  simple  one,  and  admits  of 
an  easy  decision. 

It  was  an  action  brought  by  a  shipowner 
against  the  defendants  for  an  alleged  breach  of 
contract,  and  to  recover  damages  tor  the  injury 


]  to  the  plaintiff  arising  from  that  breach.  As  I 
understand  the  facts  they  are  these.  A  con- 
tract in  the  terms  of  the  regulations  which  are 
before  us  was  entered  into,  and  upon  the  payment 
of  three  guineas  it  was  agreed  that  the  plaintiff's 
ship  should  in  her  turn  be  allowed  to  go  into  the  de- 
fendants' graving  dock.  That  contract  was  broken 
by  the  defendants  permitting  another  ship  to  go  in 
instead  of  the  plaintiff's  ship,  and  for  the  damaee 
consequent  on  the  delay  the  action  was  brought 
and  a  verdict  obtained. 

A  rule  to  set  aside  that  verdict  was  granted, 
and  it  has  been  endeavoured  to  be  supported 
upon  two  grounds.  First,  that  the  contract,  if 
it  was  a  contract  at  all,  was  one  relating  to 
an  interest  in  land  within  the  4th  section 
of  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  and  must  have  been  in 
writing,  and  that  this  was  not ;  and  secondly,  that 
the  defendants  being  a  corporation,  and  not  a 
trading  but  a  municipal  corporation,  could  only 
contract  under  their  corporation  seal,  and  they  had 
not  hero  done  so. 

There  are  thus  only  two  points  to  be  discussed, 
and  they  may  be,  as  I  have  said,  in  my  opinion, 
easily  disposed  of. 

First,  was  it  an  interest  in  land  that  this 
contract  dealt  withP  This  may  depend  on  two 
considerations,  was  it  intended  by  the  parties 
to  deal  with  an  interest  in  land,  and  again, 
apart  from  intention,  have  they  nevertheless 
dealt  with  such  an  interest?  In  either  of  these 
cases  the  contract  wonld  be  brought  within 
the  4th  section  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  and 
it  must  be  in  writing  for  the  plaintiff  to  be  held 
responsible  for  a  breach  of  it;  but  if  neither  of 
these  suggestions  be  answered  in  the  affirmative, 
then  it  is  unnecessary  that  the  contract  should  be 
in  writing,  and  the  parties  to  it  will  be  bound  by 
its  terms.  Now,  primd  facie,  no  one  would  think 
that  sach  an  arran^ment  as  took  place  here  was 
to  be  a  grant  of  an  interest  in  land.  It  was,  as  we 
know,  an  arrangement  for  the  use  of  the  graving 
dock  by  the  plaintiff,  bnt  if  there  was  such  an  in- 
tention as  has  been  suggested,  then  it  must  have 
been  the  exclusive  possession  for  a  certain  time  of 
the  land  and  the  dock  that  was  attempted  to  be 
conveyed  to  the  plaintiff.  I  however  am  clearly  of 
opinion  that  there  was  no  intention  to  pass  any  in- 
terest in  the  land.  It  is  incredible  that  the  framers 
of  the  regulations  or  the  shipowners,  indeed,  that 
either  of  the  parties  intended  to  deal  with  the  land 
at  all.  They  intended  to  deal  with  the  nse  of  the 
dock  and  the  appliances  for  the  repairing  of  the 
ships.  It  is  equally  clear  that  no  interest  was 
attempted  to  be  created  irrespective  of  intention, 
and  intention  must  be  gathered  from  the  language 
of  the  regulations.  Now  look  at  that  for  a  moment ; 
the  words  "  let,"  and  '*  occupier  "  do  not  necessarily 
mean  the  creation  of  an  interest  in  land  by  way  of 
tenancy,  and  they  are  not  words  of  art,  but  must 
be  read  by  the  light  thrown  upon  them  by  the 
whole  document.  The  heading  speaks  of  the 
"occupation  of  the  Corporation  Graving  Dock." 
The  first  no  doubt  says  the  dock  will  be  let ;  and 
the  second  is  a  provision  somewhat  in  favour 
of  the  defendants  in  so  far  as  it  says,  though 
there  is  a  contract,  it  is  to  be  fulfilled  only  so 
far  as  is  practicable,  and  the  borough  treasurer  is 
to  decide  any  question  that  may  arise.  The  fifth 
regulation  however  shows  that  the  payment  of 
the  entrance  money  constitutes  part  of  the  oon 
sideration,  and  the  forfeiture   of  the    entrance 
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money  shows  that  no  right  is  given  to  the  ship- 
owners even  to  c^o  into  the  dock.  So  far,  there- 
fore, as  it  seems  to  me,  there  is  nothing  inconsistent 
with  tbe  intention  on  the  part  of  the  defendants 
of  keeping  the  dock  in  the  possession  and  under 
the  control  of  the  corporation.  That  heing  so, 
what  shall  be  said  as  to  the  7th  rale.  (His  Lord- 
ship then  read  the  rule.)  "  Before  the  ship  shall 
leave  the  dock  " — that  is  before  she  shall  leave  the 
ground  which  they  say  is  the  shipowner's  ex- 
clasive  property.  This  contemplates  locking  the 
gate,  for  which  they  say  the  shipowner  might 
maintain  trespass  against  the  corporation.  I  can 
scarcely  conceive  language  stronger  than  this  is 
indicative  of  a  retention  of  the  possession  oi  the 
dock,  coupled  as  it  is  with  the  notice  of  a  lien 
being  held  on  the  ship  while  she  is  on  the  land 
said  to  be  exclusively  in  possession  of  her  owner. 
The  8th  rule  shows  that  the  alleged  tenant  cannot 
open  and  shut  his  own  door.  The  9th  and  10th 
make  provision  how  corporation  property  is  to 
be  used  by  the  ship  using  the  corporation  dock ; 
that  surely  is  a  fair  intendment  that  the  corpora- 
tion meant  to  keep  the  dock  and  everything 
belonging  to  it  in  their  own  possession,  for  they 
treat  the  owner  of  the  ship  and  the  occupier  of 
the  dock  as  synonymous  terms,  and  hold  them 
liable  for  the  use  of  corporation  property.  The 
11th  speaks  of  the  "  corporation  foreman,  or  other 
person  in  charge  of  the  dock,"  and  in  the  12th 
they  contract  that  the  persons  who  use  the  dock 
shall  have  certain  advantages  which  the  corpora- 
tion as  owners  can  give.  These,  then,  are  the 
terms  of  the  instrument  from  which  it  is  said  that 
a  demise  is  to  he  inferred.  It  would  he  startling 
if  the  langaage  in  that  instrument  had  said  some- 
thing so  different  from  what  we  know  mast  have 
been  the  intention  of  the  f  ramera  of  it ;  but  the 
language  is  not,  as  I  have  shown  contrary  to  the 
intention,  it  is  to  my  mind  quite  plain,  and  it  lays 
down  on  behalf  of  the  corporation  the  terms  on 
which  this  property  is  to  be  used.  If  the  question 
of  intention  be  raised,  I  decide  against  the  cor- 
poration on  the  words  which  intimate  no  such 
intention ;  if  the  words  are  to  he  looked  at  apart 
from  any  question  of  intention  I  decide  in  the 
same  way  that  they  do  not  convey  any  interest  in 
land. 

We  are  well  within  decided  cases  in  so  hold- 
ing, and  the  judgment  of  Hill,  J.,  in  the  case 
I  first  referred  to.  Smith  v.  The  Overseers,  ^c,  of 
8t.  Michael's,  Cambridge  (3  L.  T.  Rep.  N.  S.  687  ; 
30  L.  J.  74,  M.  C),  is  expressly  in  point  as  to  the 
principle.  He  says,  "  We  think  we  must  look  not 
80  maoh  to  the  words  as  to  the  sabstance  of  the 
agreement,  and  taking  the  whole  together  we 
think  it  must  he  construed  not  as  a  demise  of  the 
five  rooms,  but  as  an  agreement  by  which  the 
appellant  came  into  possession  of  those  rooms,  and 
keeping  a  servant  there  for  himself;  and  certainly 
the  exclusive  enjoyment  of  the  rooms  was  to  be 
given  in  the  same  way  as  the  guest  at  the  inn,  or 
a  lodger  in  a  house,  has  a  separate  apartment,  or 
the  master  of  a  ship  has  a  separate  cabin,  in  which 
case  the  possession  remains  in  the  innkeeper,  the 
lodging-house  keeper,  and  the  shipowner."  It 
is  true  as  has  been  pointed  out  that  this  is  a 
rating  case,  and  that  there  may  be  an  occupation 
sufficient  to  constitute  an  interest  in  land  within 
the  Statute  of  Frauds,  which  would  not  be 
sufficient  to  entitle  (as  it  is  somewhat  ironically 
expressed)  the  occupier  to  be  rated.    The  incidents 


may  not  indeed  be  the  same  in  the  two  cases, 
but  looking  here  at  the  clear  words  of  the  iostru- 
ment,  I  sa^  that  there  was  no  intention,  to 
demise  an  interest  in  land,  and  that  none  has 
been  by  those  words  demised.  Wright  v.  Stavtrt 
(vhi  sup,)  is  also  in  point,  and  the  laoguage  of 
Hill,  cT,  is  again  lucid  and  clear.  He  says,  "  the 
defendant's  position  here  is  directly  analogouB 
to  that  of  a  domestic  servant  or  a  governeBS, 
or  a  person  employed  to  build  a  house  upon 
another's  land,  all  of  whom  have  a  right,  incidental 
to  their  respective  contracts,  to  go  upon  land  in 
order  to  carry  out  their  contracts;  but  none  of 
whom  take  under  their  contracts  any  interest  in 
the  land  upon  which  they  are  thus  entitled  to  go." 
That  hits  the  distinction  to  be  taken  between  the 
cases.  There  was  no  intention  to  convey  any 
interest  in  the  land,  but  a  leave  given  to  go  upon 
the  land  to  do  certain  work. 

I  do  not  feel  called  upon  to  go  into  the  nice 
points  that  have  been  argued  upon  Wood  v. 
LeadhiUer  {uhi  sup.).  They  do  not  seem  to  me 
fairly  to  arise,    and    the    dilemma    ingenionsly 

Eut  by  Mr.  Cave  upon  either  horn  of  whicb 
e  invited  Mr.  Willis  tiO  take  his  seat,  does  not 
really  arise.  This  is  not  on  the  one  hand  a 
mere  licence,  and  therefore  revocable,  nor  on  the 
other  a  licence  coupled  with  an  interest  in  laud  so 
as  to  be  within  the  statute,  but  it  is  a  contract  to 
allow  the  plaintiff  the  use  of  the  corporation  pro- 
perty for  a  time,  they  keeping  possession  all  the 
time  by  means  of  their  servants,  and  only  allow- 
ing the  use  of  it  under  stringent  regulations. 

IText  as  to  the  question  whether  this  contract 
should  have  been  under  seal.  There  is  a  distinc- 
tion, and  it  is  a  sound  distinction,  between  trading 
and  municipal  corporations.  Therefore,  the  oases 
which  have  been  decided  on  the  capacity  of  trading 
corporations  to  contract  without  the  formality  of 
a  seal  are  not  applicable.  There  are  no  cases  to 
show  that  municipal  corporations  when  engaged 
in  business  which  Is  in  the  nature  of  trading  are 
to  be  allowed  the  immunities  which  are  ^iven  to 
professedly  trading  corporations.  This,  therefore, 
being  a  municipal  corporation,is  subject  to  the  rules 
affecting  those  bodies.  I  find  in  Comyn  and  Salkeld 
the  rule  laid  down,  but  also  that  it  is  subject  to  an 
exception,  and  that  exception  is  well  put  in  the 
judgments  in  Ohurch  v.  The  Imperial  Gas  Company 
and  Ludlow  v.  The  Mayor  of  Charlton  (uhi  sup.)^  in 
the  latter  of  which  Lord  Denman's  judgment  in 
the  former  is  set  out  at  length.  We  have,  there- 
fore, the  authority  of  the  Courts  of  Queen's  Bench 
and  Exchequer  in  laying  down  this  exception  to 
the  rule :  "  Wherever  to  hold  the  rule  applicable 
would  occasion  very  great  inconvenience  or  tend 
to  defeat  the  very  object  for  which  the  Corporation 
was  created  the  exception  has  prevailed;  hence 
the  retainer  by  parol  of  an  inferior  servant,  the 
doing  of  acts  very  frequently  recurring,  or  too 
insignificant  to  bd  worth  the  trouble  of  affixing 
the  common  seal,  are  established  exceptions."  To 
this  Bolfe,  B.  agrees  in  the  considered  judgment  in 
Ludlow  V.  the  Mayor  of  Charlton  [ubisxip,).  Now 
I  can  hardly  conceive  any  matter  more  exactly 
coming  under  this  description  of  "  acts  very  fre- 
quently occurring/'  than  that  of  letting  a  ship 
into  dock.  It  comes  therefore  most  obviously 
within  the  exceptions  to  the  rule  as  to  the  neces- 
sity of  a  corporation  contracting  under  its  com- 
mon seal,  exceptions  which  have  been  engrafted 
on  it  from  the  earliest  times,  and  which  have  been 
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applied  to  municipal  corporations.  It  is  enongh 
to  say  generally  that  in  Williams',  Saunders,  in 
Oomyn  fl  Digest,  and  in  Brooke's  Abridgment,  the 
exception  has  been  recognised  from  the  earliest 
time  as  having  been  engrafted  on  the  rule ;  that 
the  fsidB  of  this  case  bring  it  within  the  excep- 
tions, and  that  npon  this  second  point  also.  I  am 
of  opinion  that  the  defenduits  have  failed,  and  the 
role  mnst  be  discharged. 

Demmah,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion. 

^  On  the  first  point  npon  which  the  rale  was  granted, 
viz.,  that  to  render  the  defendants  liable  the  contract 
in  qnestion  ought  to  have  been  in  writing,  of 
coarse  that  turns  on  the  question  whether   a 
writing  was  necessary  under  the  Statute  of  Frauds. 
I  agree  that  it  is  not  the  duty  of  the  court  to  take 
any   single  words  occurring  io    the  documents 
which  constitate  the  contract,  as  boino:  conclusive 
of   the  rights  between  the  parties,  on  the  simple 
meaning  of  each  words  alone ;  as  here  I  am  of 
opinion  that  it  entirely  depends  upon  what  the 
court  may  think  is  the  real  nature  of  the  contract 
entered  into  by  the  payment  of  the  three  guineas 
on  the  one  side  and  the  grant  of  the  use  of  the 
dock  on  the  other,  both  being  in  accordance  with 
the  printed  regulations.     The  mere  use  of  the 
expression,  "  the  dock  will  be  let,"  is  not  con- 
clusive of  a  demise,  as  the  Lord  Ohief  Justice  has 
said ;  and  if  it  were  to  be  held  so,  it  would  give 
rise  to  the  strange  anomaly  that  we  should  treat 
the  parties  as  using  words  in  one  direction  as 
conclusive,  when  in  the  very  same  document  other 
expressions  might  be  found  as  strong  the  other 
way,  which  we  should  be  obliged  to  disregard. 
For  example,  the  word,  "let,"  occurs,  bat" rent " 
is  never  mentioned,  it  is  "  rate  "  and  so,  in  like 
manner,  on  every  clause  similar  observations  might 
be  made.    I  will  not  go  through  them  all  again, 
as  my  Lord  has  done  so  at  length  and  in  detail, 
and  I  could  add  nothing.      It  is    not  anything 
amounting  to  a  demise  of  the  land  to  a  shipowner 
when  be  pays  the  entrance  fee  of  three  guineas. 
What  he  acquires  is  a  right  to  have  his  vessel  re- 
paired there,  but  not  of  taking  the  dock  for  a 
moment  out  of  the  possession  of  the  corporation. 
It  is,  I  think,  idle  to  say  that  a  liability  to  rating 
could  arise  in  the  occupier,  or  that  he  could  main- 
tain trespass  against  the  corporation.     It  is  not, 
therefore,  such  an  agreement  as  to  give  any  right 
to  or  interest  in  the  land,  for  many  of  the  terms  are 
wholly  inconsistent  with  that  construction  of  it. 
It  is  a  complex  contract,  no  doubt,  and  under  it 
the  corporation  by  their  servanlis  retain  full  con- 
trol over  the  dock,  subject  only  to  such  use  of  it 
as  is  shown  by  the  regulations  to  be  granted  to 
the  plaintiff.    I  need  not  goiihrough  all  the  cases 
decided  on  the  statute  ;  if  there  is  one  which  is 
nearer  than  another  to  this,  it  is  Wood  y.  Lake  (uhi 
«up.)  nor  can  I  find  that  npon  the  point  on  which 
it  is  here  applicable,  it  has  been  overruled.    It  is 
true  that  in  reference  to  a  question  decided  upon 
another  matter  in  it,  there  is  the  great  autho- 
rity of  Lord  St.  Leonards  against  it.    It  is,  how- 
ever, very  like  this  case,  but  to  my  mind  the 
present  is  even  stronger  than  that  is,  against  there 
being  an  interest  in  land  dealt  with  by  the  con- 
tract. 

On  the  other  point,  as  to  whether  the  con- 
tract ought  to  have  been  under  seal  or  not  I 
think  that  there  was  no  necessity  for  it.  The 
grounds  on  which  a  corporate  seal  is  required  to 
documents  binding  the  corporation,  are  that  as  a 


general  rule  a  corporation  has  no  other  means 
of  expressing  its  will.    Here,  however,  the  case 
does  not  turn  on  the  rule,  but  on  the  exceptions 
to  it,  and  those  exceptions  are  well  set  out  in 
Ohitty  on  contracts,  quoted  from  the  judgment  of 
Best,  C.  J„  in  the  East  London  Wa^terworka  v. 
Bailey  (4  Bing.  283):   "The   first  exception  is 
where  the  contract  is  executed,  in  that  case  the 
law  implies  a  promise  and  a  deed  under  seal  is  not 
necessary.    The  next  exception  is  where  the  acts 
done  are  of  daily  necessity  to  the  corporation,  or 
too  insignificant  to  be  worth  the  trouble  of  affixing 
the  common  seal."  Now,  I  think  that  in  this  case 
this  is  a  thing  which  falls  within  the  description 
of   daily     necessity.      I    cannot    conceive    that 
business  of  this  kmd  could  be  carried  on,  if  it 
coald    be    done   only   by   affixing   the   seal  on 
everv    occasion    when  a    shipowner    wanted    to 
put  nis  ship  into  dock.   I  think  it  also  falls  within 
the  doctrine  where  a  thing  is  said  to  be  too  insig- 
nificant to  be  worth  having  the  seal  affixed.    "  A 
fourth  exception  is  where  the  acts  to  be  done  must 
be  done  immediately,  and  it  would  be  impossible 
to  wait    for  the   formality  of    the   corporation 
seal."    Surely  this  is  a  case  where  the  act  must 
be  done  immediately.    It  would  not  be  business- 
like to  wait  for  the  corporation  seal  when  a  vessel, 
perhaps  in  a  sinking  state,  was  wanting  to  be  ad- 
mitted to  the  graving  dock.  It  has  been  said  truly 
that  there  is  a  wide  distinction  between  trading 
and  municipal  corporations,  but  these  exceptions 
which  I  have  read  are  all  applicable  to  the  latter 
class,  and  it  is  as  so  applicable  that  Best,  C.J. 
points  them  out.  He  proceeds  further  to  show  how 
the  principle  of  neoessity  applies  to  and  is  carried 
still  farther  in  the  case  of  trading  corporations, 
and  therefore  the  result  of  his  judgment  in  this 
respect  comes  to  this,  that  he  recognises  the  dis- 
tinction between  the  two  classes  of  corporations 
on  this  ground,  that,  in  the  case  of  trading  cor- 
porations, the  rule  of  necessity  authorises  things 
to  be  done  without  a  seal  which  municipal  corpor- 
ations could  not  do  without  that  formality,  but, 
nevertheless,  the  rule  of  necessity  is  applicable  in 
general  terms  to  both,  to  municipal  as  well  as 
trading  corporations.    I  have  said  that  I  think 
this  is  a  case  of  neoessity,  and,  as  it  is  my  opinion 
that  the  exceptions  to  which  I  have  referred  apply, 
I  think  that  this  rule  must  be  discharged. 

HuDDLESTON,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  My 
judgment  is  governed  by  a  view  of  the  facts  be- 
fore us. 

On  the  first  question,  was  it  intended  to  create 
the  relationship  of  landlord  and  tenant  by  this 
contract,  and  give  the  exclusive  possession  of 
the  dock  to  the  plaintiff  P  It  is  to  me  quite  clear 
that  there  was  no  intention  that  the  graving  dock 
should  be  exclusively  handed  over  to  the  occapa* 
pation  of  the  plaintiff  as  tenant,  and,  looking  at  the 
regulations  and  for  the  reasons  given  by  the  Lord 
Chief  Justice,  it  is  obvious  that  those  regulations  do 
not  create  an  interest  in  it  in  the  shipowner  who 
uses  the  dock.  Mr,  Wills  said  that  it  was  proved 
that  some  one  was  always  present  on  behalf  of  the 
corporation  in  charge  of  the  dock,  and  this  not 
being  denied  would  alone  go  far  to  show  that  the 
possession  remained  in  the  defendants.  The  case 
cited  of  WcUkins  v.  Tke  Ooerseera  of  Milton-next 
Graveaend  (ubi  eup.),  supports  the  view  of  the  facts 
where  Mellor,  J.,  says:  "The  agreement  only 
amounts  to  this,  I  give  you  liberty  to  moor  the 
hulk  there,  and  I  will  not  give  the  liberty  to  any- 
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body  else."  So  as  I  read  it»  the  odIj  inteotion 
here  was,  yoa  may  come  in  ia  yoar  turD,  pay  a 
certain  sam  when  yon  have  finished  the  repairs, 
and  go  oat ;  if  yon  do  not  pay  we  will  keep  yon  in 
and  charge  yon  also  for  the  time  daring  which  we 
so  detain  you.  So  mach  for  the  intention ;  there 
was  certainly  none  to  demise  the  exclaeive  pos- 
session, and  it  was  not  in  fact  demised,  therefore 
there  was  no  necessity  that  this  contract  shoald 
be  in  writing. 

On  the  second  point,  as  to  the  seal,  I  agree  with 
the  rest  of  bhe  court.  I  referred  daring  the 
argument  to  Ohurch  v.  The  Imperial  Oas  Company 
(uhi  aup.),and  the  general  rule  laid  down  by  Lord 
Denman,  which  has  been  read.  I  quite  agree  that 
in  this  case  the  exceptions  are  as  they  have  been 
stated  by  my  Lord  and  my  brother  Denman,  and 
the  facts  bring  the  case  within  them.  The  point 
was  considered  again  in  the  SotUk  of  Ireland  Oolliery 
Company  y.  Waddle  {nbisup,),  and  though  there 
it  was  a  case  of  a  trading  corporation,  yet  Montague 
Smith,  J.,  says  that  the  exceptions  on  which  we 
rely  here  still  apply  to  manicipal  and  ecclesiastical 
corporations. 

I  think,  therefore,  that  this  rale  ought  to  be  dis- 
charged 

BuU  discharged. 

Attorneys  for  plaintiff,  Pritchard  and  Bone,  for 
J,  and  T.  W.  Hearfield,  of  Hull. 

Attorneys  for  defendants,  Collyer,  Collyer* 
Bristow,  and  Co.,  for  Roberts  and  Leak,  of  Hull. 


COVBT  OF  ADMZ&AIiTY. 

Beportod  by  J.  P.  Asfihau.,  E*i.«  Barrister-at-Law. 


Wednesday t  Nov.  4, 1874. 

The  Moselle. 

Collision — Compulsory    pilotage-^Ship    carrying 

ca/rgo  cmd  passengers  from  Boulogne  to  London. 

A  steamship  ca/rrying  cargo  and  passengers  from 

Boulogne  to  London  is  not  hound  under  the  Mer- 

cha/nt  Shipping  Act  1854  (17  &  18  VicL  c.  104), 

to  employ  a  pilot  whilst  navigating  the  river 

Thames,  the  general  exemption  continued  from  6 

Geo,  4  c.  125,  sect,  59,  and  the  order  in  council  of 

18^^  J«^6&.  1854,  by  the  Merchant  Shipping  Act  IHbif, 

sect.  353, 910^  being  overriden  by  sect.  379,  relating 

to  Trinity  House  pilotage  and  exempting  such  a 

ship  only  when  not  carrying  passengers.    Beg.  v, 

Stanton   (8  Ell  ^  Bl.  445),  and  The  Earl  of 

Auckland  {Lush.  164,  2S1),foUowed. 

This  was  a  cause  of  collision  instituted  on  behalf 

of  the  owner  of  the  dumb  barge  Alice  against  the 

steamship  MoselXe,  her  owners  the  General  Steam 

Navigation  Company  intervening.    The  cause  was 

originally  instituted  in  the  City  of  London  Court, 

and  was  transferred  into  the  High  Court  by  order 

of  the  latter  court. 

At  the  time  of  the  collision  the  barge  was 
moored  alongside  a  sailing  ship  called  the  Eliza' 
beth,  in  the  Cherry  Garden  Tier,  Eotherhithe,  in 
the  Biyer  Thames.  This  tier  is  a  usual  place  for 
vessels  to  lie  and  unload  in  barges,  and  the  Alice 
was  wholly  out  of  the  usual  course  of  navigation 
and  was  properly  moored.  The  Moselle  was  charged 
by  the  plaintiff  with  neglecting  to  keep  out  of  the 
way  of  the  barge. 

The  collision  was  admitted  by  the  defendants, 
and  it  was  alleged  in  their  answer  that  the  Moselle 
was  proceeding  up  the  Biver  Thames  in  charge  of 


a  duly  licensed  Trinity  House  pilot,  at  the  rate  of 
about  6  knots  an  hour ;  that  just  before  the  colli- 
sion the  helm  of  the  Moselle  was,  by  order  of  her 
pilot,  starboarded  to  pass  to  the  southward  of  a 
sailing  barge  which  was  driving  up  ahead  of  the 
Moselle ;  that  by  order  of  the  pilot  the  helm  of 
the  Moselle  was  then  put  hard  a  port  and  her 
engines  stopped,  but  that  she  with  her  stem  and 
port  sponson  struck  the  barge  Alice,  lying  in  the 
i3herry  Garden  Tier.  The  answer  then  contained 
the  following  allegation: 

4.  The  said  oollieion  was  oansed  by  the  fiuilt  or  in- 
capacity of  the  Baid  pilot,  and  not  by  aaj  ne^leot  or 
default  on  the  part  of  the  master  and  ere  «v  of  the  MoseUe  ; 
and  the  said  pilot  was  a  qnalified  pilot,  who,  at  the  time 
of  the  said  collision,  was  acting  in  ohar^  of  the  Moselle 
within  a  district  where  tiie  employment  of  suoh  pilot 
was  compnlsory  by  law ;  and  under  and  by  virtae  of 
sect.  388  of  the  Merchant  Shipping  Act  1854,  the  def  en* 
dants  are  not  liable  to  the  plaintiff  m  respect  of  the  said 
collision. 

The  plaintiffs'  reply  denied  the  statement?  of 
the  answer  generally,  and  that  the  employment  of 
the  pilot  was  compulsory  by  law. 

By  agreement  between  the  parties,  it  was  taken 
as  admitted  at  the  hearing  of  the  cause  : 

1.  That  the  collision  was  occasioned  solely  by 
the  negligence  or  fault  of  the  duly  licensed  Trinity 
House  pilot  in  charge  of  the  Moselle. 

2.  That  at  the  time  of  the  collision  the  Moselle 
was  bound  upon  a  voyage  from  Boulogne  to 
London,  laden  with  cargo  and  passengers,  and 
at  such  time  neither  master,  mate,  nor  other 
member  of  tbe  crew  of  the  Moselle  held  a  pilotago 
certificate  for  that  part  of  the  Bi^er  Thames, 
or  pilotage  district  within  which  the  collision 
happened 

3.  That  there  was  no  neglect  or  default  on  the 
part  of  the  master  and  crew  of  the  MoseUe. 

In  consequence  of  these  admissions  the  sole 
question  in  the  case  was  whether  the  employment 
of  the  pilot  at  the  time  of  the  collision  was  com- 
pulsory upon  the  owners  of  the  MoseUe. 

Cohen,  Q.C.  (B.  E.  Webster  with  him),  for  the 
plaintiff, — This  case  is  governed  by  Beg.  v.  Stanton 
(8  Ell.  &  Bl.  445),  which  was  a  decision  upon  the 
Acts  now  in  question.  By  the  Merchant  Shipping 
Act  1854  (17  &  18  Vict.  c.  104),  eect.  353,iii  is 
provided  that  "  subject  to  any  alteration  to  be 
made  by  any  pilotage  authority,  in  pursuance  of 
the  power  hereinbefore  in  that  behalf  given,  the 
employment  of  the  pilots  shall  continue  to  be  com- 
pulsory in  all  districts  in  which  the  same  was 
by  law  compulsory  immediately  before  the  time 
when  this  Act  comes  into  operation ;  and  all  ex- 
emptions from  compulsory  pilotage  then  exist- 
ing within  such  districts  shall  also  continue  in 
force."  Immediately  before  that  Act  came  into 
force,  the  General  Pilot  Ace  (6  G«o.  4,  o.  125),  was 
in  force,  as  it  was  repealed  by  the  Merchant 
Shipping  Bepeal  Act  1854  (17  &  18  Vict,  c  120) 
on  the  same  day  only  as  the  Merchant  Shipping 
Act  came  into  operation.  By  6  Geo.  4,  c.  125, 
s.  59,  it  is  enacted  that*'  the  master  of  any  collier, 
or  of  any  ship  trading  at  Norway, or  to  the  Cattegat 
or  Baltic,  or  round  the  North  Cape,  or  into  the 
White  Sea,  on  their  inward  or  outward  voyages,  or 
of  any  constant  trader  inwards,  from  the  ports 
between  Boulogne  inclusive  and  the  Baltic  (all 
such  ships  and  vessels  having  British  registers, 
and  coming  up  either  by  the  North  Channel,  bat 
not  otherwise)  ....  orofany  other  ship  or  vessel 
whether,  whilst  the  same  is  within  the  limits  of 
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ihe  port  or  plaoe  to  which  she  belongs,  the  Bame 
not  being  a  port  or  plaoe  in  relation  to  which  par- 
tionlar  provision  hath  heretofore  been  made  by 
any  Act  or  Acts  of  Parliament,  or  by  any  charter 
or  charters  for  the  appointment  of  pilots,  shall 
and  may    la wf ally,  and  withoat    being  sabject 
to  any  of    the  penalties  by    this  Act  imposed, 
conduct  or  pilot  his  own  ship  or  vessel  so  long 
as  he  shall  oondnct  the    same  withoat  the  aid 
or    assistance    of   any  anlicensed  pilot,  or  other 
person  or   persons   than    the  ordinary  crew  of 
the  said  ship  or  vessel.^    By  a  regalation  made 
ander  16  &  17  Vict.  c.  129,  s.  21,  and  approved  by 
order    in  coancil   of  18th    Feb.,    1854    (see   for 
regalation  Lash.  Adm.,  Bep.  p.  167),  the  exemp- 
tion   was  extended    to   ships    trading   to  ports 
between  Boulogne  (inclosive)  and  the  Balbio  on 
their  oatward  passages,  and  when  coming  ap  by  the 
Boath  passages,  so  that  saoh  yesseh  entering  the 
Thames  were  exempt  in  all  cases.    This  regalation 
was  also  in  force  when  the  Mercbant  Shipping 
Act  1854  came  into  operation  on  May  1st  1855. 
In  Beg,  v.  Stwnton  (ubi  sup.)  it  was  held  that 
under  the  Act  of  6  Geo.  4,  c.  125,  s.  59,  a  ship 
going  down  the  Thames  and  boand  for  the  Baltic 
and  carrying  cargo  and  passengers,  was  exempt 
from  compulsory  (pilotage  in  the  Thames ;  this 
decision  was  given  in  1S57,  after  the  Merchant 
Shipping  Act  came  into  operation.     It  follows 
from  this  decision  that  all    the  exemptions    in 
sect.  59  of  that  Act  are  preserved  by  the  Mer- 
chant Shipping  Act  1854,  sect.  353,    Bat  if  there 
were  any  doabb  in  the  matter,  this  case  has  been 
confirmed  by  this  court  and  by  the  Privy  Coancil  in 
The  Earl  of  Auckland  (Lnsh.  164, 387 ;  1  Mar.  Law 
Caa.  27, 177),  which  decided  that  a  steamer  trading 
between  London  and  Rotterdam  and  carrying  cargo 
and  passengers  was  exempt  from  compulsory  pilot- 
age under  these  same  enactments.    In  the  present 
case  the  Moselle  was  carrying  cargo  and  passenc^ers 
from  Boulogne  to  London,  and,  that*  being  her 
usual  employment,  she  was  trading  from  Boulogne 
within   the  meaning  of  the  Order  in   Council. 
The  fact  that  ships  are  carrying  passengers  does 
not,  upon  the  authority  of  the  above  case,  affect 
the  question.    The  general  exemption  of  sect.  353 
importing  the  exemptions  given  by  former  Acts, 
overrides  sect.  396,  applying  only  to  Trinity  House 
pilotage,   and    exempting    vessels   upon  certain 
voyages  "when  not  carrying  passengers."    He 
cited  also : 

The  Hawnah,  L.  Be.  1  Adm.  283 ; 

The  Temora,  Lush.  17. 

Butt  Q.C.  (E.  G.  OlarJcson  with  him),  for  the 
defendants. — ^In  Beg,  v.  Stanton  (uhi  sup,"]  Lord 
Campbell  says  that  the  counsel  in  support  of  the 
conviction  '*  properly  allows  that  sect.  353  con- 
tinues the  exemption  of  Stat.  6  Geo.  4,  o.  125, 
sect.  59,"  and  it  is  upon  this  admission  that  the 
whole  of  that  case  and  the  subseqaent  case  of 
The  Earl  of  Awikland  {uhi  sup.)  proceeds.  The 
real  point  w&s  never  properly  argued  in  either  of 
those  cases,  that  point  being  whether  sect.  353 
contiunes  any  exemptions  which  are  expressly 
or  impliedly  repealed  by  the  Merchant  Shipping 
Act  1854.  I  submit  that  sect.  374  puts  an  end  to 
any  exemption  in  respect  of  ve.Hsels  carrying  pas- 
sengers from  Boulogne  to  London. 

^r  B.  Phillimobe. — It  is  impossible  to  dis* 
tinguish  this  case  from  the  oases  cited,  B^.g,  v. 
Btanton  arid  The  Earl  of  AucUavd,  which  latter 
case  was  decided  both  here  and  in  the  Privy 


Council,  and   I  therefore   pronounce  against  the 

compulsory  pilotage  in  this  case. 
Solicitor  for  the  plaintiff,  Famfield, 
Solicitors  for  the  defendants,  Oaitams  and  Co, 


Tuesdag,  Jan.  19, 1875. 
The  Zufall. 

Wa^es^-Foreign  plaintiffs — Security  for  costs. 

Where  a  cause  of  wages  was  instituted  against  a 

foreign  ship  hy  her  master  and  crew,  who  were 

also  foreigners,  and  it  appeared  that,  although 

they  were  at  the  time  in  this  country,  their  only 

place  of  residence  there  was  on  board  the  ship, 

and  that  the  master  had  stated  that  he  A(ui  no 

vneans  and  intended  to  leave  .England,  the  High 

Court  of  Admiralty  ordered  the  plaintiffs  to  give 

a  security  for  costs  in  the  sum  of  1302. 

This  was  a  cause  of  wages,  instituted  on  behalf  of 

the  master  and  crew  of  the  German  barque  Zufall 

against  that  vessel  in  the  sum  of  450Z.    The  ship 

having  been  arrested  on  the  28  th  Dec.  1874,  an 

appearance   was   entered   on    behalf  of   Gustav 

Hermann  Otto,  of  Colberg,  in  Prussia,  the  solo 

owner  of  the   said  ship.     The  cause  was  now 

brought  before  the  court  on  a  motion  on  behalf 

of  the  defendant  to  dismiss  the  suit  with  costs 

and  to  direct  the  release  of  the  Zufall,  on  the 

ground  that  the  ship  was  a  German  ship,  and 

the  plaintiffs  were  German  subjects  and  had  no 

residence  in  England,  and  that  by  German  law 

such  German  subjects  were  prohibited  from  taking 

proceedings  in   any  other  country  than  Germany 

for  the  recovery  of  any  daim  they  might  have 

against  the  vessel  or  the  defendant,  and  on  the 

ground  that  nothing  was  due  to  the  plaintiffs; 

and  the  notice  of  motion  further  gave  notice  that 

the  defendant  would,  in  the  event  of  the  judge 

deciding  to  retain  the  suit,  ask  the  judge  to  order 

that  the  plaintiffs  should  give  a  sufficient  security 

to  answer  costs  within  a  week,  and  in  default  that 

the  suit  be  dismissed  with  costs  and  the  vessel 

released  from  arrest. 

In  support  of  the  motion  an  affidavit  of  the 
defendant  s  agent  in  this  country  was  filed,  in 
which  it  was  sworn  that  all  the  plaintiffs  in  the 
suit  were  subjects  of  the  Emperor  of  Germany, 
and  none  of  tbem  had  any  place  of  abode  in  this 
country  except  on  board  of  the  said  ship;  and 
that  the  master  of  the  ZufaU  had  informed  the 
said  agent  that  he  was  without  means  either  in 
this  country  or  in  Germany,  and  that  he  intended 
to  leave  England  as  soon  as  possible. 

W,  O,  F,  FhUlimore,  for  the  defendant,  in  sup- 
port of  the  motion. — ^The  ship  is  German  and  the 
crew  are  German,  and  the  contract  between  the 
crew  and  shipowners  is  consequently  governed  by 
German  law.  Now,  by  the  German  General  Mercan- 
tile Code,  sect.  537  (See  Wendt's  Maritime  Legisla- 
tion, p.  218)  no  German  seaman  can  sue  for  his 
wages  before  a  foreign  court,  nor  until  he  has, 
returned  to  Germany ;  these  wages  are,  therefore, 
not  at  present  due.  In  these  circumstances  I 
submit  that  the  court  will  not  take  jurisdiction 
over  a  suit  by  foreign  seaman,  and  that  it  will 
follow  The  Nina  (L.  Eep.  2  Adm.  &  Ecc.  44 ;  L. 
Rep.  2  P.  C.  38 ;  3  Mar.  Law  Cas.  O.  S.  47 j,  and 
refuse  to  entertain  the  suit  in  the  exercise  of  its 
judicial  discretion.  [Sir  E.  Phillimorb. — I  am 
not  disposed,  except  by  the  consent  of  both  parties^ 
to  decide  on  a  matter  with  respect  to  foreign  law 
and  involving  such  important  legal  qaestions  on 
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motion.  I  think  that  a  case  like  the  present  the 
plaintiffs  have  a  right  to  pray  a  petition.]  The 
plaintiffs  mnst,  at  any  rate,  give  seoarit;]^  for  costs. 
The  rale  as  to  seoarity  for  costs  in  this  eoart  is 
given  in  Williams  and  Brace's  Admiralty  Prac- 
tice, p,  295,  note  (y),  where  it  is  said  that  the 
former  practice  was  to  require  secarity  for  costs 
from  seamen  in  all  oases  of  wages,  and  that  "  The 
modern  practice  with  reference  to  seoarity  for 
costs  in  suits  for  wages  institat^d  hy  masters  or 
seamen,  is  the  same  as  in  other  suits.  It  is  sub- 
mitted that  masters  or  seamen  suing  for  wages  are 
entitled  to  the  same  privileges  as  other  snitors, 
and  that  no  seoarity  for  costs  can  be  required  from 
seamen  who  are  British  subjects  suing  for  wages 
earned  on  board  a  British  ship,  anlo«s  they  are 
permanently  resident  out  of  the  jurisdiction. 
Where  the  seamen  are  foreigners,  or  are  suing  for 
wages  earned  on  board  a  foreign  ship,  it  seems 
that  it  is  in  the  discretion  of  the  court  to  entertain 
their  suit,  and  that  it  may  impose  whatever  terms 
it  thinks  fit."  Thus  the  rule  as  to  foreigners 
suing  has  not  been  relaxed,  and  the  plaintiffs 
must  give  security. 

The  Franz  et  EUse,  Lnsh.  377, 1  Mar.  Law  Cas.  O.  S. 

155; 
Nylander  v.  Bamet ,  6  H.  &  N.  509. 

[Sir  B.  Philumorb. — Permanent  residence  out  of 
the  jarisdiction  seems  to  be  the  foundation  of  the 
rule  as  to  giving  security  for  costs].  But  the 
court  has  a  discretion  and  can  order  the  security, 
if  there  is  any  chance  of  the  plaintiffs  leaving  the 
j  urisdiotion  and  so  evading  pay  ment  of  costs.  The 
rule  to  he  gathered  from  the  cases  cited  in  Prit- 
chard's  Admiralty  Digest,  p.  125,  is  that  a  foreigner 
having  no  residence  in  this  country  must  give 
security  for  costs. 

Webster,  for  the  plaintiffs.  —  The  question  of 
jurisdiction  ought  not  to  be  decided  on  this 
motion,  and  the  plaintiffs  ask  that  the  motion 
should  be  dismissed  with  costs  on  the  ground  that 
they  are  not  bound,to  give  security  for  costs.  In 
The  Franz  et  Eliee  (uhi  sup,)  it  is  laid  down  that 
this  court  will  follow  the  practice  of  the  common 
law  courts.  In  Nylander  v.  Barnes  (ttbi  «*p.)  the 
plaintiff  was  actually  abroad  when  the  order  for 
security  was  made,  and  it  is  therefore  not  in 
point.  On  the  other  hand,  it  has  been  expressly 
ruled  that  the  courts  will  not  order  security  for 
costs  if  the  plaintiff,  although  a  foreigner,  is 
actually  living  in  this  country,  and  there  is  no 
supposition  that  he  intends  to  leave.  The  mere 
fact  that  the  plaintiff  has  only  a  temporary  place 
of  abode  here,  and  may  be  compelled  to  go  away 
as  soon  as  his  present  means  of  ezistenoo  are 
exhausted,  is  not  enough  : 

Crispin  v.  Doglione,  1  Swab.  &  Trist.  522 ; 
Drummond  v.  TilUngh'urtty  16  C  B.  740. 

It  must  be  distinctly  shown,  in  order  to  obtain 
such  an  order,  that  the  plaintiff  is  about  to  or 
intends  to  leave  England.  There  is  nothing  to 
show  such  an  intention  on  the'part  of  the  plaintiffs 
here,  and  in  fact,  they  do  not  so  intend.  They 
must  remain  to  prove  their  case. 

W.  G.  F.  PhUlimore  in  reply. 

Sib  B.  Pbillimors. — I  think  this  is  a  case  in 
which  a  moderate  security  for  costs  should  be 
given.  I  shall  follow  the  case  of  The  Franz  et 
Elise,  and  order  that  the  plaintiffs  give  security 
for  costs  in  the  sum  of  130Z. 

Solicitors :  For  the  plaintiffs,  Stokes,  Saunders, 
and  Stokes ;  for  the  defendant,  Oliver  and  BotteriU. 


Wednesday,  Feb.  3,  ljB74 
Thx  Naomi. 

Collision — Costs  —  Damage  under  300Z. — County 
XJourts  Admiralty  Jurisdiction  Act  1868  (31  ^  32 
Vict.  c.  71)  sect,  4 — Certificate — Costs  of  Re- 
ference, 

A  ship  was  damaged  hy  another  outward  bound,  and 
the  owners  of  the  injured  vessel,  in  the  bond  fide 
belief  that  their  damage  was  greater  than  it  oe- 
tuauy  was,  instituted  a  suit  in  the  High  Court  of 
Admiralty  and  arrested  the  ship  for  a  large 
amount  bui  accepted  bail  and  released  the  ship 
at  once  on  ascertaining  their  actual  damage  ;  the 
defendants  admitted  liability,  and  the  damaae 
was  referred  to  the  Beoistrar ;  the  daim  made  hy 
the  plaintiffs  was  a  littis  over  3002.,  but  the  Regie* 
trar  reduced  the  amount  claimed  by  more  than  one- 
third  and  made  no  report  as  to  costs.  On  applu 
coUion  by  the  plaintiffs,  the  court  certified  for  the 
costs  of  suit  under  the  County  Courts  Admiralty 
Jurisdiction  Act  1868,  hut  condemned  ihe  plain' 
tiffs  in  the  costs  of  the  reference. 

This  was  a  oause  of  damage  instituted  on  behalf 
of  the  owners  of  the  ship  Aberdeenshire  against 
the  ship  Naomi,  to  recover  for  damage  sustained 
in  a  collision  between  the  two  vessels,  which  hap- 
pened on  August  5,  off  Dungeness.  The  Aberdeen' 
shire  was  so  much  damaged  that  she  was  oom- 
pelled  to  put  into  Dover  for  repairs.  The  Naomi 
was  ontward  bound,  and  the  agents  of  the  Aber- 
deenshire, on  Angnst  6,  before  the  amount  of 
injury  sustained  by  that  vessel  could  be  accurately 
ascertained,  gave  orders  for  proceedings  to  1b»e 
taken  in  the  High  Court  of  Admiralty  agMnst 
the  Naomi,  and  accordingly  this  cause  was  at 
once  instituted  against  the  Naomi  and  her  freight 
in  the  sum  of  24002.,  and  the  vessel  and  her  freight 
were  arrested  in  the  Downs  under  a  warrant  of 
the  court.  An  appearance  was  entered  in  the 
cause  by  the  owners  of  the  Naomi  on  Aug.  7,  and 
at  the  same  time  their  solicitors  gave  an  nnder^ 
taking  for  bail,  which  was  accepted  by  the  plain- 
tiffs, and  the  vessel  and  her  freight  were  released 
from  arrest. 

After  negotiations  had  taken  place  with  a  view 
of  settling  the  plaintiffs'  claim,  the  defendants 
admitted  liability  on  Nov.  4,  and  the  amount  of 
damage  was  by  the  court  referred  to  the  Regis- 
trar and  Merchants.  At  the  reference  the  plain- 
tiffs brought  in  a  claim  for  damage  done  amount- 
ing to  326^.  I80.  6(2.  On  Jan.  3  the  report  of  the 
Assistant  Registrar  was  filed,  showing  that  there 
was  due  to  the  plaintiffs  for  the  damage  proceeded 
for,  186^.  19s,  9d.,  with  interest.  The  report  en- 
tirely disallowed  a  sum  of  83/.  Is,  6d.  claimed  for 
loss  of  freight,  the  ground  of  disallowance  beini; 
that  there  was  no  sufficient  proof  that  such 
freight  would  have  been  earned,  even  if  there  had 
been  no  collision.  The  other  items  of  claim  were 
reduced.  The  report  of  the  Assistant-Registrar 
made  no  mention  of  the  costs  of  the  reference. 

The  cause  now  came  before  the  court  upon 
motion  to  certify  under  the  County  Court  Admi- 
ralty Jurisdiction  Act  1868  (31  &  32  Vici.  a  71, 
sect.  9),  thati  the  cause  was  a  proper  admiralty 
cause  to  be  tried  in  the  High  Court  of  Admiralty. 
Affidavits  were  filed  in  support  of  the  motion 
stating  that  at  the  time  of  the  institution  of  the 
suit  the  master  of  the  Aberdeenshire  believed  the 
loss  occasioned  to  the  owners  of  that  vessel  would 
considerably  exeeed  3001.,  and  that  the  costs  aotn- 
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ally  incnrred  were  maob  less  than  those  wbioh 
woold  have  been  inoarred  if  the  proceedings  bad 
been  taken  in  a  County  Court  having  Admiralty 
Jurisdiction. 

W,  0,  F.  Phillimore  in  support  of  the  motion 
contended  that  where  a  suit  is  instituted  in  the 
(oti(£ji<26  belief  that  the  damage  done  is  greater 
than  800Z.,  and  no  injury  is  done  to  the  defendants 
by  the  institution  of  the  suit  in  this  court  it  was  a 
fit  cause  for  a  certificate. 

E,  0,  GlarJesan  for  the  defendants  submitted  that 
the  plaintiffs  were  bound  to  know  that  their  damage 
was  under  300Z.  before  they  instituted  the  suit. 
The  claim  for  loss  of  freight  was  clearly  put  in  to 
swell  up  the  amount  of  their  claim  so  as  to  make 
it  oyer  3002.  But  the  real  claim  is  the  amount  to 
which  the  plaintiff  is  band  fide  entitled,  and  he 
cannot  get  his  costs  if  he  does  not  recover  more 
than  300L  without  a  certificate. 

HewiU  T.  Cory,  L.  Bep.  5  Q.  B.  418  ;  22  L.  T.  Bep. 

N.  S.  666;  3  Mar.  Law  Cas.  O.S.  425; 
PurkU  T.  Flower,  ante,  p.  226 ;  80  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S. 

40 ;  L.  Bep.  9  Q.  B.  114. 

There  is  nothing  to  distinguish  this  case  from 
any  other,  and  the  court  should  not  encourage 
Binall  causes  being  brought  here  by  a  too  easy 
granting  of  certificates. 

W.  O,  F,  Fhillimore  in  reply. 

Sir  E.  Philumobe. — In  this  case  the  screw 
steamship  Aberdeenshire  was  run  into  on  Aug.  5, 
by  a  vessel  called  the  Naomi,  and  was  so  much 
damaged  that  it  was  necessary  for  her  to  put  into 
Dover  for  repairs,  and  she  arrived  there  on  Aug  6. 
On  the  same  day  the  owners  of  the  Aberdeenshire 
instituted  a  cause  of  damage  against  the  Naomi, 
in  the  sum  of  24002.,  but  having  discovered  that 
her  damage  was  not  what  it  was  expected  to  be, 
they  accepted  an  undertaking  to  give  bail,  and  the 
Naomi  y^M  released  on  Aag.  7th.  "No  injury  was 
inflicted  upon  the  defendants  by  the  mistake  thus 
made.  The  damage  wss  admitted,  and  the  matter 
was  referred  to  the  Registrar,  who  reduced  the 
Bum  claimed,  3262.  ISs.  6d.  by  1392. 18«.  9d.,  leaving 
1862.  198,  9(2.,  allowed  to  be  due.  One  of  the  items 
which  was  struck  out  at  the  reference  was  a  claim 
for  loss  of  freight,  832.  Is,  6d,  I  am  of  opinion 
that  this  item  was  properly  disallowed  by  the 
Beg[i8trar.  In  these  circumstances  I  think  I  shall 
do  justice  by  certifying  under  the  statute,  and 
allowing  the  plaintiffs  the  costs  of  the  institution 
of  the  suit  here,  but  condemning  them  in  the 
costs  of  the  reference. 

Solicitors  for  the  plaintiffs.  Deacon  and  Co. 

Solicitor  for  the  defendants.  Cooper. 


Tuesday,  March  2, 1875. 
The  Febib. 

County  Court  appeal — Arrest  of  ship^Foreignship 

— Practice. 

In  an  appeal  by  plavnHffsfrom  a  County  Court  in 
a  cause  in  rem,  in  which  there  was  a  decree  for 
the  defendants,  and  the  ship  hcut  in  consequence 
been  released,  ihe  High  Court  of  Admiralty,  on  an 
ex  parte  application  of  the  plaintiffs,  ordered 
a  warrant  to  issue  for  the  detention  of  the  ship, 
and,  as  the  ship  proceeded  against  wa^  a 
foreign  one,  did  not  require  notice  of  the  intention 
to  arrest  to  be  given  to  ihe  defendants. 

This  was  an  appeal  from  a  decree  of  the  judge  of 


the  County  Court  of  Devonshire,  holden  at  East 
S  ton  ebon  se,  in  a  cause  of  damage  instituted  on 
behalf  of  the  owners  of  the  British  brigantine 
Albert  aicainst  the  Danish  brigantine  Freir.  The 
Freir  was  arrested  in  this  cause,  on  an  affidavit 
that  she  was  likely  to  leave  England,  and  no  bail 
was  given.  The  cause  came  on  for  hearing  in  the 
County  Court  on  Feb.  23rd  1875,  and  resulted  in 
a  decree  for  the  defendants.  The  ship  was 
released  from  arrest  on  Feb.  24th  by  order  of 
County  Court.  On  March  1st  the  plaintiffs 
asserted  an  appeal  against  the  decree  of  the  County 
Court  Judge,  and  applied  to  the  registrar  of  the 
County  Court  to  detain  the  ship,  which  he 
declined  to  do. 

Jamies  P.  Aspinall,  for  the  appellants,  now 
moved  for  a  warrant  to  issue  out  of  the  registry  of 
the  High  Court  to  arrest  the  ship  and  detain  her 
till  bail  was  given  or  the  appeal  decided.  The 
vessel  having  been  released,  the  plaintiff  has  lost 
his  security  and  cannot  procure  bail.  In  The 
Miriam  (30  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.  537 ;  2  Asp.  Mar. 
Law  Cas.  259)  a  warrant  was  issued  subject  to 
notice  being  given  to  the  other  side  so  that  they 
might  have  an  opportunity.  In  that  case  the 
defendant  vessel  was  British  and  her  owners  were 
resident  within  the  jurisdiction.  If  such  notice  is 
given  in  this  case,  the  only  effect  will  be  that  the 
Freir  will  leave  the  country  before  she  can  be 
arrested  and  the  plaintiff  will  lose  all  security. 

Sir  B.  Phillimobe  ordered  a  warrant  to  issue 
without  notice  to  the  respondents. 

Solicitors  for  the  appellants,  Ingledew,  Ince,  and 
Chreening. 


Tuesday,  March  2, 1875. 
Thb  Sistbbs. 

Collision — Limitation  of  liability — Admission  of 

liability. 

Defendants  in  a  collision  cause,  in  which  their  ship 
was  under  arrest,  having  instituted  a  suit  for 
limitation  of  liability,  the  court,  upon  the 
motion  of  the  plaintiffs  in  the  limitation  suitf 
ordered  the  ship  to  be  released,  on  payment  into 
court  in  that  suit  of  the  aggregate  amount  of  152. 
per  ton  of  tiie  registered  tonnage  of  the  ship,  and 
of  a  sum  to  cover  interest  and  costs,  and  did  not 
require  thai  the  plaintiffs  in  the  UmitcUion  suit 
shofdd  admit  liability  before  ordering  the  release. 

This  was  a  cause  of  limitation  of  liability  instituted 
on  behalf  of  the  owners  of  the  sailing  barge 
Sisters  (No.  7217). 

A  cause  of  damage  (No.  7186)  had  been  insti* 
tuted  in  rem  against  the  Sisters,  on  behalf  of  the 
owners  of  the  sailing  barge  Alfreda,  and  at  the 
time  of  the  institution  of  the  suit  for  limitation  of 
liability,  the  Sisters  was  still  under  the  arrest  of 
the  court  in  that  cause  (No.  7186),  no  bail  having 
been  given  by  her  owners. 

The  owners  of  the  Sisters  did  not  admit  liability 
for  the  collision,  and  intended  to  defend  cause 
No.  7186.  The  owners  of  the  Sisters  now  moved 
in  accordance  with  the  subjoined  notice  of  motion : 

We,  Deacon,  Son,  and  Bogers,  prootors  for  the  plain- 
tiffs in  this  oaate,  ifi'^e  notioe  that  we  ihall  by  oounsel, 
on  the  2nd  March  1875,  move  the  jndge  in  court  to  give 
leave  to  the  plaintiffs  to  give  bail  in  this  cause  in  the  sum 
of  960L,  being  the  aggregate  amoant  of  151.  for  each  ton 
of  the  registwed  tonnage  of  the  sailing  barge  or  vessel 
Sisters,  now  onder  arrest  in  cause  No.  7186,  and  the  sum 
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of  8251.  Be,,  to  ooTer  intereat  on  the  said  amount  and 
ootts,  and  to  direct  that  on  snoh  bail  being  given  the  said 
■ailing  barge  or  Teseel  be  released. 

Tbe  damage  complained  of  in  oaase  No.  7186, 
was  allesed  to  have  been  occasioned  by  tbe  negli- 
gence oftbe  Sisters,  which  occasioned  tbe  steam- 
ship Thames  to  ran  into  and  sink  the  barges 
Volunteer  and  Alfreda,  and  it  was  in  respect  of  the 
claims  arising  oat  of  these  collisions  that  limitation 
of  liability  was  songht. 

A  canso  was  originally  instituted  by  the  owners 
of  the  Volunteer  against  the  Thames,  bat  it  was 
dismissed  with  costs :  (see  a>nte,  p.  512 ;  32  L.  T. 
Bep.  N.  S.  343.)  An  affidavit  was  filed  in 
snpport  of  the  motion,  in  which  it  was  stated 
that  Uie  registered  tonnage  of  the  Sisters  was 
42^  tons ;  that  none  of  the  owners  of  the  Sisters 
were  on  board  of  the  Sisters  at  the  time  of  the 
Beveral  collisions  aforesaid,  and  that  the  collisions 
respectively  oocarred  withont  the  actnal  fault 
or  privity  of  the  owners  of  the  Sisters  or  any  of 
them. 

R.E,  Webster,  in  snpportofthemotion,  submitted 
that  the  court  would  not  require,  before  the  owners 
of  the  Sisters  could  claim  a  limitation  of  their  lia- 
bility that  they  should  acknowledge  that  their 
vessel  was  to  blame  {The  AmaZia,  Brown.  &  Lush. 
151) ;  and,  consequentlv,  that  on  giving  bail  for 
the  full  amount  for  which  they  could  be  liable, 
they  were  entitled  to  a  release  of  the  ship. 

James  P.  AspinaU,  for  the  ow  ners  of  the  Volunteer, 
contra. — ^This  motion  is  practically  an  application 
for  a  decree  that  tbe  plaintiffs  in  cause  No.  7217, 
are  entitled  to  limitation  of  liability  without  filing 
their  petition  or  admitting  liability.  The  authority 
of  The  Amalia  (uhi  sup.)  is  considerably  shaken  by 
the  case  of  James  v.  The  London  and  South-Westem 
Bailwav  (ants,  vol.  1,  p.  226 ;  26  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S. 
87 ;  L.  Bep.  7  Ex.  187),  where  it  is  distinctly  laid 
down  that  before  there  can  be  a  decree  for  limita- 
tion of  liability  there  must  be  an  unqualified 
admission  of  liability  on  the  part  of  the  persons 
seeking  the  limitation.  [Sir  B.  Phillihobe. — ^The 
ruling  cited  is  only  a  dictum,  and  The  Amalia  has 
never  been  overruled.  I  must  therefore  follow  it.] 
I  must  ask  for  leave  to  appeal  on  this  point. 
Secondly,  b^  the  practice  oftbe  court  the  plaintiffs 
are  only  entitled  to  have  their  ship  released  on 
paying  into  court  the  aggregate  amount  of  15Z.  per 
ton  for  the  registered  tonnage,  and  a  sum  for  in- 
terest and  costs. 

Sir  B.  Pbillihore. — I  shall  order  that  the  Sisters 
be  released  from  arrest  in  cause  No.  7186,  on  the 
payment  into  court  by  her  owners  of  the  sum  of 
9601,  7s,,  the  aggregate  amount  of  15Z.  for  each  ton 
of  the  Sisters,  together  with  the  sum  of  325Z.  Ss. 
to  cover  interest  and  costs.  I  must  refuse  the 
application  for  leave  to  appeal ;  I  do  not  think  I 
should  be  doing  right  to  give  leave  to  appeal  on  so 
email  a  point,  when  it  is  clear  that  ultimately  the 
plaintiffs  would  be  able  to  obtain  limitation  of 
liability. 

Proctors  for  the  plaintiffs,  Leaeon,  Son,  and 
Bogers, 

Solicitors  for  tbe  defendants,  Keene  and  Mars- 
land. 


Beported  l»7  Ethkbivotoh  Smith,  Esq.,  Barrlster-at-Law. 

Wednesday,  May  12, 1375. 

Mavbo  v.  The  Ocean  Mabine  iNsiraANCE 

Coup  ANY. 

Marine  insurance — Qeneral  average  as  per /orei4/n 
staiement — Termination  of  voyage  at  an  inter- 
mediate  port — Pla>ce  where  a/vera^e  adjustment  to 
be  made. 
The  plaintiff  owner  of  a  cargo  of  wheat  to  be 
carried  in  a  certain  vessel  from  Varna  to  Mar- 
seilles insured  the  sams  by  a  policy  containing 
the  words  **  QeneraZ  average  as  per  foreign  staie- 
m,ent,**  a/nd  a  warranty  that  com  was  to  be  free 
from  average  unless  general.    The  ship  was  tn- 
jured  by  straining  in  a  storm,  being  obliged  to 
carry  a  press  of  canvas  to  avoid  a  lee  shore ;  she 
sprang  a  leak  and  part  of  the  cargo  was  damaged 
by  the  sea  water.    On  reaching  Constantinople 
the  vessel  was  surveyed  under  an  order  of  the 
SupremeOonsular  Court,  and  as  she  needed  repair 
the  damaged  cargo  was  sold,  and  ihe  sound  portion 
transhipped  cmd  forwarded  to  Marseilles,    An 
adjustment  was  made  also  by  order  of  the  Supreme 
Consular  Courts  at    Constcuntinople,    and   the 
damage  to  the  wheat  was  by  the  adjusters  treated 
M  general  average,  according  to  the  law  of  Prance, 
which  was  in  conformity  also  with  the  law  and 
usages  prevailing  at  Constantinople.     The  vessel 
was  repaired  in  rather  more  than  two  months. 
Held  (affirming  tlie  judgment  of  ihe  Court  of  Com- 
mon Fleas),  thai  the  plaintiffs  were  entitled  to 
recover  from  theunderwritersfor  a  general  average 
loss.      That  the  true  construction  of  the  policy 
made  the  underwriters  liable  for  general  average 
as  determined  by  foreign  and  not  English  law, 
aifid  the  loss  in  this  case  though  particular  average 
by  English  was  general  average  by  foreign  law, 
and  so  came  wifhin  the  terms  of  the  policy. 
Secondly,  the  voyage  was  properly  terminated  at 
Constantinople,    and   the  adjustment   properly 
made  there. 
Error  from  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Common 
Pleas  in  favour  of  the  plaintiff  in  the  action  upon 
a  policy  of  insurance.    The  facts  and  questions  for 
the  coart  were  set  out  in  the  form  of  a  special  case, 
which  will  be  found  in  the  report  of  the  case  in 
the  court  below  (ante,  p.  361). 

Butt,  Q.C.  (/.  C.  Mathew  with  him),  for  the  de- 
fendants below,  the  plaintiffs  in  error. — ^The  words 
in  the  policy  "general  average  as  per  foreign 
statement,"  are  those  upon  the  construction  of 
which  the  decision  of  the  case  depends.  They 
mean,  as  we  say,  an  underttdcing  on  the  part  of 
the  underwriters  to  pay  to  the  assured  any  loss  he 
may  have  sustained  by  the  mode  of  stating  the 
average  abroad.  The  words  only  apply  to  the 
money  the  assured  has  to  pay,  and  he  cannot 
claim  for  the  contribution  he  would  make 
to  himself.  [Cockburn,  0.  J. — ^Yon  must  ad- 
mit that  according  to  French  law  a  oontriba- 
tion  is  to  be  made].  Yes,  but  the  question  is 
whether  French  or  English  law  is  to  prevaiL 
There  is  a  distinct  warranty  against  particular 
average  in  the  memorandum  clause,  and  they  have 
no  right  to  make  us  liable  for  particular  average, 
yet  this  is  what  has  been  done,  if  the  judgment  of 
the  court  below  be  right.  This  is  an  dwolnte 
warranty,  and  is  not  to  be  rendered  nugatory  by 
giving  such  a  construction  to  the  former  danse  as 


MARITIME  LAW  CASES. 


591 


Ex.  Ch.] 


Mavbo  V,  The  Ocban  Marine  Insurance  Compant. 


[Ex.  Oh. 


the  coart  below  havo  done.  It  is  true  that  we 
ioBiire  the  owner  against  any  loss  which  is  pat 
upon  him  by  the  foreign  adjasters ;  bat  he  cannot 
recover  also  from  as  the  contribntion  which  they 
wonld  find  was  dae  to  himself  as  owner  of  the 
cargo.  That  is  a  loss  he  mast  bear,  for  it  is  a 
particular  average,  and  we  are  warranted  free 
from  it.  The  two  daases  are  to  be  read  apart, 
and  certainly  the  memorandam  is  a  sabstantive 
engagement  which  cannot  be  abrogated  by  implica- 
tion merely.  [Cockburn,  O.J.,  reffftred  to  Harrin 
V.  Scaramanga,  ante,  vol.  1,  p.  339;  26  L.  T.  Bep. 
N.  S.  697 ;  L.  Rep.  7  0.  P.  481.]  —  That 
case  is  not  binding  on  this  court,  even  if  it 
were  directly  against  the  defendants'  conten- 
tion ;  bat  here  it  is  to  be  observed  that  origin- 
ally the  loss  was  one  which  occurred  to  the 
assured  quite  independently  of  any  statement  at 
all,  and  it  was  a  partioalar  average  loss  by  English 
law,  and  therefore  not  to  be  charged  on  the  under- 
writers. Then  we  say  that  there  ought  not  to 
have  been  an  average  adjnstment  at  Constanti- 
nople. The  matters  taken  into  contribution 
would  be  different  at  Constantinople  and  Mar- 
seilles, and  the  statement  was  therefore  improperly 
made.  The  voyage  was  not  properly  terminated 
there;  the  vessel  was  repaired  in  about  two 
months,  and  conld  have  carried  the  soand  part  of 
the  cargo.  A  voyage  is  not  properly  terminated 
at  an  intermediate  port  unless  there  be  a  neoes- 
sarv  separation  of  the  ship  and  cargo.  [Cockburn, 
C.J. — The  master  surely  has  a  discretion  to  act 
for  the  best,  and  is  an  agent  for  the  owners  of  the 
cargo  as  well  as  for  the  owner  of  the  ship,]  Yes, 
bat  the  state  of  facts  must  be  such  as  to  neces- 
sitate the  termination  of  the  voyage,  and  here 
they  show  that  there  was  no  necessity.  [Black- 
burn, J. — ^What  is  your  authority  for  that  P] 
I  do  not  put  it  npon  physical  necessity,  but 
it  must  be  very  strong  to  overcome  the  general 
proposition  that  the  port  of  destination  is  the 
place  at  which  to  adjust  general  average :  (Sim' 
fnond9  V.  White,  7  B  &  C.  805). 

Watkin  WiUiariM,  Q.C.  and  McLeod,  for  the 
plaintiff  below,  were  not  called  on. 

CocKBUBN,  C.J. — I  think  that  this  judgment 
ooght  to  be  affirmed. 

There  were  two  questions  raised  in  the  court 
below,  and  both  decided  against  the  appellants, 
and  the  same  two  Questions  have  been  argued 
before  as  to-day.  Of  these  the  first  is  the 
more  important,  and  it  is  whether  or  not  ac- 
cording to  the  terms  of  the  policy  of  insurance 
the  loss  sustained  by  the  plaintiff  was  within 
those  terms,  and  was  one  which  he  was  entitled 
to  recover  back  from  the  anderwriters.  The 
second  question  is  whether  the  adjustment  made 
at  Constantinople  was  properly  made  there,  or 
whether  it  ought  to  have  been  made  at  Marseilles. 

As  to  the  first  question,  it  seems  to  me  to 
turn  entirely  npon  the  8rd  paragraph  of  the 
special  case,  which  is  this:  On  the  22nd  Nov. 
1867,  the  plaintiffs  effected  with  the  defendants  a 
policy  of  insurance  for  lOOO^.  (a  copy  of  which 
marked  A.  is  annexed  to  and  is  to  form  part  of 
thin  case).  This  insurance  is  declared  to  be  "  upon 
29,156  Constantinople  kilos  wheat,  and  advances 
valued  at  92002.,  general  average  as  per  foreign 
statement,  on  the  ship  General  Ohaaee  at  and 
from  Yama  to  Marseilles,  **  and  it  is  also  declared 
to  be  warranted  free  from  average,  unless  general." 
How  is  that  to  be  oonstraed  P    Mr.  Butt  puts  a 


construction  upon  it  according  to  which  the  ques- 
tion whether  this  was  general  average  as  distin- 
guished from  particular,  is  to  be  determined 
according  to  English  law,  and  merely  the  state- 
ment to  be  made  by  foreign  law  or  custom.  That, 
when  one  looks  at  what  would  nave  necessarily  to 
be  done  at  the  foreign  ports  where  an  adjustment 
might  take  place,  is  so  unsatisfactory  thac  I  cannot 
think  it  is  the  true  construction,  nor  one  which 
expresses  what  was  really  meant  by  the  parties. 
It  would  call  on  the  foreign  average  stater  to  state 
his  adjnstment  according  to  English  law,  a  law 
which  in  this  respect  is  different  from,  I  believe, 
all  foreign  laws,  and  of  which  he  might  well  be 
ignorant.  Now  how  could  that  be  in  any  sense  a 
foreign  statement  P  But  the  meaning  must  be  this, 
that  the  underwriters  are  to  be  liable  for  general 
average,  but  not  for  particular  average,  only  there 
is  this  extension  or  limitation  of  the  term,  that 
what  is  general  average  is  to  be  determined,  not 
by  English,  but  by  foreign  statement.  Then  we 
ask  is  the  loss  in  this  case  a  general  average 
loss,  and  the  answer  is  that  it  is  not  so  by 
English,  but  is  by  foreign  law. 

Next  we  must  consider,  being  general  aver- 
age, how  far  does  the  liability  of  the  under- 
writers extend.  Now,  at  first  I  thought  that 
Mr.  Butt  meant  to  contend  that  it  extended 
only  so  far  as  the  owner  of  the  cargo  was  liable 
to  contribute  to  the  ship,  but  he  now  admits 
that  where  the  case  is  brought  within  the  defi- 
nition of  general  average,  then  the  underwriter 
has  to  pay  not  only  what  the  loser  has  to  con- 
tribute to  the  general  fVind,  but  also  what  he  loses 
beyond  what  he  receives  contribution  for.  The 
loss  sustained  here  by  the  plaintiff  was  in  excess 
of  the  indemnity,  and  it  is  a  matter  for  which 
the  insurer  is  liable ;  and  as  I  think,  so  I  decide 
this  point  against  the  defendants. 

Next,  was  the  adjustment  properly  made  at 
Constantinople  P  And  that  depends  on  whether 
the  voyage  was  properly  terminated  there.  Now 
the  rule  is  that  a  voyage  is  properly  termi- 
nated if  the  destination  of  the  ship  be  reached, 
or  if  it  be  interrupted  at  an  intermediate 
place  by  some  intervening  cause  which  jus- 
tifies or  necessitates  its  termination  there. 
In  the  present  case  the  vessel  had  to  put 
into  Constantinople  for  repairs,  which  were 
absolutely  necessary  before  she  could  proceed,  and 
which  wonld  take  some  time  to  execute,  not  less, 
we  may  say,  than  two  months.  The  damaged 
part  of  the  cargo  was  at  once  sold  and  it  is  ad- 
mitted that  it  was  properly  sold ;  but  Mr.  Butt 
says  that  the  rest,  the  undamaged  com,  might 
have  been  carried  on  in  the  ship  to  its  destination 
at  Marseilles,  but  we  must  remember  that  it  would 
have  been  delayed  two  months  before  it  could 
have  been  so  forwarded.  Now  it  is  laid  down  by 
very  high  authorities  that  the  duty  of  the  master  of 
a  ship  is  to  earn  freight,  and  otherwise  consider 
his  owner's  interest ;  but  that  he  has  also  another 
duty,  aad  that  is  as  agent  for  the  owners  of  the 
cargo,  in  the  event  of  an  emergency  arising,  to  do 
the  best  for  them  that  he  can ;  and  applying  this 
rule,  and  looking  here  at  the  fact  that  the  com 
must  have  remained  two  months  at  Constanti* 
noplcj^  the  question  is :  Did  the  master  of  the 
General  OhaaeS  exercise  a  prudent  discretion 
in  favour  of  the  owners  of  the  cargo  in  sending  on 
the  undamaged  portion  of  it  at  once  in  another 
ship  to  Marseilles  P    I  think  he  did. 
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I  do  not  rest  my  jadgment  on  what  the  Consular 
Court  did,  nor  do  I  depend  in  any  way  on  its  deci- 
sion. I  have  serioas  doabts  as  to  whether  it  was 
right;  bntas  to  the  coarse  parsoed  by  the  master 
being  wise,  I  have  no  doaot  whatever.  If  I  saw 
clearly  that  it  might  have  been  more  f  avoarahle  to 
the  cargo  owners  to  have  had  the  adjustment  made 
at  Marseilles,  and  that  he  would  distinctly  have 
gained  by  the  statement  being  made  there  rather 
than  at  Oonstantinople,  there  might,  perhaps, 
have  been  some  foundation  for  Mr.  Butt  s  argu- 
ment on  this  point.  Bat  there  is  nothing  in  the 
case  at  all  to  show  this,  and  I  am,  therefore,  of 
opinion  that  the  adjustment  was  properly  made  at 
Constantinople,  and  thatthe  judgment  of  the  Court 
of  Common  Fleas  was  right,  and  itaust  be 
a£Brmed. 

Bbamwbll,  B. — ^I  am  of  the  same  opinion. 

As  I  understand  the  suggested  meanings  of  the 
clause  in  the  policy  are  these ;  the  plaintiff  says  that 
"per  foreign  statement  "  is  equivalent  to,  "You 
must  find  out  what  the  foreign  law  says  is  included 
under  general  average,  and  state  the  loss  accord- 
ingly." The  defendant  says  "  No.  Greneral  aver- 
age 18  by  English  law,  but  subject  to  this  exception, 
that  where  there  is  a  difference  in  stating  the 
average  between  English  and  foreign  custom  then 
the  foreign  custom  is  to  prevail."  Upon  this  con- 
tention Mr.  Butt  founds  his  argument,  that  as 
com  is  declared  warranted  free  from  particular 
average  by  an  express  term  in  the  policy,  if  he  is 
not  right  in  his  interpretation,  the  result  would  be 
that  the  com  would,  in  effect,  get  compensation  for 
what  is,  by  our  law,  particular  average,  notwith- 
standing the  warranty.  But  I  think  that  it  is  not 
correct  to  say  that,  and  for  the  reason  that  they 
will  not  even  by  that  arrangement  get  the  whole 
of  a  particular  average,  but  only  a  part ;  and  it  may 
turn  out,  it  is  quite  possible,  actually  to  be  to  the 
advantage  of  the  underwriters  Uiat  this  mode  of 
computation  should  be  adopted;  because  upon 
a  consideration  of  figures,  I  see  that  they  might 
be  gainers  by  the  svstem.  The  true  construction, 
however,  is  that  the  clause  "  general  average  as 
per  foreign  statement "  is  not  abrogated  by  the 
later  clause  directed  against  particular  average. 
The  words  are  most  general,  and  therefore,  the 
sentence  means  general  average,  as  a  foreigner 
would  state  it.  The  diflSculties  mthe  way  of  the 
rule  suggested  by  Mr.  Butt  are  to  me  insuperable, 
and  I  think  it  cannot  be  the  true  one. 

As  to  the  other  question  whether  the  average  was 
to  be  taken  at  Constantinople,  I  treat  the  case  as  if 
not  a  word  was  said  as  to  who  stated  the  average, 
or  where  it  was  stated,  for  it  is  immaterial  on  my 
distinct  view  of  the  meaning  of  the  clause  in  the 
policy.  I  agree,  however,  that  the  voyage  was 
properly  terminated. 

Blackburn. — I  also  think  that  the  judgment 
of  the  court  below  ought  to  be  affirmed. 

Long  before  a  policy  of  insurance  was  ever  dreamt 
of,  theBhodian  laws  laid  down  that  where  there  was 
a  common  adventure,  and  it  became  necossar}*,  by 
the  occurrence  of  perils  in  the  coarse  of  it  threaten- 
ing the  safety  of  the  whole  adventure,  to  sacrifice 
part  of  the  cargo,  or  whatever  constituted  the 
subject  of  the  adventure,  for  the  benefit  of  the 
rest,  then  that  merchandise  which  was  thus 
saved  by  another's  sacrifice  should  contribute  in 
proportion  to  make  compensation  for  the  loss  by 
which  the  general  safety  had  been  secured.  This 
decree  existing  among  the  Bhodians  was  so  just 


and  proper,  that  it  has  been  adopted  in  principle 
into  the  code  of  every  civilised  country  since. 
Unfortunately,  however,  a  different  considera- 
tion prevails  in  different  countries  as  to 
what  things  shall  be  considered  a  wilful  sacrifice. 
The  English  law  considers  that  where,  to  escape  a 
lee  shore,  a  g^eat  press  of  sail  is  carried,  and  a 
straining  of  the  ship  consequently  ensues,  and  the 
cargo  is  damaged,  the  damage  so  sustained  by  the 
cargo  is  not  in  the  nature  of  a  wilful  sacrifice ;  but 
other  countries,  and  as  is  important  for  this  case, 
the  laws  of  France,  say  that  as  the  press  of  sale  is 
wilfully,  that  is  purposely,  carried  to  save  the  ship, 
and  the  injury  to  the  cargo  is  the  immediate  result, 
it  shall  be  conside*^  a  wilful  sacrifice  so  as  to 
entitle  the  owner  of  the  damaged  cargo  to  con- 
tribution, We  have  nothing  to  do  here  with  any 
consideration  as  to  which  is  the  best  rale»  it  is 
enough  here  to  recognise  the  fact  that  in  one  for^gn 
country  it  is  different  from  ours. 

Now  what  is  thepolicy  suedon  in  this  case.  Ordi- 
narily in  English  policies  there  is  what  is  called  the 
memorandum,  and  here  it  runs  thus :  "It  is  declared 
and  agreed  that  corn,  (&c.,  shall  be  and  are  warranted 
free  from  average,  unless  general,  or  the  ship  be 
stranded."    This  clause  is  inserted  to  avoid  dis- 

futes,  as  to  what  articles  shall  be  subject  to  average, 
understand  general  average  to  mean,  where  the 
particular  loss  sustained  was  occasioned  by  a 
sacrifice  for  the  benefit  of  the  whole.  That  is  the 
meaning  as  I  think,  and  consequently  it  is  not  for 
the  underwriters  to  make  a  contribution,  but  for 
them  to  make  good  the  loss. 

In  an  English  contract  I  should  say  that 
"  general  average  '*  means  thin^  which  the  En- 
ghsh  law  calls  general,  but  this  becomes  some- 
what inconvenient  when  ships  go  abroad,  as 
they  are  made  to  obey  the  orders  of  a  foreign 
court  of  admiralty,  and  they  are,  when  adjust- 
ments take  place  under  foreign  jurisdictions, 
made  to  pay  according  to  their  views  of  the  law 
applicable  to  the  case.  If  owners  of  cargo  are 
thus  compelled  to  pay,  and  there  be  no  provision 
in  their  policies,  it  is  not,  I  believe,  settled 
whether  the  English  underwriters  have  to  pay  or 
not.  To  avoid  this  doubt  therefore,  it  is  that 
clauses  have  been  put  in,  such  as  if  the  ship  be 
caught  in  a  foreign  country  and  compelled  to  pay, 
the  underwriters  will  indemnify,  &c.  But  that  is 
not  the  meaning  of  the  clause  here.  "  (General 
average  as  per  foreign  statement,"  means  such 
sacrifices  as  the  French  laws  regard  as  wilAil 
sacrifices,  -and  so  as  general  averaffe  shall  be  so 
reckoned  for  the  purpose  of  this  policy.  Patting 
this  construction  upon  the  clause,  most  61  Uie 
other  questions  raised  become  immaterial. 

It  is  quite  immaterial  whether  the  Consular  Court 
at  Constantinople  had  jurisdiction  or  not ;  and  if 
material  whether  the  voyage  was  properly  termi- 
nated, for  the  reasons  given  b^  the  Lora  Chief 
Justice,  I  think  it  was  so :  but  it  does  not  matter 
who  stated  the  average,  whether  a  Turk  or  a 
Frenchman,  or  the  arbitrator  in  England. 

I  think,  therefore,  that  the  judgment  of  the  court 
below  was  right  and  must  be  affirmed. 

Pollock,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinioif. 

After  giving  all  due  weight  to  the  clear  argument 
of  Mr.  Butt,I  nevertheless  come  rou  nd  to  the  opinion 
that  the  trne  construction  of  the  policy  is  against 
him.  He  said  that  if  the  court  below  was  right, 
the  effect  was  to  make  the  clause  "  General  average 
as  per  foreign  statement,"  override  the  memo- 
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randnm  clause,  "Com  warraDted  free  from  ave- 
rage uDless  general ;"  and  no  doubt,  if  the  effeot  of 
our  constrnccion  was  to  obliterate  the  latter  cause 
altogether,  it  would  be  against  the  well  known 
canon.    But  it  is  not  so,  as  I  read  it,  for  the  object 
of  the  former  proviso  was  to  settle  small  questions 
that  arise  at  foreign  ports,  which  should  then  most 
obviously  and  easily  be  settled  by  foreign  law  and 
custom.    And  the  words  "  unless  geueral,"  being 
an  exception  to  what  is  declared  free  from  average, 
in  that  clause,  are  to  be  read  with  the  former.     So 
that  they  bring  into  the  other  the  limitation  or 
extension,  "as   per    foreign    statement,"    which 
would  not  otherwise  be  in  it.     It  is  this  in  effect : 
foreign  and  not  English  principles  are  to  govern 
the  statement  of  the  general   overage  excepted 
from  the  memorandum.    In  my  judgment,  there- 
fore, the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  was  right,  and 
their  decision  is  to  be  affirmed. 
Amphlett,  B, — ^I  am  of  the  same  opinion. 
Mr.  Butt's  ingenious  argument  d  id  not  venture  to 
go  the  length  of  saying  this,  that  under  the  words 
general  average  as  per  foreign  statement,  any  addi- 
tional burden  was  thrown  upon  the  owners  of  cargo. 
Therefore  he  could  not  resist  the  proposition  that 
if  a  contribution  had  to  be  made  by  cargo  to  ship, 
it  would  be  within  the  policy ;  but  he  says  that  as 
to  the  loss  to  cargo,  that  w  a  loss  which  would 
have  fallen  on  the  owner  of  the  cargo  if  deter- 
mined by  English  law  as  a  particular  average  loss, 
and  is  not  a  loss  cast  on  the  underwriters.   But 
looking  more  closely  into  the  matter  it  cannot  be 
so.     Suppose  a  second  cargo  aboard,  and  a  loss 
occurring  to  that  other  cargo,  then  by  the  French 
law  the  cargo  in  question  (the  original  one)  would 
have  to  contribute  to  the  other  cargo,  and  would 
bu  paying  such  contribution  as  being  in  respect  of 
general  average.     In  such  case  it  would  be  im- 
possible to  resist  the  claim  made  on  the  under- 
writers of  this  policy  to  pay  that  contribution  as 
well  as  the  contribution  to  the  ship,    The  policy 
might  have  been  so  worded  as  to  give  rise  to  Mr. 
Butt's  argument,  but  these  words  before  me  do 
not  support  it.    The  parties  have  stipulated  that  no 
average  is  to  be  payable  unless  general,  and  then 
"  as  per  foreign  statement "  is  merely  a  declaration 
that  what  would  not  be  a  general  average  loss  by 
English  law  but  is  so  by  foreign  is  to  be  so  con- 
strued here.    I  do  not  think  it  necessary  to  add 
anything  as  to  the  other  questions  in  the  case.     I 
think  the  court  below  was  right,  and  their  judg- 
ment should  be  affirmed. 

Judgment  affirmed. 
Attorney  for  the  plaintiff,  W.  Noah, 
Attorneys  for  the  defendants,  WalUmB,  Btibh,  and 
Walton, 


Beported  by  M.  W.  MoKsllab,  Siq.,  B«rri8ter<«t-Law. 
Wednesday,  June  16, 1875. 

KiSH  V,  COKT. 

Charier-party — Demurrage — Damages  for  delay— 

Charterer  e  liability. 

A  charter-party  between  plaintiff,  the  shipowner, 
Oflnd  defmdanta,  the  choHerers,  provided  the  nuM' 
berof  loading  da/ys,  and  the  rate  of  discharge  per 
working  day ;  ten  days  on  demurrage  for  all  like 
days  above  the  said  days  to  be  paid  at  the  rate  of 
foii/Tj^ce  per  register  ton  per  day ;  and  charterer's 
liability  to  cea^e  when  the  ship  was  loaded,  the 
captain  or  owner  having  a  lien  on  cargo  for  freight 
and  demurrage, 

YoL.  n.,  N.  S. 


HeldbyiheE3schequerOha/mher(affirming  iheQueen*8 
Bench)  in  an  action  for  demurrage  and  for  da/mages 
coMsed  by  detention  at  the  port  of  loading  (upon 
demurrer  to  a  plea  alleging  both  claims  to  be  for 
demurrage    wider    the    charter-party)  that  the 
demurrage  days  relcUed  to  the  port  of  loading  as 
well  as  to  the  port  of  discharge ;  and  that  the 
chaAierer's  liability  for  all  such  demurrage  ceased 
when  the  ship  was  loaded. 
Semble,  the  shipowner's  lien  for  demurrage  would 
include  a  claim  for  damages  caused  by  detention 
beyond  the  demurraxfe  days. 
This  was  an  error  from  the  Queen's  Bench  upon 
demurrer  to  a  plea. 

The  action  was  brought  by  shipowner  against 
charterers  for  five  days'  demurrage  at  port  of 
loading  beyond  the  thirteen  clear  working  days 
allowed  by  the  charter*party  for  loading. 

The  declaration  contained  two  counts  both 
alleging  the  same  default  on  the  defendant's  part 
in  not  loading  and  in  detaining  the  ship :  the  first 
count  claimed  damages  because  the  plaintiff  lost 
the  use  and  profits  of  the  ship,  and  was  put  to 
expenses  in  consequence ;  the  second  count  claimed 
payment  by  the  defendants,  as  by  alleged  agree- 
ment upon  de&kult  in  loading  the  cargo,  at  the  rate 
of  fourpenceper  register  ton  of  the  said  ship  per  da^. 
By  the  third  plea  the  defendants,  as  to  the  said 
first  and  second  counts,  said  that  the  agreement  in 
the  second  count  alleged  was  and  is  contained  in 
the  charter-party  mentioned  in  the  said  first  count, 
that  it  was  not  otherwise  agreed  between  the 
plaintiff  and  the  defendants ;  which  said  charter- 
party  is  as  follows,  that  is  to  say : 

Chabtsb  Pahtt. 

Cardiff,  17th  Oct.  1872. 
It  is  this  day  mntnally  agreed  between  Mr.  Thomas 
Eish  of  tbe  good  ship  or  vessel  oalled  the  Spring  of 
377  tons  register  measnrement  or  thereabouts  now  en 
route  from  Falmouth  to  Hall,  and  Cory  Brothers  and 
Company,  merchants,  that  the  said  ship  being  tight 
staunoh  and  strong,  and  every  way  fitted  for  the  voyage, 
shall,  with  aJl  practical  dispatch,  sul  and  proceed  to 
the  usual  safe  loading  berth  at  Hull,  as  ordered  by 
shippers  in  the  regular  and  oustomaiy  manner,  and  there 
take  on  board  as  tendered  a  full  and  complete  cargo  of 
coal  which  the  said  merchants  bind  themselves  to  provide 
for  shipment,  not  exceeding  what  she  can  reasonably  stow 
and  carr^,  over  and  above  her  tackle,  apparel,  provisions, 
and  furniture.    Stiffening  coal  if  requued  to  be  supplied 
at  the  rate  of  twenty  tons  per  clear  working  dav  after 
written  notice  is  g^iven  of  it  being  required,  and  that  the 
ship  is  ready  to  receive  the  same,  each  working  day  the 
ship  may  be  detained  beyond  that  time  to  be  deducted 
from  the  loading  days,  hereinafter  mentioned  cargo  to  be 
loaded  in  thirteen  dear  working  days  from  the  day  written 
notice  is  g^iven  that  all  ballast  or  inward  cargo  is  dis- 
charged and  the  stiffening  coals  (if  any)  are  on  board, 
and  of  the  vessel  being  ready  to  receive  remainder  of  her 
cargo  (any  time  lost  through  riots,  strike,  or  stoppage  of 
said  agents,  pitmen,  or  other  hands  connected  with  the 
working  or  delivery  of  the  said  ooal,  or  by  reason  of 
accidents  to  mines  or  machinery,  obstruction  on  the 
railway  and  in  the  docks,  or  by  reason  of  floods,  frosts, 
storms,  or  any  cause  beyond  the  personal  control  of  the 
shippers  not  to  be  computed  as  part  of  the  aforesaid 
load^g),  and  being  so  loaded  the  vessel  shall  with  all 
practical  dispatch  proceed  to  Alexandria  or  so  near  there- 
unto as   she  may  safely  get,  and  deliver  the  same,  as 
customary  alongside  steamer,  or  dep6t  ship,  or  into  craft 
as   ordered,  on  being  paid  freight  at  the  rate  of  211. 
sterling  per  keel  of  21 .    One-fifth  tons  delivered  or  taken 
on  board  at  charterer's  option  with  51.  gratuity :  (the  act 
of  God,  the  Queen's  enenues,  flre,  frosts,  and  all  and  every 
other  dangers  and  accidents  of  the  seas,  rivers,  and 
navigation  of  whatever  nature  or  kind  soever  during  the 
said  voyage  always  excepted).    The  ship  to  pay  consul- 
ages, lights,  pilotage,  and  other  |K>rt  charges  whiatsoever. 
i^eight  to  DC  paid,  one-third  if  rsquirad  in  cash  on 
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sigiuDg  bills  of  lading  less  fiye  per  oent.  for  all  oharges, 
baJanoe  at  port  of  dfioharge  in  cash  at  cnrrttnt  rate  of 
exchange  for  ship's  disborsements,  and  the  remainder  by 
an  approTed  bill  upon  London  at  three  months  di^  or 
all  cash  eqnal  theieto  at  captain's  option,  on  the  right 
and  tme  delivery  of  the  whole  cargo.  Cargo  to  be  dis- 
oharged  weather  permitting  at  not  less  than  thirty-five 
tons  per  working  day,  time  to  commence  on  the  Anp*9 
beinff  ready  to  deliver.  Ten  days  on  demurrage  for  all 
like  days  above  the  said  days  to  be  paid  at  tM  rate  of 
foar  pence  per  register  ton  per  day.  The  ship  to  dis- 
charge as  directed  bv  consignee  alongside  steamer  or 
depdt  ship  or  into  craft,  or  at  any  wharf,  pier,  or  arsenal, 
or  at  such  safe  place  of  anchorage  or  mooraffe  where  she 
«oan  safely  lie.  Cargo  to  be  brooght  to  and  taken  from 
alongside  at  merchant's  risk  and  expense.  SafBoient 
coal  to  be  taken  on  board  for  ship's  nse,  the  same  to  be 
endorsed  on  bills  of  lading  which  are  to  be  signed  as 
presented  withont  prejodioo  to  this  charter-party.  The 
ship  to  be  addressea  to  charterer's  agent  at  port  of 
discharge,  free  of  oommission,  paying  the  nsnal  com- 
nussion  of  two  per  oent.  when  loaded.  Trimming  CMgo 
to  be  done  by  merchant's  trimmer  at  market  price. 
Any  duty  which  may  be  leTied  in  consequence  of  the 
vessel  not  being  British  to  be  borne  by  the  owner. 
Charterer's  liability  to  oease  when  the  ship  is  loaded,  the 
captain  or  owner  having  a  lien  on  cargo  for  freight  and 
demurrage. 

And  the  defendaDts  farther  said  that  the  plaintiff 
was  not  ready  and  willing  to  take,  and  did  not  take 
the  agreed  cargo  on  board  as  tendered  in  the  regular 
and  customary  manner. 

For  a  fifth  plea  the  defendants  as  to  the  said  first 
and  second  counts  repeated  all  the  allegations  con* 
tained  in  the  third  plea,  except  those  which  followed 
the  setting  oat  of  the  charter-party.  And  the 
defendants  farther  said  that  the  said  ship  was 
loaded  by  the  defendants,  with  the  agreed  cargo 
within  the  ten  days  on  demurrage  stipulated  in  the 
said  charter-party,  and  that  thereupon  the  defen- 
dants' liabilities  as  charterers  apon  and  under  the 
said  charter-party  ceased. 

This  fifth  plea  was  demurred  to  on  the  grounds, 
amongst  others,  that  the  charter-party  did  not 
provide  for  demurrage  at  the  port  of  loadin^^,  nor 
did  it  absolve  the  charterers  from  such  liability  on 
loading  the  cargo. 

The  demurrer  was  argued  in  the  court  below  on 
the  5bh  June  1874  before  Lush  and  Archibald,  J  J., 
who  considered  the  case  identical  with  Francesco  v. 
Masaey  (aj,  and  in  accordance  with  that  authority 
gave  judgment  for  the  defendants. 

(a)  Nov,  25, 1872,  and  Jan,  30, 1873. 

Fbancbsco  t,  Masssy. 

This  was  an  action  bronght  in  the  Liverpool  Conrt  of 
PasHage  to  recover  foar  days'  demarrage  at  81.  a  day, 
and  damages  for  eight  days'  detention  of  the  plaintiff's 
ship  beyond  the  lay  days  at  theport  of  loading,  under  a 
cheirter-party  dated  Jan.  17, 1872,  by  which  Perasso,  as 
master  of  the  plaintiff's  ship  Tridente,  agreed  with  the 
defendant  as  charterer  that  the  ship  then  lying  in  the 
Birkenhead  docks  should  proceed  alongside  a  certain 
dock  and  there  load  **  in  fifteen  working  days  "  (subject 
to  the  usual  exceptions  of  frost,  &c.)  a  full  and  complete 
cargo  of  steam  coal,  and  being  so  loaded  should  proceed 
therewith  to  C^noa  **  and  discbarge  the  cargo  upon  being 
paid  freight  at  the  rate  of  13s.  6d.  British  sterling  per 
ton  (of  ^wt.)  on  the  entire  quantity  discharged ;  the 
freight  to  be  paid  one-third  in  Liverpool  on  signing  bills 
of  lading,  and  the  remainder  on  right  delivery  of  cargo ; 
the  vessel  to  be  discharged,  weather  permitting,  at  the 
rate  of  not  less  than  thirty-five  tons  of  coal  per  work- 
ing day  from  the  time  of  her  being  ready  to  unload. 
And  ten  days  on  demarrage  over  and  above  her  said  lay- 
ing days  at  SI.  per  day,  the  vcAsel  to  be  consigned  to  the 
charterer's  agent  at  the  port  of  discharge,  payinp^  the 
usual  commission  of  2  per  cent.,  charterer's  liabiUtj  to  I 
cease  when  the  ship  is  loaded,  the  captain  haying  a  lioi  | 
on  the  cargo  for  freight  and  demarrage."  i 


A.  L,  Smith  now  argued  for  plaintiff,  the  appellant. 
— ^There  is  a  distinction  between  this  charter-party 
and  that  in  Franceaco  v.  Maasey  ;  the  words  there 
are  "ten  days  on  demurrage  over  and  above  her 

The  defendant  pleaded  that  his  alleged  liabiltly  for 
demurrage  and  detention  was  such  liability  as  was  pro- 
vided for  bv  the  last  clause  of  the  charter-party,  aod  that 
before  action  brought  the  ship  was  loaded,  and  that 
thereupon  his  alleged  liability  ceased.  Upon  this  plea 
issue  was  joined. 

At  the  trial  before  assessor  of  the  Court  of  Paasage, 
it  appeared  that  the  ship  arrived  at  her  loading  dock  oa 
Feb.  12,  but  the  charterer  did  not  oommence  loading  her 
till  Maroh  13,  and  did  not  complete  the  loading  till 
Maroh  23.  The  defendant  had  already  been  oompelied 
in  an  action  brought  bv  the  master  before  the  demurrage 
days  had  expired,  and  before  the  ship  was  loaded,  to  pay 
five  days'  demurrage.  This  action  was  brought  to  recover 
the  remaining  five  days'  demurrage  and  damages  for  the 
further  time  the  ship  was  detained.  A  verdict  was  given 
for  the  plaintiff  for  1271.  IO5.,  leave  being  reserved  to  the 
defendant  to  move  to  reduce  the  verdict  by  the  amount 
olaimed  for  demarrage. 

A  rule  having  been  obtained, 

T.  If.  Jamet  and  Kirhy,  for  the  plaintiff,  showed  oanse, 
contending  that  the  last  clause  of  the  oharter-party  did 
not  put  an  end  to  liabilities  already  incurred,  and  that 
the  lien  for  demurrage  applied  only  to  demarrage  at  the 
port  of  discharge: 

Pcdarsonv.  LotinM,  28  L.  T.  Bep.  267; 

Ohriatogenonw,  HansMi,  amU,  v<d.  I,  p. 905 ;  L.  Bep.  7  Q.  B. 

509: 
Bannx$Ur  v.  BrMlauer,  L.  Bep.  2  C.  P.  497;  2  Mar.  I<aw 

Css.  0. 8. 490 ; 
Chray  v.  Canr,  cmU,  voU  1,  p.  115 ;  L.  Bep.  6  Q.  B.  522. 

Ooldney  in  support  of  the  rule.— A  lien  for  demurrage 
extends  to  both  port  of  loading  and  discharge. 

Bannivterw,  Bre$lau«r  (ubi  aup.)  ; 
Oroy  V.  Carr  (14W  «*p.). 

PederaonY,  Lotinga  is  distinguishable,  as  there  were  in 
that  case  two  distinct  proTisiona  for  demurrage,  and  it 
was  upon  that  ground  that  the  lien  was  held  to  apply  to 
the  pOTt  of  discharge.  The  lien  is  ^ven  expressly  te 
compensate  for  the  loss  of  right  of  action. 

Cwr.  €uLv,  vuU. 

Jan.  SO,  1873.^The  following  judgments  were  deli- 
vered: — 

Clkasbt,  B.— After  stating  the  facts  and  reading  the 
concluding  clause  of  the  oharter-part^,  the  learned  judge 
proceeded :  It  has  been  for  some  time  not  unusual  to 
have  a  similar  clause  in  charter  parties.  Such  a  olause 
was  probably  introduced  at  first  in  cases  where  it  ap- 
I>eared  upon  the  charter-party  that  the  charterer  was 
only  an  agent,  and  in  such  cases  it  has  been  held  that  the 
charterer  could  not  be  sued  for  an^  delay  in  loading  ih» 
cargo  which  was  afterwards  provided.  In  OgUmy  v. 
Ygletias  (E.  B.  &  £.  980:  27  L.  J.  356,  Q.  B.) ;  and 
Milvain  v.  Perez  (3  E.  &  E.  495 ;  88  L.  J.  90,  Q.  B.)  the 
language  of  the  clause  no  doubt  expressly  excluded  lia- 
bility for  default  before  and  in  shippinc[  the  oar^. 
There  was  no  provision  in  those  oases  giving  the  ship- 
owner any  corresponding  lien  for  demurrage,  or  anything 
in  the  nature  of  demarrage,  but  the  Conrt  of  Queen's 
Bench  held  the  owner  bound  by  the  clause  as  a  part  of 
the  bargain.  The  words  of  discharge  in  those  cases 
were  the  same  as  in  the  present,  viz.,  that  upon  the  load- 
ing of  the  complete  cargo  the  '*  liability  should  oease." 
Mr.  Justice  Hill  says  in  his  judgment  in  the  latter  ease, 
"  In  the  present  case,  aooording  to  the  pleadings,  the 
defendants  have  shipped  the  cargo;  the  plaintiffs  say 
that  this  has  been  done  too  late,  for  that  they  were  bound 
to  do  it  in  regular  turn  ;  but  the  defendants  by  express 
terms,  to  which  the  plaintiffs  have  agreed,  have  stipulated 
that  their  liability  shall  cease  as  soon  as  they  have 
shipped  the  cargo.    We  must  give  the  plain  effect  to  those 

filain  terms,  and  hold  that  their  liability  does  not  attach." 
n  those  cases  the  language  was  express  that  the  liability 
should  cease  in  respect  of  defaults  as  well  before  as  aftsr 
the  shipping  of  the  cargo ;  and  the  only  bearing  of  the 
cases  upon  the  present  is,  that  it  was  considered  that  the 
plain  meanin|f  of  the  words  **  liability  to  oease  "  was, 
not  that  the  liability  should  cease  to  aoome,  but  that  the 
liability  should  cease  to  be  enforced .  It  further  appeared 
in  those  oases  that  the  charterer  waa  acting  as  agent 
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said  laying  days/'  which  nat.araUy  refer  to  days 
both  of  loading  and  discharging.  Here  the  words 
are"cariro  to  be  discharged  weather  permitting  at 
not  less  than  thirty-five  tons  per  working  day.  time 

only,  but  this  diatinotion  ia  not  bo  material,  since  it  may 
be  MSTimed  tbat  there  was  some  reason  for  this  stipn- 
Ution^nd  nnless  the  person  interested  in  the  goods  to 
be  deoveMd  was  a  different  person  from  the  charterer 
there  wonld  be  no  object  in  it.  In  the  present  case  the 
langnage  is  general,  that  the  charterer's  liability  should 
cease,  and  for  the  cessation  of  liability  a  corresponding 
benefit  is  obtained  by  the  shipowner  in  having  a  lien 
npon  a  fnll  cargo  of  demnrrage,  which  he  woold  not  have 
nnless  expressly  agreed.  If  then  the  words  *'  liability  to 
cease  "  are  to  be  read  in  the  same  sense  as  in  the  oases 
referred  to,  the  agreement  discharges  the  charterer  firom 
demnrrage  at  Liverpool,  unless  there  be  something  in  the 
charter-party  to  show  the  demurrage  at  liverpool  could 
not  be  contemplated,  which  is  certainly  not  the  case. 
The  case  of  BaTinister  v.  Breslanur  (wW  «wp.)  is  veryUke 
the  present  one.  In  that  case  it  did  not  appear  upon  the 
charter-party  that  the  defendant  was  acting  as  agent, 
and  there  was  no  precise  provision  as  to  the  breaches 
before  and  after  loading,  but  the  provision  was  general, 
that "  the  charterer's  liability  was  to  cease  **  (the  same 
words  aa  the  previous  oases  and  the  present  one)  "  when 
the  cargo  was  shipped,  provided  that  the  same  was  worth 
the  freight  at  the  port  of  discharge,  and  the  captain  was 
to  have  an  absolute  lien  on  the  cargo  for  freight,  dead 
freight,  and  demurrage,  which  he  or  owner  should  be 
bound  to  exercise."  The  last  words  ('*  which  he  should 
be  bound  to  exercise  *')  have  no  bearing  upou  the  ques- 
tion to  which  breaches  the  discharge  is  to  be  applicable. 
It  was  held  that  the  discharge  extended  to  demurrage  at 
the  port  of  loading  as  well  as  the  port  of  discharge,  and 
reliance  is  placed  in  the  judgments  on  the  word  '*  demur- 
rage "  beinpf  used  in  the  clause  giving  the  lien,  and  there 
bc^g  nothmg  to  limit  it  to  demurrage  at  the  port  of  dis- 
charge. The  reasons  given  for  the  conclusions  arrived  at 
apply  to  the  present  caae,  and  we  should  adopt  the 
authority  of  tnat  case  nnless  there  be  some  other  de- 
oiaion  inconsistent  with  it.  We  were  referred  to  two 
oases  on  behalf  of  the  defendant,  Pederaon  v.  Lotinga 
(uhi  9up.)  and  Christofferaen  v.  Hanaen  (uhi  tup,)  The 
first  of  those  cases  was  decided  in  the  year  1857.  The 
charter-party  provided  that  at  the  port  of  loading,  after 
the  agreed  oays  for  loading,  the  captain  was  to  receive 
51.  a  day  for  demurrage,  day  by  day.  For  the  port  of 
ditcharge  the  langnage  was  different.  There  was  to  be 
demnrrage  after  the  utying  days  at  51.  a  day.  It  was 
oonaidered  that  the  express  agreement  tiiat  the  charterer 
should  pay  51.  a  day,  day  by  day,  showed  that  the  dause 
providing  that  the  owners  should  rest  on  their  lien  for 
freight  and  demurrage,  must  apply  to  the  demnrrage  at 
the  port  of  discharge.  The  judgments  are  founded  upon 
the  use  of  the  words  **  day  by  day''  in  connection  with 
the  payment  of  demnrrage  at  the  port  of  loading,  and 
there  is  nothing  of  that  sort  in  the  present  caae.  In  the 
other  case  of  Christofferaen  v.  Hanaen  {uhi  aup.)  the  words 
were  general,  that  all  liability  of  the  charterer  should 
cease  as  soon  aa  he  had  loaded  the  cargo ;  and  it  waa  held 
tiiat  those  words  did  not  relieve  the  charterer  from  lia- 
bility for  delay  in  loading.  But  in  that  caae  no  lien  was 
given  for  demurrage  or  delay  in  loading,  and  this  forms 
a  main  ground  of  the  judgment  of  Blackburn  and  Lush, 
JJ.  Mr.  Jaatice  Lnah  aays  pointedly,  "  If  there  were 
any  provision  giving  the  shipowner  an  equivalent  advan- 
tage, that  would  be  a  very  good  reason  for  his  absolving 
the  defendant  altogether.  But  there  is  no  such  provi- 
sion." And  he  goes  on  to  say  that  if  he  gave  up  the  lia- 
bility of  the  defendant  for  past  breaches,  he  would  have 
no  remedy  except  against  th«»  foreign  principal  not  named 
and  perhaps  not  known.  The  claim  now  in  question  is 
not  for  detention  but  for  demurrage,  and  the  charter- 
I>arty  dearly  gives  a  lien  upon  the  complete  cargo  for  all 
demnrrage,  both  at  the  port  of  loading  and  of  dTsohar^e. 
Neither  of  the  cases  last  referred  to  are  at  variance  with 
the  case  of  Banniater  v.  Brealauer  (ubi  aup.)^  and  we  can 
give  effect  to  the  plain  meaning  of  the  words,  viz.,  that 
npon  the  shipowner  acquiring  a  lien  upon  the  full  cargo 
for  freight  and  demurrage  au  liability  of  the  charterer 
for  both  shall  cease. 

Bbaicwkll,  B.— I  think  this  rule  should  be  made 
absolute.   By  the  charter-party  the  charterer  was  entitled 


to  commence  on  the  ship^s  being  ready  to  deliver. 
Ten  days  on  demurrage  for  all  like  days."  This 
would  seem  to  refer  to  the  days  of  discbarge  only. 
[Brett,  J. — Sorely  there  is  nothing  in  that  to 
prevent  the  demurrage  from  applying  to  theloading 
as  well  as  discharging  days.]  If  that  be  so,  I  muse 
rely  on  mycontention  that  the  decision  m  Francesco 
v.  Maaaey  is  wrong.  The  primd  facie  meaning  of 
the  words  "  charterer's  liability  to  cease  when  the 
ship  is  loaded"  gives  protection  to  the  charterer 
only  from  liabilities  incarred  after  the  completion 
of  the  loading ;  the  charterer  continues  liable  for 
his  own  delay  at  the  port  of  loading,  but  for  all  that 
occurs  after  the  cargo  is  on  board,  the  shipowner 
can  obtain  his  remedy  by  the  lien  which  the 
charter*party  gives  him:  this  is  the  reasonable 
interpretation  of  the  clause  as  well  as  that  which 
the  words  import.  In  Pedenon  v.  Lotinga  (28 
L.  T.  Eep.  N.  S.  267 ;  5  W.  R.  290),  this  was 
the  construction  put  npon  a  similar  charter- 
party  by  the  Court  of  Qneen's  Bench:  Cole- 
ridge, J.  said  in  his  jadgment "  the  reasonable 
interpretation  of  the  words,  all  liability  of  the 
former  shall  cease  as  soon  as  he  has  shipped  off  the 
cargo,  is  that  the  broker  (of  the  charterer)  shall 
not  be  liable  personally  for  anything  that  happens 
after  that  time,  although  his  liability  for  demurrage 
already  incurred  is  to  remain  as  before."  I  admit 
that  the  case  of  Banniater  v.  Breslauer  (L.  Be  p. 
2  C.  P.  497 ;  2  Mar.  Law  Cas.,  O.  S.,  490),  was 

to  a  certain  number  of  days  on  demurrage.  Some  of 
these  daya  were  consumed  at  the  port  of  loading,  and  for 
a  portion  of  them  the  defendant  paid.  The  present  claim 
is  for  the  reaidue  of  the  daya  so  consumed  at  the  port  of 
loading.  The  charter  contained  a  clause  that  on  loading 
the  cargo  the  charterer's  reaponaibility  ahould  cease,  the 
captain  having  a  lien  for  freight  and  demurrage.  It  is 
impossible  to  aay  that  thia  would  not  give  a  lien  for 
demurrage  incurred  aa  well  at  the  port  of  loading  as  at 
the  port  of  discharge,  and  so  for  the  demurrage  sued  for, 
and  it  seems  impossible  to  hold  that  the  matters  as  to 
which  the  liability  was  to  cease  were  not  the  same  aa  the 
matters  to  which  the  lien  was  given.  If  so  the  defen- 
dant is  diacharged,  and  hia  action  is  not  maintainable. 
Banniater  v.  Brealauer  {ubi  aup.)  ia  in  point,  or  more 
than  in  point  if  the  action  there  waa  one,  not  for  an 
agreed  aum  for  demurrage,  but  for  unliquidated  damages 
for  delay  in  loading;  and  though  that  ca^  has  been 
questioned,  it  has  not  been  overruled,  and  is  binding  on 
ua.  Nor  ia  Chriatofferaen  v.  Hanaen  (uhi  aup.)  opposed 
to  thia  view.  On  the  contrary,  the  Lord  Chief  Juatioe 
and  Mr.  Justice  Blackburn  rely  on  the  absence  of  a  lien 
for  the  matter  as  to  which  the  right  against  the  charterer 
is  supposed  to  be  given  up.  And  Mr.  Justice  Lush's  rea- 
soning is  very  striking.  He  aays :  '*  If  there  were  any 
provision  giving  the  shipowner  an  equivalent  advantage, 
that  would  be  a  good  reason  for  absolving  the  defendant 
altogether."  And  ao  he  holds  liability  for  freight  is 
given  up,  but  not  liability  for  damages  for  delay  in  load- 
ing, be<MbUBe  there  was  alien  for  freight  but  none  for  such 
damages.  Mr.  James,  for  the  plaintiff,  suggested  that  this 
demurrage  was  payable  de  die  in  diem.and  that  therefore 
a  vested  cauae  of  action  accrued  which  it  could  not  be  aup- 
poaed  it  waa  intended  to  give  up.  The  demurrage  ia  not  in 
terms  payable  de  die  in  diem^  and  it  may  be  in  point  of  law 
that  none  is  due  till  it  is  known  how  much  will  be  due. 
Here,  however,  all  the  days  were  consumed.  But  in 
order  to  give  effect  to  clear  words  we  must  hold  that  the 
charterer'a  liabili^  was  contingent  on  his  not  loading  a 
cargo,  or  that  if  a  cause  of  action  vested,  it  was  defea- 
sible, and  divested  on  the  loading  of  the  cargo. 

Rule  abaolute. 
Attorney  for  the  plaintiff,  J.  B.  Wilaon. 
Attorney  for  the  defendant,  Forahaw  and  Hawkina, 
[The  judgment  of  Cieasby,  B.,  was  originally  read  as 
the  jadgment  of  the  court,  that  of  Bramwell,B.,  having 
been  mislaid ;  on  the  latter  being  found  it  was  handed  to 
the  reporters,  and  is  here  given  as  if  read  at  the  time- 
En.] 
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a  deoision  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  ad- 
verse to  the  plaintiff  in  this  case ;  there  it  was 
held  that  a  plea  setting  oat  a  similar  condition  in 
a  charter-party  was  a  good  answer  to  an  action 
by  the  shipowner  against  the  charterers  for  delay 
in  loading  the  vessel ;  but  that  case  was  discussed 
by  the  Court  of  Exchequer  Chamber  in  Qray  v. 
Garr  {ante,  vol.  1,  j).  115 ;  26  L.  T.  Rep.  N.  S.  215 ; 
L.  Bep.  6  Q.  B.  522),  and  the  following  was  said 
by  Brett,  J.  in  his  judgment  at  p.  536,  a  judg- 
ment in  which  Willes,  J.  entirely  concurred  and 
to  which  he  declined  to  add  anything:  "With 
all  respeotfor  the  judges,  who  decided  Bannister  v. 
BrealaueVf  1  think  that  their  interpretation  of  the 
charter-party  was  too  severe.  The  case  was  decided 
on  demurrer.  The  judges  relied  much  on  the  lien 
given  in  respect  of  demurrage,  which  thej  assumed 
was  for  delay  at  the  port  of  loading.  But,  if  by 
other  terms  of  the  charter-party  than  those  which 
were  before  the  oourt,  demurra^  was  stipulated 
for  in  respect  of  delay  in  unloadmg  at  the  port  of 
discharge,  the  chief  ground  on  which  they  based 
their  interpretation  would  be  cut  away.  I  cannot 
but  think  that  the  saferand  juster,  and  more  correct 
construction  of  the  clause  then  and  now  under 
discussion  (a  clause  like  that  in  the  present  case 
exempting  the  charterers  from  liability  after  the 
ship  was  loaded)  is  that  it  absolves  the  charterer, 
when  once  cargoof  sufficient  value  is  on  board,  from 
all  liabilities  which  but  for  it  he  might  incur  in 
respect  of  anything  happening  after  the  sailing  of 
the  ship,  or,  more  properly  speaking,  after  the  bill 
of  lading  is  given,  as  it  were,  to  replace  the  charter- 
party."  Moreover,  the  case  of  Chriafoffersen  v.  Han- 
sen  (anU,  vol.  1,  p.  305 ;  25  L.  T.  Rep.  N.  S.  547 ;  L. 
Rep.  7  Q.  B.  509)  recognised  and  followed  the  deci- 
sion of  Pederson  v.  Loiinga;  the  clause  there 
certainly  differed  from  this  in  that  it  gave  no 
lien  for  demurrage,  it  being  agreed  that  "  the 
charter  being  concluded  by  defendant  on  behalf  of 
another  party  resident  abroad,  all  liability  of  defen- 
dant should  cease  as  soon  as  he  had  shipped  the 
cargo."  It  was  held  that  this  clause  only  ex- 
empted defendant  from  liability  accruing  after 
the  loading  of  the  cargo ;  and  that  he,  therefore, 
remained  liable  for  delay  in  loading,  although  he 
had  ultimately  loaded  a  full  cargo.  In  Lockhart  v. 
Falk  (L.  Rep.  10  Ex.  132),  it  was  held  that  the 
clause  for  lien  and  for  exemption  of  the  charterer 
in  that  charter-party  applied  only  to  demurrage  at 
the  port  of  discharge,  not  to  damages  for  delay  at 
the  port  of  loading ;  upon  that  authority,  unless 
the  exemption  clause  differed,  this  plea  is  no  answer 
to  the  first  count.  I  submit  that  the  proper  con- 
struction of  the  clause  in  this  charter-party  is  to 
apply  this  exemption  to  the  charterer  from  breaches 
of  the  charter-party  in  futuro,  not  from  vested 
causes  of  action. 

Wood  Hill,  for  the  defendants. — ^There  is  no 
possible  distinction  to  be  drawn  between  this 
charter-party  and  that  in  Francesco  v.  Massey,  and 
I  desire  to  adopt  the  judgment  of  Brarowel),  B.  in 
*  that  case,  as  my  argument  on  behalf  of  the  defen- 
dants. [Brett,  J.-r-If  this  clause  exempts  the 
charterers  from  liability  for  what  has  occurred 
before  the  ship  is  loaded,  from  whom  can  the  owner 
obtain  a  remedy  for  detention  beyond  demurrage?] 
It  may  be  that  the  Word  "  demurrage  "  should 
receive  its  usual  mercantile  sense,  which  includes 
damages  for  delay  as  well  as  the  agreed  rate  of 
payment  for  the  agreed  days  of  detention;  in 
that  case  the  shipowner  would  have  a  lien  for  i 


damages  caused  by  snob  detention  (McLean  v. 
Fleming,  ante,  vol  1,  p.  160 ;  25  L.  T.  Rep.  N.  8. 
317;  L.  Rep.2Sc.App.  128);  it  is  sufficient,  how- 
ever, for  me  to  contend  that  the  charterer  is  ex- 
empted after  the  completion  of  theloading  from  that 
for  which  a  lien  is  given  to  the  shipowner.  Cleasby, 
B.,  in  the  judgment  delivered  in  Francesco  y.Massey 
distinguished  from  a  case  like  this  all  the  author- 
ities upon  which  the  plaintiff  relies.  The  reason 
for  enforcing  in  full  such  an  exemption  as  this  is 
that  the  charterer  is  merely  the  agent  of  the  con- 
signee, and  he  should  have  no  liability  beyond  the 
performance  of  his  duty  to  the  principal.  As  soon 
as  the  cargo  is  completed,  the  shipowner  has  a 
remedy  for  his  lien  against  the  consignee  himself 
and  the  charterer  is  altogether  absolved. 

A.  L,  Smith  in  reply.— The  only  authority  on  this 
point  in  a  court  of  error,  Orayy,  Carr(ubi  sup.),  has 
questioned  the  decisions  of  the  courts  below,  which 
are  adverse  to  the  plaintiff*B  construction  of  this 
clause.  [Brett,  J. — ^Those  decisions,  however,  are 
of  long  standing,  and  it  was  probably  with  know- 
ledge of  them  and  intention  to  abide  by  them  that 
this  contract  was  made.]  The  charter-party  is 
dated  just  after  the  decision  of  Oray  v.  Oorr, which 
threw  doubt  upon  Bannister  v.  Breslauer,  the  only 
previous  authority  on  which  the  defendant  can  rely. 

Lord  CoLERiDOB,  C.J. — I  am  of  opinion  that  this 
judgment  for  the  defendants  should  be  affirmed. 

We  have  to  construe  a  charter-party  in  which 
certain  days  are  given  for  loading  the  ship,  and 
certain  days  for  unloading  at  the  port  of  disoharge. 
Immediately  after  the  clause  concerning  the  rate 
and  time  for  discharging  the  cargo,  oome  the 
words  **  Ten  days  on  demurrage  for  all  like  days 
above  the  said  day  to  be  paid  at  the  rate  of  fourpenoe 
per  register  ton  per  day."  At  the  end  of  the  charter- 
party  is  the  clause  "  Charterer's  liability  to  cease 
when  the  ship  is  loaded,  the  captain  or  owner 
having  a  lien  on  cargo  for  freight  and  demurrage." 
The  action  is  brought  for  demurrage  at  the  rate 
mentioned  for  the  days  in  excess  of  those  allowed 
at  the  port  of  loading,  and  also  for  damages  in 
consequence  of  detention  beyond  the  demurrage 
days.  The  question  we  have  to  determine  is 
whether  in  a  charter-party  containing  these  stipu- 
lations, the  exemption  clause  covers  the  demurrage 
incurred  at  the  port  of  loading  as  well  as  all 
liability  under  the  charter  party  which  arises  after 
the  ship  is  loaded. 

Certainly  if  this  were  res  infegra,  and  we 
had  to  interpret  the  contract  without  the  as- 
sistance of  decided  cases,  much  might  be  said 
against  our  conclusion.  Two  things,  however, 
have  been  clearly  held  up  to  this  time;  first  that 
general  words  in  a  charter-party  allowing  and 
ascertaining  demurrage,  apply  equally  to  the  days 
employed  in  loading  and  discharging  the  cargo; 
and  secondly,  which  apart  from  authority  might 
have  been  doubtful,  that  against  a  daim  for 
demurrage  the  liability  of  the  charterer  is  protected 
by  a  clause  of  this  kind  with  respect  to  demurrage 
incurred  either  at  the  loading  or  discharging  port. 
Francesco  v.  Massey  fully  discusses  all  the  previous 
cases  on  this  point,  and  was  determined  in  accord- 
ance with  them.  It  is  most  important  in  mercantile 
cases,  where  contracts  are  generally  drawn  with  a 
knowledge  by  both  parties  of  points  decided  con- 
cerning them  by  courts  of  law,  to  adhere  to  such 
decisions;  and  in  a  case  of  this  kind  I  am 
prepared  to  nraintain  the  authority  of  the  decisions 
which  relate  to  it. 
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Id  Bannister  v,  Breslauer  there  was  no  pro- 
Tision  in  the  charter-party  for  demarra^e,  al- 
though a  lien  for  it  waa  given  to  the  captain. 
The  court  held  that  the  charterer's  protection  clause 
covered  a  claim  for  damages  by  delay  in  loading, 
and  it  may  have  been  so  held,  on  the  groand  that 
the  lien  enabled  the  owner  to  enforce  such  a  claim 
against  the  ship.  Although  the  authority  of  that 
case  has  been  doubted,  it  seems  to  me  to  be  good, 
and  to  have  been  well  decided  on  the  ground  I  have 
suggested.  There  the  lien  for  demurrage  could 
have  had  no  application  unless  with  respect  to  such 
delay  as  that  for  which  the  action  is  brought ;  and 
it  has  been  suggested  by  my  brother  Brett  that 
the  same  reason  for  extending  the  lien  would  not 
exist  upon  a  charter-party  like  this  when  demur- 
rage, strictly  and  properly  so  called,  is  stipulated 
for.  If  a  claim  by  the  shipowner  were  to  arise  upon 
this  charter-party  for  damages  occasioned  by  delay 
beyond  the  days  of  demurrage  stipulated  for,  it 
might  be  a  matter  of  diflSculty  to  determine,  con* 
sistently  with  decided  cases,  whether  the  liability 
attached  to  the  charterer  or  the  owner  of  the  cargo, 
or  whether  it  had  not  ceased  entirely.  My  own 
inclination  is  that  to  avoid  the  injustice  of  the  last 
alternative  we  should  hold  the  owner's  lien  on  the 
cargo  to  be  correlative  with  the  charterer's  liability, 
and  farther  that  the  lien  should  extend  to  the 
wider  mercantile  meaning  of  demurrage  which 
includes  damages  for  such  delay.  This  seems  to 
me  to  have  been  the  view  upon  which  the  Queen's 
Bench  decided  ChristofferBen  v. Han8en,&nd  I  think 
the  judgment  of  Lush,  J.  in  that  case  will  go  far 
to  settle  that  point  when  it  occurs.  It  is  not 
necessary  to  decide  it  now,  and  I  am  of  opinion  that 
the  judgment  in  this  case  should,  at  all  events,  be 
affirmed. 

Bbett,  J. — In  this  case  we  are  called  upon  to 
construe  a  form  of  contract  which  has  become 
somewhat  ordinary  imd  usual  in  mercantile  tran- 
sactions of  this  kind ;  and  I  am  not  prepared  to 
say  that,  under  such  circumstances,  although  I 
differ  from  some  of  the  decided  cases  in  which  such 
form  has  been  interpreted, we  ought  to  overrule  those 
oases.  These  decisions  have  become  generally 
known  and  acted  upon,  and  it  would  be  very 
undesirable  to  change  the  liabilities  which  the 
parties  meant  to  undertake. 

Now  three  interpretations  have  been  suggested 
upon  the  clauses  of  this  charter-party:  First, 
that  as  soon  as  the  ship  is  loaded  all  liability 
on  the  charterer's  part  should  cease,  and  that 
the  owner's  lien  should  be  extended  to  cover 
all  damage,  whether  liquidated  or  unliquidated, 
past  or  future;  that  which  occurs  by  breach 
of  the  charter* party  before  as  well  as  after  the 
loading;  secondly,  that  from  the  loading  of 
the  ship  future  liability  only  should  cease,  and 
that  the  charterer  should  continue  liable  after  the 
cargo  is  on  board  for  everything  which  he  has 
previously  incurred.  Thirdly,  that  the  charterer's 
liability  should  cease  for  past  and  future  breaches 
of  the  contract,  but  that  the  shipowner's  remedy 
for  only  some  of  those  breaches  should  exist  against 
some  other  person.  If  the  last  were  a  necessary 
alternative,  I  should  consider  it  so  unjust  that  I 
should  be  prepared  to  overrule  any  number  of  deci- 
sions of  courts  below  rather  than  enforce  it.  We  have 
not  here  to  interpret  the  extent  of  the  shipowner's 
lien,but  lam  inclined  to  think  it  is  intendedtoinclude 
a  full  remedy  for  all  breaches  of  the  contract  which, 
but  for  this  clause,  would  be  the  liability  of  the 


charterer.  I  will  not  be  a  party  to  holding  that 
this  clause  entirely  frees  the  charterer  without 
seeing  my  way  to  a  remedy  by  the  shipowner  for 
detention  at  the  port  of  loEuling  beyond  demurrage 
proper.  It  strikes  me  that  to  deprive  him  of  all 
means  of  enforcing  a  claim  for  such  loss  would  be 
so  unjust  that  I  cannot  believe  it  could  have  been 
the  intention  of  parties  to  such  a  contract. 

There  are  two  ways  of  getting  over  the  difficulty ; 
one  would  be  by  making  the  charterer's  liability  in 
the  past  as  well  as  for  the  future  cease  only  in  respect 
of  the  demurrage  days  for  which  the  lien  is  expressly 
given — but  that  does  not  seem  to  be  consistent 
with  decided  cases — the  other  way  is  that  which  I 
adopt  in  this  case,  viz ,  by  freeing  the  charterer  as 
fully  as  the  decisions  have  gone,  from  past  as  well 
as  future  liability,  but  at  the  same  time 
extending  the  shipowner's  lien  not  only  to  demur- 
rage proper  as  expressed  in  the  clause,  but  to  that 
which  is  in  the  nature  of  demurrage,  and  is  known 
in  the  mercantile  sense  as  demurrage,  I  mean 
damages  for  detention  beyond  the  demurrage  days. 
That  point  does  not  arise  here,  but  it  is  only 
because  I  have  this  decision  with  regard  to  that 
point  in  my  mind  that  I  9onsent  to  hold  the  plain- 
tiff's claim  in  this  action  barred  by  the  protection 
clause. 

I  think  that  on  this  ground  alone  the  judgment 
below  was  right  and  ought  to  be  affirmed. 

Cleasbt,  B. — I  agree  with  what  has  been  said  b> 
my  Lord  and  my  brother  Brett.  Ipat  my  reason  for 
this  conclusion  in  the  words  of  Hill.  J.  in  Milvain 
V.  Percy  (3  B.  &  E.  at  p.  500),  "  The  defendants 
have,  however,  by  plain  words  in  the  charter-party, 
to  be  construed  according  to  their  plain  meaning, 
protected  themselves  from  all  liability  on  that 
account,  and  the  only  person  responsible  to  the 
plaintiffs  is  the  defendants'  foreign  principal."  The 
only  question  about  the  principal's  responsibility 
for  the  claim  in  this  action  is  as  to  the  meaning  of 
demurrage ;  and  it  seems  to  me  that  this  charter- 
party  was  intended  by  the  parties  to  it  to  give  to 
the  plaintiff  a  lien  upon  the  cargo  for  all  claims  in 
the  nature  of  demurrage  as  well  as  for  those  which 
are  strictly  called  demurrage. 

Grove,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion,  and  I  agree 
with  my  brother  Brett  in  the  hesitation  he  has 
expressed  concerning  the  propriety  of  our  con- 
clusion. It  seems  to  me  that  the  normal  and 
grammatical  meaning  of  this  clause  is  only  to  cover 
the  charterer's  future  liability  after  the  ship  is 
loaded,  but  the  authorities  are  too  strong  to  be 
overruled  even  in  a  court  of  error.  I  should  be 
inclined  to  hold  that  the  demurrage  for  which  the 
shipowner  is  given  a  lien  includes  damages  for 
detention  as  well  as  demurrage  in  the  ordinary 
sense.  Indeed,  I  should  think  it  the  natural 
meaning  of  the  word,  but  it  may  have  become 
limited  by  the  decisions;  it  will  be  sufficient  to 
determine  that  hereafter,  when  the  point  arises. 

Pollock,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I 
should  be  prepared  to  hold,  without  reference  to 
the  authorities,  that  these  provisions  in  the  charter- 
party  were  to  be  taken  correlatively,  that  is,  that 
the  charterer's  exemption  should  occur  only  when 
the  lien  exists.  The  authorities  are  strong  in 
applying  this  exemption  to  past  breaches  of  the 
contract,  and  I  think  we  ought  not  to  disturb  them. 
How  far  they  would  justify  us  in  holding  that  the 
lien  would  satisfy  a  claim  for  unliquidated 
damages  on  account  of  delay  at  the  port  of  loading 
beyond   demurrage   proper    may  be  a   difficult 


598 


MARITIME  LAW  CASES. 


Adm.] 


The  Catharine  Cqalmers. 


[Abk. 


question  when  ifc  comes  to  be  considered ;  I  say 
nothing  about  it  now,  for  it  is  not  necessary  in 
deciding  that  oor  judgment  shoald  be  in  favoar  of 
the  defendant  on  this  demurrer. 

Amphlett,  B.  was  of  the  same  opinion. 

Judgment  affirmed. 

Attorneys  for  plaintiff,  8hum,  CroBsman,  and 
0ro88man, 

Attorney  for  defendants,  B.  B,  Lowndes, 


COUBT  OF   ADMIBALTT. 

Beported  by  J.  P.  Aipwall,  Eiq.,  Banlftcr-at-Law. 


Monday,  July  27, 1874. 

The  Catharine  Chalmebs. 

Damage    to    ca/rgo — CharteV'party — Liability     of 
owner  of  ckaHered  ship—Perue  of  ihe  eeas^- 
Stowage^  Stevedore. 
Damage  to  cargo  caused  by  the  oozing  of  wine  from 
caeka  through  straining  in  bad  weather  is  damage 
occasioned  by  perils  of  the  seas,  and  the  ship' 
owners  are,  under  the  usual  exceptions,  exempt 
from  UabUiiy  therefor,  where  the  cargo  is  prO' 
perly  stowed,  or  is  stowed  in  such  a  manner  that 
the  master  is  not  responsible  for  bad  stowage. 
Where  a  charter-party  stipulates  that  a  vessel  is  "  to 
be  stowed  by  charterers*  stevedore,  at  risk  and 
expense  of  vessel,*'  and  a  cargo  is  suppli?d  by  the 
charterers  and  is  stowed  by  their  stevedore,  the 
shipovmer  is  not  retponsible  for  damage  oeca* 
sioned  by  bad  stowage, 
Blakie  v,  Stembridge  (6  0.  B.,  N.8.,  874:)  followed. 
Semble,  that  charterers  proceeding  in  a  Court  of 
Admiralty  jurisdiction,  for  damage  to  cargo  car- 
ried under  a  bill  of  lading,  containing  7io  exeep' 
iions,  but  signed  by  the  master  in  pursuance  of  a 
charter-party   containing   the   usual   exceptions 
{perils  of  the  sea,  &c.),  are  bound  by  those  ex' 
ceptions. 
This  was  an  appeal  from  a  decree  of  the  City  of 
London  Coart  (Admiralty  Jurisdiction),  dismissing 
a  cause  of  damage  to  cargo  and  breach  of  charter- 
party,  instituted  by  Messrs.  Robert  MoAndrew 
and  Co.,  merchants,  of  the  City  of  London,  and  of 
Tarragona,  against  the  barque  Catharine  Chalmers 
and  her  owners. 

Whilst  the  barque  was  lying  at  Tarragona,  in 
Spain,  her  managing  owner  entered  into  a  charter- 
party  with  Peter  Consul  and  Co.,  who  were  ad- 
mitted to  be  the  agents  of  the  plaintiffs  for  that 
purpose.  It  was  thereby  agreed  that  tbe  barque 
should  load  for  tbe  charterers  "a  full  and  com- 
plete cargo  of  nuts  in  bags,  ~  wine  in  Oporto 
shaped  casks,  or  other  lawful  merchandise;  the 
cargo  to  be  loaded  as  customary,  and  taken  from 
alongside  the  vessel,  at  merchant's  risk  and  ex- 
pense, not  exceeding  what  she  can  reasonably  stow 
and  carry  over  and  above  her  tackle,  apparel,  &c,, 
and  being  so  loaded  shall  proceed  forthwith  to  a 
safe  port  in  the  United  Kingdom,"  &a  The 
charter-party  contained  the  usual  exceptions, 
**  perils  of  the  seas,"  &o.,  and  also  the  following 
clauses :  "  The  freight  to  be  paid  on  unloading 
and  right  delivery  of  the  cargo  .  .  .  Vessel  not  to  be 
ballasted  with  anything  prejudicial  to  the  cargo, 
find  to  be  stowed  by  charterer's  stevedore,  at  risk 
and  expense  of  vessel  .  .  .  The  captain  is  not 
allowed  to  open  any  bag  of  nuts,  or  stow  same 
loose,  under  penalty  of  forfeiture  of  freight,  and 
payment  of  any  loss  that  may  arise  therefrom." 


Under  this  charter-party  the  charterers  shipped 
on  board  the  barque  a  cargo  of  nuts  in  bac^s,  and 
wine  in  casks,  and  this  cargo  was  stowed  by  a 
stevedore  appointed  by  the  charterers,  but  pEud 
by  the  shipowner.  Several  of  the  bags  of  nuts 
were  wet  when  brought  on  board,  and  were  kept 
on  deck  till  they  were  dry,  and  then  stowed ;  this 
drying  did  not  remove  the  stains  from  the  bags. 
Several  of  the  bags  were  broken  whilst  being  put 
on  board  the  ship  by  the  plaintiff's  men,  and  were 
fastened  up  again.  Tbe  bags,  which  were  very 
full,  were  brought  to  the  ship  by  the  plaintiff's 
men,  thrown  down  over  the  taffrail,  and  then  car- 
ried forward  to  the  hold  by  the  ship's  crew,  where 
they  were  stored  by  the  stevedore.  They  were 
stowed  in  tbe  usual  way,  that  is  to  say,  by  placing 
the  bags  of  nuts  on  top  of  tbe  wine  casks.  The 
master  and  ship's  oflSoers  did  not  in  any  way  in- 
terfere with  the  stowing.  When  tbe  loading  was 
complete,  the  master  gave  bills  of  lading,  by  which 
the  casks  were  consiirned  to  various  consignees, 
but  the  nuts  to  the  plaintiffs  only ;  these  bills  oon* 
tained  no  exceptions  whatsoever. 

During  tbe  voyage  the  vessel  met  with  bad 
weather,  and  although  not  materially  injured,  she 
strained  very  heavily.  When  tbe  barque  arrived 
in  the  port  of  London,  and  was  unloaded,  many  of 
tbe  bags  of  nuts  were  found  stained  with  wine,  and 
some  of  them  had  burst  open  and  had  let  out 
their  contents ;  this  diminished  the  value  of  the 
consignment  of  nuts  by  about  50Z. 

Evidence  given  at  tbe  hearing  in  the  City  of 
London  Court  showed  that  severe  straining  of  the 
ship  would  cause  Tarragona  wine,  which  is  shipped 
new,  to  leak  from  the  bungs  and  seams  of  the 
casks,  and  that  such  leakage  had  taken  place  in 
this  case,  and  bad  caused  the  stains  to  the  bags ; 
and  that  such  straining  frequently  had  tbe  effect 
of  chafing  tbe  seams  of  tbe  bags,  and  that  if  bags 
very  full  got  so  chafed,  they  are  liable  to  burst, 
and  that  the  bags  taken  out  of  the  barque  had  the 
appearance  of  having  been  chafed.  The  claim  of 
the  plaintiffs  was  for  damage  to  the  consignment 
of  nuts  (namely  2912  bags),  by  reason  of  IC^  bags 
being  wine  stained,  and  47  slack  or  burst. 

The  learned  County  Court  judge  (Mr.  Commis- 
sioner Kerr),  dismissed  the  suit,  saying:  "I  have 
considered  this  case,  and  I  am  of  opinion  that 
there  is  no  evidence  of  negligence  on  the  part  of 
the  defendants.  No  donbb  tbe  simple  fact  of  the 
baskets  of  nuts  arriving  damaged  is  a  fact  from 
which  some  kind  of  negligence  mav  be  inferred, 
but  that  fact  is  easily  accounted  for  by  the  rolling 
of  tbe  vessel  in  heavy  weather,  and  is  in  fact 
accounted  for  in  that  way.  It  was  proved  that  the 
wine  bad  escaped  from  the  casks — from  the  tops  of 
tbe  casks  and  the  seams,  and  it  was  proved  that 
the  vessel  bad  been  subjected  to  heavy  weather; 
and  I  assume  that  tbe  wine  stains  were  caused  by 
that  leakage,  and  were  the  result  of  heavy  weather. 
Then,  it  was  contended  that  they  were  not  pro- 
perly stowed.  It  might  have  been  that  the  wine 
might  have  been  kept  separate  from  the  nuts.  The 
wine  might  have  been  put  in  one  part  of  the  ship, 
and  the  nuts  in  another,  and,  had  that  been  so,  of 
course  it  would  have  been  negligence — but  it  was 
proved  to  me  that  they  were  stowed  in  the  ordi- 
nary way — and  if  that  is  tbe  ordinary  way  of 
stowage,  I  must  assume  it  to  be  a  mode  of  stovrage 
which  is  approved  of,  and  which  is  generally  found 
su£Bcient.  That  being  so,  I  cannot  infer  any  neg- 
ligence in  the  mode  of  stowage.    But»  even  sup- 
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posing  there  had  been,  there  is  another  point  which 
woald  have  been  a  good  answer  to  any  negligence, 
which  is  this,  that  in  the  express  provisions  of  the 
charter- party  the  cargo  was  to  be  stowed  by  the 
charterers'  stevedore,  althoogh  the  owner  was  to 
pay  for  it.  I  do  not  think  that  the  simple  fact  of 
the  owner  having  to  pay  the  stowing  would  relieve 
the  charterers  from  the  risk  they  incurred  by  an« 
dertaking  the  stowing  of  them.  If,  for  instance, 
they  had  employed  a  stevedore  who  knew  nothing 
whatever  about  his  duty,  and  he  insisted  upon 
stowing  the  goods  in  a  way  to  which  the  master 
objected  and  failed  to  prevent,  I  apprehend  that  the 
simple  fact  that  they  had  been  stowed  by  the  char- 
terer in  that  particnlar  way  would  have  been  a  very 
good  answer  to  any  objection  that  they  were  im- 
properly stowed.  The  consequence  is,  that  I  find 
as  a  fact  that  the  mischief  complained  of — the  da- 
mage which  was  complained  of — resiilted  from  the 
perils  of  the  sea." 

A  decree  having  been  made  in  accordance  with 
this  judgment,  the  plaintiff  appealed  to  the  High 
Conrt  of  Admiralty. 

Qrawtham,  for  the  appellants. — ^The  decision 
that  the  damage  arose  from  perils  of  the  seas  is 
erroneous,  because  it  was  proved  that  there  were 
no  extraordinary  perils  affecting  the  ship  and 
cargo.  **  Straining  is  an  ordinary  peril  which 
every  ship  must  undergo,  and  which  is  contem- 
plated by  a  shipowner  as  one  of  the  contingencies 
of  every  voyage,  and  it  is  a  contingency  against 
which  the  shipowner  is  bound  to  provide.  In 
this  case  the  master  should  have  provided  proper 
dunnage  to  separate  the  wine  from  the  nuts,  and 
BO  have  taken  an  ordinary  precaution  against  an 
ordinary  peril.  The  neglect  to  provide  dunnage 
is  a  breach  of  duty  on  the  part  of  the  shipowner 
for  which  he  is  responsible.  Under  the  cbarter- 
party  the  shipowner  is  responsible  for  proper 
stowage,  and  if  he  neglects  to  provide  sufficient 
dunnase  to  protect  the  bags  of  nuts,  he  is  liable 
for  any  damage  arising  to  them  by  leakage  of  the 
casks,  '*  leakage  "  not  being  a  peril,  and  excepted 
either  by  the  charter-party  or  the  bill  of  lading. 
There  are  two  questions  in  the  case  ;  first,  whether 
the  damage  was  occasioned  by  the  perils  of  the 
sea,  and  I  submit  it  was  not  in  the  i^^al  sense  of 
that  exception ;  secondly,  whether,  even  supposing 
perils  of  the  sea  to  have  been  the  proximate  cause, 
the  injury  might  not  have  been  avoided  by  the 
observance  of  the  shipowner's  duty  to  stow  pro* 
perly ;  and  I  submit  that  the  latter  question  must 
be  answered  in  my  favour.  The  duty  of  a  master 
to  stow  cargo  properly  is  not  put  an  end  to  because 
tbe  charterers  have  power  to  appoint  their  own 
stevedore.  There  is  no  demise  of  the  ship,  and 
the  master,  as  agent  for  the  shipowners,  remains 
responsible,  and  the  defendants  are  consequently 
liable  in  this  suit. 

The  Anglo  African  Convpcmy  {Limited)  t.  Lwmaed 

2  Mar.  Law  Gas.  O.  S.  309; 
Sandeman  ▼.  Sakrr^  L.  Bep.  2  Q.  B.  86 ;  2  Mar.  Law 

Gas.  O.  S.446; 
Alston  V.  Herring,  11  Ex.  822. 

B,  E,  Webiter,  for  the  respondents. — There  is 
abundant  evidence  in  the  case  to  show  that  the 
damage  was  such  as  might,  and  in  all  probability 
was,  caused  by  perils  of  the  sea,  and  that  there  were 
such  perils  is  shown  by  the  log-book  put  ia  by  the 
plaintitfs.  [Sir  E.  Pbillimore.— You  need  not 
press  that  point.  I  am  satisfied  that  the  finding 
of  the  court  below  on  that  head  is  correct.] 


Secondly,  even  if  the  stowage  was  improper, 
the  shipowners  are  not  responsible,  by  reason  of 
the  charter-party,  which  makes  the  stevedore  who 
stowed  the  cargo  the  agent  of  the  charterers,  and 
not  of  the  shipowners:  {BlaMe  v.  Stembridge,  6 
0.  B.,  N.  S ,  894 ;  28  L  J.  333, 0.  P.)  If,  then,  the 
shipowner  is  not  responsible  for  the  stowage,  it 
cannot  be  said  that  the  shipowner  is  responsible 
for  damage  occasioned  by  an  ordinary  peril  as 
distinguished  from  extraordinary  perils.  '*  Strain- 
ing "  may  be  ordinarily  met  with  in  a  voyage,  but 
if  it  occasions  injury  in  consequence  of  the  neglect 
of  a  person  for  whom  the  master  is  not  responsible, 
the  shipowners  are  excused : 

Davidson  ▼.  Bumard,  19  L.  T.  Rep.  N.  S.  782  ; 
L.  Bep.  4  G.  P.  117 ;  3  Mar.  Law  Gas.  O.  S.  207. 

Orantham,  in  reply. 

Sir  R.  Phillimoeb. — This  is  an  appeal  from  the 
City  of  London  Court  in  a  cause  of  damage  to 
cargo.  The  appellants  complain  that  certain  nuts 
which  were  put  on  board  the  Catharine  Ohahnera 
at  Tarragona  arrived  in  a  damaged  state  in  Lon- 
don, at  her  place  of  destination,  and  they  contend 
that  the  burden  of  proof  lies  upon  the  other  side 
to  show  that  this  damage  was  in  consequence  of 
the  excepted  perils  in  the  charter-party  and  in  the 
bills  of  lading,  the  excepted  perils  being  perils  of 
the  sea.  Now  it  has  been  rightly,  as  I  think, 
argued  by  the  learned  counsel  for  the  respondents, 
that  there  are  two  questions  of  fact  and  one  of  law. 
I  should  observe,  before  I  go  to  that,  that  the  ques- 
tions argued  before  the  learned  judge  of  the  court 
below  were  more  in  number  than  those  which 
have  been  submitted  to  me ;  for  the  main  question, 
and  in  effect  the  only  question  of  fact  which  I  have 
to  decide,  by  the  consent  of  both  parties,  is, 
whether,  within  the  circumstances  proved  in  the 
case,  the  nuts  were  damaged  by  the  perils  of  the 
sea  or  not,  and  if  they  were  damaged  by  thQ  perils 
of  the  sea,  there  still  remains  the  further  question 
— and  this  is  a  question  of  mixed  law  and  fact — 
whether  the  nuts  were  not  originally  so  put  on 
board  this  vessel  as  to  render  them  properly  liable 
to  such  damage  as  resulted  to  them  P  I  am  quite 
clear  myself  upon  the  questions  of  fact.  I  am  of 
opinion,  upon  the  evidence  before  me — which  is 
really,  as  is  commonly  said,  all  on  one  side — that 
the  damage  in  this  case  was  caused  by  the  perils 
of  the  sea,  and  I  say  so  after  having  looked  at  the 
entries  in  the  log  book.  I  have  no  doubt,  taking 
those  entries  and  the  evidence  of  the  witnesses, 
that  the  right  conclusion  to  come  to  is,  that  the 
damage  was  caused  by  the  perils  of  the  sea.  I  am 
unable  to  draw  the  distinction  forced  upon  me 
between  ordinary  and  extraordinary  perils.  In 
truth,  it  may  be  said  that  the  way  in  which  the 
cargo  was  stored  was  more  or  less  a  cause  of  the 
damage ;  but  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  evidence 
shows  that  the  cargo  was  stowed  in  the  ordinary 
way,  and  if  the  bad  weather  had  not  occurred,  and 
the  straining  had  not  taken  place,  the  cargo  would, 
I  think,  have  arrived  without  damage,  and,  conse- 
quently, the  proximate  cause  of  the  damage  must 
be  taken  to  have  been  the  perils  of  the  seas. 

Then  there  remains  thequestinnof  law,  whether 
the  nuts  and  the  wine  were  not  allowed  to  be  placed 
in  such  improper  proximity  by  the  master  of  the 
vessel  as  to  render  him  liable  for  the  damage  that 
ensued,  from  the  wine  oozing  through  the  bung- 
holes  and  the  casks  leaking  and  injuring  the  nuts. 
I  think  the  case  of  Blakie  v.  Stembridge  (6  C.  B., 
N.  S.,  894 ;  28  L.  J.  329,  C.  P.),  which  was  referred 
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to,  was  very  mnoh  in  point  in  this  case,  if  the  facts 
bring  it  within  the  proposition  of  law  there  laid 
down.  I  think  the  facts  of  this  case  do  bring  it 
within  the  case  cited.  That  is  an  d  fortiori  case, 
becanse  there  the  goods  were  put  on  board  a  ship, 
which  although  chartered*  was  pat  up  as  a  general 
ship,  and  the  shippers  woald  naturally  look  to  the 
master  as  being  responsible  for  proper  stowage ; 
but  it  was  held  that  the  master  was  not  liable  for 
negligence,  because  the  goods  had  been  put  on 
board  by  a  stevedore  appointed  by  the  charterers. 
In  this  case  the  ship  was  not  a  general  ship,  but 
carried  a  cargo  wholly  belonging  to  the  plaintiffs, 
who  were  in  effect  the  charterers,  and  it  is  ad- 
mitted that  they,  as  shippers  and  charterers,  put 
on  board  the  wine  and  nuts  consigned  to  the  same 
consignee.  The  stevedore,  who  is  the  agent  of  the 
charterer  by  the  terms  of  the  charter-party,  had 
an  empty  ship,  and  might  have  stowed  the  cargo 
as  he  thought  fit,  subject  only  to  the  master's 
control  in  matters  affecting  the  safety  of  the  ship ; 
yet  with  all  his  knowledge  on  the  subject,  the 
stevedore  deliberately  places  the  wine  and  nuts  in 
the  way  that  has  been  proved.  The  contract  may 
have  been  such  that  he  could  not  stow  them  in  any 
other  way,  but  still  it  is  a  fact  that  he  does  slow 
them  in  a  position  from  which  damage  ensues.  I 
entertain  no  doubt  in  my  own  mind  that,  in  point 
of  fact  and  in  point  of  law,  the  case  has  been 
rightly  decided  m  the  court  below,  and  I  reject 
the  appeal  with  costs.  At  the  same  time,  as  it  has 
been  urged  upon  me  that  it  is  a  question  of  im- 
portance upon  the  principle  of  law,  I  will  give 
leave  to  appeal,  in  order  that  the  question  of  law 
may  be  raised  and  decided. 

Solicitors  for  the  appellants,  Lowleia  and  Oo. 

Solicitors  for  the  respondent,  Ingledew,  Ince, 
and  Qreening, 

Saturday,  April  17, 1875. 

The  Chasca. 

Damage  to  cargo— Bill  of  lading — Perils  oftheaeaa 

— Ba/rratry, 
A  ahipovmer  carrying  goods  under  a  hill  of  lading, 
by  which  he  contracts  to  deliver  in  good  order  and 
condition,  certavn  perils   excepted,  is   hound  to 
deliver  in  thai  condition,  unless  prevented  hy  those 
perils,  and  is  responsible  for  any  damage  to  goods 
occasioned  otherwise  than  by  those  perils. 
Injury  to  cargo  dcwnaged  hy  sea  water  durir^g  avov' 
age,  in  consequence  of  the  barratrous  act  of  the 
crew  in  boring  holes  through  the  sides  of  the  ship 
for  the  purpose  of  scuttling  her,  is  not  a  loss  by 
perils  of  the  seas,  within  the  meaning  of  the  usual 
exception  in  a  hill  of  lading,  such  as  will  exempt 
the  shvpoymer  from  his  liability  for  the  damage 
under  his  contract  to  deliver  in  good  order  and 
condition. 
Even  if  such  a  loss  would  come  within  the  meaning 
of  the  words,  "perils  of  the  seas,"  in  a  policy  of 
insurance,  it  %s  not  included  in  those  words  as 
used  in  a  bill  of  lading. 
This  was  an  appeal  from  a  decree  of  the  Judge  of 
the  Countj  Court  of  Durham  (B.  J.  Meynell,  Esq.), 
holden  at  Sanderland. 

The  suit  was  instituted  in  rem  against  the  ship 
Chasca,  ta  "a claim  in  tort  in  respect  of  goods 
carried  in  the  said  ship,  and  a  claim  arising  out  of 
an  agreement  made  in  relation  to  the  use  or  hire 
of  the  said  ship."  An  appearance  was  entered  on 
behalf  of  the  owners  of  the  ship. 


At  the  hearing  before  the  County  Court  Judge 
the  following  facts  were  proved : 

On  the  23rd  Jan.  1874,  a  charter-party  was  en- 
tered into  at  Sai^  Francisco  between  ^enry  Pratt, 
the  master  of  the  American  barque  Chasca,  and  B. 
E.  Morgan  and  Sons,  of  San  Francisco,  by  which 
it  was  agreed  that  the  ship  should  proceed  to  Port- 
land, Oregon,  and  there  load  a  cargo  of  wheat  and 
proceed  therewith  either  to  Liverpool  direct  or  to 
Cork,  for  orders  to  be  given  there  by  the  charterers 
or  their  agents  to  discharge  at  either  a  safe  port  in 
the  United  Kingdom,  or  between  Havre  and  Ham- 
burgh inclasive,  at  charterer's  option ;  the  master 
to  sign  bills  of  lading,  as  decided  by  the  charterers 
or  their  agents,  without  prejudice  to  the  charter- 
party,  but  at  no  less  rates.  The  barque,  acoord- 
iQgly*  proceeded  to  Portland,  Oregon,  and  there 
loaded  a  cargo  of  wheat  from  the  charterer's 
agents,  and  the  master  gave  a  bill  of  lading,  by 
wnioh  he  acknowledged  the  wheat  to  have  oeen 
shipped  in  good  order  by  E.  B.  Morgan  and  Sons, 
and  undertook  to  deliver  the  same  "  in  the  like 
good  order  and  condition  at  the  port  of  as  ordered 
at  Cork,  the  dangers  of  the  seas  and  fire  only  ex- 
cepted, unto  order  or  to  assigns,  he  or  they  paying 
freight  for  the  said  wheat."  When  the  wheat  was 
shipped,  the  barque  was  perfectly  sound,  and  was 
certified  by  a  surveyor  appointed  under  the 
charter-party  as  "  suitable  for  carrying  a  dry  and 
perishable  cargo  to  any  port  in  the  world." 

The  barque  sailed  with  the  said  wheat  from 
Astoria,  at  the  mouth  of  the  Columbia  Biver,  on 
the  2lBt  March  1874,  bound  for  Cork  for  orders. 

On  the  2nd  April,  whilst  on  the  voyage,  it  was 
found  that  the  barque  was  making  water  rapidly, 
and  on  search  being  made  in  the  forehold  it  was 
discovered  that  holes  had  been  bored  throagh  the 
ship*B  sides  with  augers  below  the  water  line,  and 
that  the  water  was  coming  in  rapidly.  As  soon  as 
possible  the  holes  were  plugged,  but  the  water 
came  in  for  several  hours.  Later  in  the  same 
month  there  was  a  mutiny  on  board  the  ship,  and 
the  mutineers  (three  of  the  crew)  were  seized  and 
put  in  irons,  and  whilst  in  confinement  they  con- 
fessed that  they  had  bored  the  holes  in  the  ship's 
side.  The  ship  arrived  f^afely  at  Cork,  and  was 
thence  ordered  to  West  Hartlepool  to  discharge, 
and  arrived  there  on  the  26th  Aug.  1874. 

When  her  cargo  was  discharged,  it  was  found 
considerably  damaged  by  salt  water.  The  bill  of 
lading  had  been  indorsed  to  a  Mr.  John  Kidd,  of 
Man^ester,  who  was  admitted  to  be  the  owner  of 
the  cargo  at  the  time  of  the  institution  of  the  suit, 
and  was  the  plaintiff  therein. 

On  behalf  of  the  defendants  it  was  shown  that 
the  ship  had  met  with  very  bad  weather,  and 
evidence  was  given  to  show  that  the  damage  was 
such  as  might  have  resulted  from  straining. 

For  the  plaintiff  evidence  was  given  to  show 
that  the  damased  grain  was  in  such  parts  of  the 
ship  as  woulcl  naturally  be  traversed  by  water 
coming  into  the  ship  by  the  holes. 

On  behalf  of  the  plaintiff  it  was  contended  that 
the  damage  was  occasioned  by  acts  done  by  the 
crew  of  the  defendants'  ship,  which  acts  were  not 
within  the  excepted  perils,  and  for  which  acts  the 
defendants  were  therefore  responsible. 

On  behalf  of  the  defendants  it  was  contended  that 
the  cause  of  the  damage  was  the  straining  of  the 
ship ;  but  that  even  if  the  water  coming  in  through 
the  holes  had  damaged  the  cargo,  the  cause  thereof 
was  the  water  coming  into  the  ship,  and  this  was 
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a  peril  of  the  seas,  although  the  original  act  was  a 
barratroas  act  of  the  crew. 

The  learned  County  Court  Judge  delivered  the 
following  judgment : — *'  This  was  a  suit  in  rem 
for  damac^e  to  a  cargo  of  wheat.    By  the  bill  of 
lading  the  cargo,  which  was  stated  to  be  shipped 
in  good  order  and  oonditioo,  is  to  be  delivered  in 
like  good  order  and  condition,  at  the  port  of  as  or- 
dered at  Cork,  the  dangers  of  the  seas  and  6re  only 
excepted.    The  ship  sailed  on  the  22ad  March, 
from  the  port  of  Astoria,  Oregon,  and  after  having 
aooompHsbed  several  hundred  miles  of  her  voyage, 
on  the  2nd  April  it  was  discovered  that  the  ship 
was  making  water.     Upon  e3camination  it  was 
found  that  holes  had  been  bored  in  the  ship, 
through  which  the  water  came  in.    These  were 
plugged,  and  the  ship  proceeded  on  her  voyage. 
The  crew  appear  afterwards  to  have  confessed  that 
they  had  made  the  holes,  and  that  that  was  the 
fact  is  admitted  on  both  sides.    The  ship  arrived 
at  Cork,  and  was  ordered  to  Hartlepool,  and  when 
the  cargo  was  discharged  it  was  discovered  that  it 
had  been  partially  damaged  by  water,  and  I  am 
satisfied  by  water  which  had  got  into  the  ship 
through  the  holes  made  by  the  crew.    The  ques- 
tion for  me  to  determine  is,  whether  the  owner  or 
the  respondent  is  answerable  for  this  damage. 
Various  arguments   were  used,  and  cases  cited, 
upon  the  duties  of  bailees  and  carriers,  but  I  think 
it  is  not  necessary  to  consider  those  cases,  as  I  in- 
timated at  the  hearing,  because  the  bill  of  lading 
is  a  contract  which  the  parties  have  entered  into 
and  by  which  they  are  bound,  and  we  must  look  to 
that  document  to  see  what  the  defendant,  the  ship- 
owner has  undertaken  to  do.    He  undertakes  to 
deliver  the  cargo  in  good  order  and  condition  (the 
dangers  of  the  seas  and  fire  onl^  excepted) ;  unless 
that  he  can  bring  himself  within  those  exceptions, 
he  is  liable.    That  raises  what  seems  the  real 
question  in  the  case — whether  the  damage  caused 
by  leakage,  such  leakai^e  being  caused  by  the  bar- 
ratrous act  of  the  crew,  is  a  danger  of  the  sea. 
There  seems  much  less  authority  on  the  point  than 
we  would  have  expected  to  find.      Mr.  Young 
(plaintiffs  solicitor)  argued  it  was  not  a  danger  or 
peril  of^tbe  sea,  for  that  those  words  meant  danger 
from  without  the  ship.    It  may  be  said,  however, 
that  the  damage  was  caused  from  without,  viz., 
from  the  sea  coming  against  the  side  of  the  ship, 
although  it  would  not  have  caused  the  damage  but 
for  an  act  within.    Mr.  Young  instanced  the  case 
of  Kay  V.  Wheeler  (16  L.  T.  Eep.  N.  S.  66 ;  L.  Eep. 
2  0.  P.  802 ;  2  Mar.  Law  Cas.  O.  S.  4/66),  in  which 
it  was  held  that  an  injury  to  goods  on  board  by 
rats  was  not  a  danger  of  the  sea.    There  is  another 
case  to  the  same  effect,  Laveroni  v.  Brwry  (8  Ex. 
166 :  22  L.  J.  2,  Ex.),  in  which  Pollock,  O.B.,  and 
Alderson,  B.  seemed  to  think  that  if  the  rats  had 
made  a  bole  in  the  ship,  and  water  had  come  in 
and  damaged  the  cargo,  it  might  have  been  within 
the  exception,  Alderson,  B.,  adding,  a  rat  making 
a  hole  in  a  ship  may  be  the  same  thing  as  if  a 
sailor  made  one.    This  is  not  an  express  decision, 
but  it  appears  to  have  been  the  opinion  of  two  emi- 
nent judges.    Mr.  Brown  (defendant's  solicitor) 
cited  the  case  of  BVyih  v.  Shepherd  (9  M.  &  W.  763), 
which,  though  not  an  express  authority,  is  in  the 
defendant's  favour.    It  turned  on  a  point  of  plead- 
ing.   A  declaration  on  a  policy  of  insurance  con- 
tained two  counts,  one  charging  a  loss  by  barratry 
the  other  by  perils  of  the  sea;   both  were  not 
allowed,  the  real  reason,  however,  being  that  it  was 


contrary  to  the  rule  prohibiting  two  counts  on  the 
same  policy.  But  the  court  expressed  an  opinion 
that  a  loss  by  barratry  might  be  described  as  a 
loss  by  perils  of  the  sea.  In  the  case  of  Heyman  v. 
Parish  (2  Camp.  149)  Lord  EUenborough  expressed 
a  similar  opinion.  Those  are  the  only  cases  I  have 
been  able  to  find  on  the  point,  and  they  are  all 
favourable  to  the  defendant's  contention.  I  think, 
therefore,  I  must  hold  that  the  damage  was  occa- 
sioned by  a  danger  of  the  sea  within  the  exception 
in  the  bill  of  lading.  Mr.  Young  also  contended 
that  after  discovering  the  leak,  the  captain  should 
have  put  back  to  Portland  and  discharged  the 
cargo,  as  he  admitted  he  thought  it  might  have 
sustained  damage.  No  authority  was  cited  for 
this  contention.  No  doubt  it  was  held  in  Worms 
V.  Story  (25  L.  J.  1,  Ex),  that  if  a  vessel  becomes 
unseaworthy  during  a  voyage,  and  the  master 
having  the  opportunity  of  repairing  neglects  to  do 
so,  and  the  cargo  afterwards  suffers  from  perils  of 
the  sea  in  consequence  of  such  nonrepair,  the 
owner  is  liable.  That,  however,  is  a  much  stronger 
case;  here  the  leak  was  at  once  stopped.  The 
master  is  bound  to  do  the  best  he  can  for  both 
the  ship  and  the  cargo,  and  he  must  exercise  his 
discretion.  I  do  not  see  anything  in  this  case  to 
lead  me  to  think  he  did  wrong,  or  did  not  exercise 
a  proper  discretion  in  proceeding  on  his  voyage. 
Mr.  Young  finally  contended,  that  although  the 
owner  migbt  not  be  personally  liable,  yet  the  ship 
might  be  so  under  sect.  2  sub-sect.  1,  of  the  Act  of 
1869,  under  the  words  'any  claim  in  tort  in 
respect  of  goods.'  I  cannot  agree  in  that 
argument,  and  think  the  Legislature  could  not 
have  intended  to  make  the  respondent  liable 
for  that  for  which  its  owner  could  not  be  answer- 
able. My  judgment  is,  therefore,  for  the  defen- 
dants." 

A  decree  was  entered  for  the  defendants,  with 
costs,  in  accordance  with  the  above  judgment,  and 
from  this  decree  the  plaintiff  appealed. 

Cohen,  Q.C.  (H.  D.  Warr  with  him)  for  the  appel- 
lant (plaintiff). — I  submit  that  the  judgment  below 
is  erroneous,  because  it  holds  that  barratry  comes 
within  "  perils  of  the  seas  "  :  although  it  may  be 
oovered  by  perils  of  the  seas  in  a  policy  of  marine 
insurance,  it  is  not  covered  in  a  bill  of  lading. 
"  Perils  of  the  seas,"  in  a  bill  of  lading,  does  not 
even  include  the  negligence  of  a  master  and  crew. 
In  Lloyd  v.  The  Oeneral  Iron  Screw  Collier  Com' 
pany  (Limited)  (10  L.  T.  Rep.  N.  S.  586 ;  33  L.  J. 
269,  Ex. ;  2  Mar.  Law  Cas.  O.  S.  32),  it  was  held 
that  an  exception  in  a  bill  of  lading,  of  *'  accidents 
or  damage  of  the  seas,  rivers,  and  steam  naviga- 
tion of  whatever  nature  or  kind  soever,"  does  not 
protiect  the  shipowner  from  liability  for  damage 
arising  from  a  collision  caused  by  the  gross  negli- 
gence of  the  ship's  master  and  crew ;  and  in  that 
case  Pollock,  C.B.,  says :  *'  It  Ih  perfectly  well 
known  that  there  is  a  distinction  between  a  marine 
policy  on  a  ship  or  goods  and  an  ordinary  insu- 
rance against  fire.  If  a  man  insures  his  house,  and 
goes  home  in  a  state  such  as  not  to  know  what  he 
is  about,  and  in  that  condition  sets  his  house  on 
fire,  he  is  as  much  entitled  to  recover  the  damage 
so  done  as  if  he  had  gone  to  bed  as  sober  as  a  ^ 
judge.  But  in  the  case  of  a  marine  policy  of 
assurance,  it  has  been  decided  that  if  the  loss  has 
been  occasioned  directly  by  the  gross  negligence 
of  the  master  and  mariners,  and  it  is  not  a  case 
within  the  excepted  perils,  the  owners  are  liable;" 
and  Bramwell,  B.,  said  that  *'  perils  of  the  seas  " 
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were  inevitable  aooidents,  and  nofc  events  which 
might  be  avoided  bj  oare  and  pmdenoe.  The  real 
oanse  of  loss  in  the  present  case  was  the  act  of  the 
orew  in  boring  holes  in  the  ship's  side,  and  althoogh 
the  damage  was  done  by  water,  the  original  cause 
is  that  which  must  be  taken  into  account,  n  In 
Ionide%  v.  The  Universal  Marine  Insurance  Company 
(8  L.  T.  Rep.  N.  8.  705;  32  L.  J.  170,  Ex. ;  Mar. 
Law  Cas.  0.  S.  353)  it  was  held  that  if  goods  are 
reduced  to  such  a  state  by  perils  of  the  seas  as 
that  there  is  no  hope  of  recovery,  but  while  they 
still  exist  in  specie,  they  are  nominally  taken  pos- 
session of  by  persons  in  the  military  service  of  a 
belligerent  state,  this  is  a  loss  by  perils  of  the  seas 
and  not  by  capture ;  that  is  to  say,  that  if  damage 
naturally  results  from  an  act  done,  it  must  be  con- 
sidered as  occasioned  by  that  act  and  not  by  the 
consequences  of  that  act.  A  shipowner  is  liable 
for  the  wrongful  and  barratrous  acts  of  his  orew, 
unless  those  acts  are  excepted  in  his  bill  of  lading. 
The  damage  in  the  present  case  was  occasioned  by 
barratry,  which  is  not  excepted  in  the  bill  of 
lading,  and  the  shipowner  is  therefore  liable  :  (Kay 
V.  Wheeler,  16  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S.  66 ;  L.  Rep.  2  0.  P. 
302;  2  Mar.  Law  Cas.  O.  S.  466).  A  shipowner  has 
all  the  liability  of  a  common  carrier,  and  is  liable  for 
any  losses  except  such  as  are  occasioned  by  the  act 
of  Grod  or  the  Queen's  enemiei^,  unless  he  limits 
his  liability  by  special  contract:  (The  Liver  Alkali 
Company  v.  Johnson,  ante,  vol.  1,  p.  380  ;  vol.  2. 
p.  352 ;  26  L.  T.  Rep.  N.  S.  805 ;  31  L.  T.  Rep. 
N.  S.  95 ;  L  Rep.  7  Ex.  267 ;  L.  Rep.  9  C.  P.  338). 
Here  the  shipowner  has  only  limited  his  liability 
in  case  of  damage  from  perils  of  the  sea  and  fire, 
whilst  the  damage  was  occasioned  by  the  barratry 
of  the  crew ;  his  liability  therefore  remains. 

MUward,  Q.C.  (E,  0,  Clarhson\s\tlL  him)  for  the 
respondent  (defendant). — ^I'he  case  of  The  Liver 
Alkali  Works  v.  <7b7m«(m  is  distinguishable,  because 
in  that  case  there  was  no  oontract  at  all,  except  at 
common  law,  and  moreover  it  was  not  a  maritime 
contract.  Further  this  is  an  American  ship,  and 
the  English  common  law  cannot  be  applied  unless 
it  has  been  shown  to  be  applicable.  It  has  never 
been  really  established  that  the  owner  of  a  sea- 
going ship  is  a  common  carrier:  (The  Duero,  22 
L.  T.  Rep.  N.  S.  37;  3  Mar.  Law  Oas.  O.  S. 
351.)  They  are  not  bound  to  carry  all  goods 
that  are  brought  to  them.  If  that  be  so  then, 
in  order  ix>  show  their  liability  as  common  car- 
riers, it  would  be  necessary  to  give  evidence 
as  to  their  liability  as  common  carriers  for  the 
goods  they  do  accept.  It  must  be  shown  that 
there  is  a  custom  by  which  the  liability  of  common 
carriers  is  imposed  upon  them,  and  such  a  custom 
would  be  a  maritime  custom.  But  then  there  is 
no  such  general  maritime  custom,  end  therefore  no 
liability  as  common  carriers.  The  question  is 
then  reduced  entirely  to  the  meaning  of  the  con- 
tract in  the  bill  of  lading  contained,  and  whether 
barratry  is  or  is  not  a  peril  of  the  sea.  In  The 
Freedom  (ante  vol.  1,  pp.  28,  136;  24  L.  T.  Rep. 
N.  S.  452 ;  L.  Rep.  3  P.  C.  594)  it  is  said, "  The 
words  in  the  bills  of  lading, '  dangers  of  the  seas,' 
must  of  course  be  taken  in  the  sense  in  which  they 
are  used  in  a  policy  of  insurance.  It  is  a  settled 
rule  of  the  law  of  insurance  not  to  go  into  distinct 
cases,  but  to  look  exclnsiyely  to  the  immediate 
and  proximate  cause  of  the  loss."  And  in  Dudgeon 
V.  Pembroke  (anie  p.  323 ;  31  L.  T.  Rep.  N.  S. 
31 ;  L.  Rep.  9  Q.  B.  581)  it  is  distinctly 
laid  down  that,  in  the  case  of  loss  by  perils  of 


the  sea,  the  proximate  and  not  the  remote  cause 
of  loss  must  be  regarded.  Here  the  proximate 
cause  was  not  the  act  of  the  crew,  but  damage  by 
sea  water,  which  is  a  peril  of  the  seas.  But  even 
if  the  act  of  barratry  be  considered  the  proximate 
cause,  it  is  an  act  for  which  the  shipowner  is  not 
responsible.  In  Lloyd  v.  The  Chneral  Iron  Screw 
Collier  Company  {fibi  svp.)  the  act  of  negligence 
was  committed  within  the  scope  of  the  authority 
of  the  master  and  crew ;  it  was  a  case  of  ooUision, 
and  the  charge  was  negligent  navigation.  Here 
the  act  is  wholly  out  of  the  scope  of  the  authority 
of  the  crew,  and  a  principal  cannot  be  liable  for 
any  wrongful  act  on  the  part  of  his  agent  com- 
mitted beyond  the  scope  of  the  agent's  authority  : 
Story  on  Agenoy,  p.  295. 

Cohen,  Q.C.,  in  reply. — The  shipowner  has  en- 
tered into  a  speci6c  contract  to  deliver  safely, 
unless  he  is  prevented  by  certain  excepted  perils 
named  in  the  bill  of  lading.  He  has  not  been 
prevented  by  these  perils,  but  by  a  wrongful  act 
on  the  part  of  the  crew.  He  is  therefore  respon- 
sible. 

Sir  R.  Phillimorb. — This  is  an  appeal  from  the 
judgment  of  the  learned  judge  of  the  County  Court 
of  Durham,  in  a  suit  before  him,  which  was  a  suit 
for  damage  done  to  a  cargo  of  wheat. 

The  evidence  established  that  the  damage  resulted 
from  the  barratrous  act  of  the  craw  of  the  Chasca 
in  boring  holes  in  the  bottom  of  the  vessel,  through 
which  the  water  came  and  injured  the  wheat. 

The  question  which  the  learned  judge  had  to  de- 
termine, and  from  which  an  appeal  has  been 
brought,  was  a  questioti  simply  ot  law,  namely, 
whether  such  a  barratrous  act  as  that  was  an  ex- 
cepted peril  of  the  sea,  because  in  this  case  there 
was  a  bill  of  lading  in  the  following  words: 
*'  Shipped  in  good  order  and  condition  by  E.  E. 
Morgan  and  Sons,  on  board  the  American  barque 
Chasea,  whereof  Henry  Pratt  is  master,  now  lying 
at  the  port  of  Portland,  Oregon,  and  bound  for 
Cork  for  orders,  to  say  16,050  sacks  of  wheat,  con- 
tainingl,994,2561b8.,being  marked  and  numbered  in 
the  margin,  and  are  to  be  delivered  in  like 
good  order  and  condition  at  the  port  of  ,  as  or- 
dered at  Cork,  the  dangers  of  the  seas  and  fire 
only  excepted ;"  and  therefore,  as  this  was  not  a 
danger  by  fire,  the  only  question  is,  whether  it 
falls  within  the  category  of  excepted  "  dangers  of 
the  seas."  The  learned  judge  came  to  the  oondu- 
sion  that  it  did,  after  having  an  argument  ad- 
dressed to  him  by  counsel,  founding  his  opinion 
upon  the  presumed  false  analogy  in  cases  of 
policies  of  insurance  to  cases  depending  on  the 
contracts  contained  in  bills  of  lading. 

^ow,  the  first  question  of  law  which  the  court 
has  to  decide  is  this ;  is  the  court  entitled  to  look 
at  the  real  cause,  the  causa  remota,  or  must  it  con- 
fine its  attention  to  the  proximate  cause,  just  as  in 
a  policy  of  insurance  P  The  real  cause  the  court  is, 
in  my  judgment,  entitled  to  look  at. 

The  only  case  cited  to  thecontrary  is  The  Freedom 
(uhi  8vp,),  where  the  learned  judge  who  delivered 
the  judgment  of  their  Lordships  says :  **  The 
words  in  the  bill  of  lading,  '  dangers  of  the  seas.* 
must,  of  course,  be  taken  in  the  sense  in  which 
they  are  used  in  a  policy  of  insurance.  It  is  a 
settled  rule  of  the  law  of  insurance  not  to  go  into 
distinct  causes,  but  to  look  exclusively  to  the  im- 
mediate or  proximate  cause  of  the  loss."  Now, 
that  is  a  dictum  in  no  WHy  necessary  for  the  judi- 
cial conclusion  at  which  their  Lordships  arrived ; 
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and  I  say  without  hesitation,  that  in  my  judgment 
it  was  an  erroneous  dictum,  that  must  have  fallen 
inadvertently  from  the  judge  who  delivered  the 
sentence.  It  must  have  been  an  erroneous  dictum, 
because  the  facts  of  that  case,  and  others  of  the 
same  kind  decided  by  the  Privy  Council  at  the 
same  period,  all  proceeded  upon  the  hypothesis 
that  a  loss  occasioned  by  negligence  was  a  loss 
which  was  not  excepted  by  the  exception  of  "  perils 
of  the  sea  "  in  a  bill  of  lading.  I  say,  then,  that  if 
losses  occasioned  by  negligence  are  not  within  the 
exception  of  "  perils  of  the  seas  "  losses  occasioned 
by  barratry,  are  a  fortiori  not  within  it  Not  only 
then,  is  there  a  variance  with  the  cases  and  the 
decision  itself,  but  a  variance  with  other  oases. 
First,  the  case  of  Lloyd  v.  The  Grenerallron  Screw 
OoWer  Company  {Limited),  in  which  it  is  said 
by  Pollock,  C.B. :  "  We  are  all  agreed  that  the 
plaintiff  is  entitled  to  our  judgment.  The  decla- 
ration distinctly  discloses  the  cause  of  the  accident. 
It  sets  out  the  bill  of  lading,  from  which  certain 
common  perils  are  excepted,  including  barratry  of 
the  masters  and  mariners,  but  not  gross  negli- 
gence or  improper  conduct  short  of  barratry. 
Then  to  the  aefendant's  plea,  that  they  were  pre- 
vented from  carrying  the  goods  by  the  perils  ex- 
cepted, the  plaintiff,  to  prevent  any  mistake, 
replies  that  the  supposed  perils  were  incurred  by 
and  through  the  gross  negligence,  mismanagement, 
and  improper  oonduct  of  the  defendants*  servants, 
and  not  otherwise.  The  opinions  handed  down  to 
us  by  those  who  have  discussed  these  matters,  and 
the  decided  cases,  clearly  establish  the  proposition 
that  in  cases  of  this  sort  we  are  to  look,  not  at 
the  causa  proxima,  but  at  the  real  cause  of  the 
loss.  Here,  therefore,  if  the  direct  negligence  of 
the  master  and  mariners  should  turn  out  to  be  the 
cause  of  the  loss,  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover, 
notwithstanding  the  exception  in  the  bill  of 
lading."  In  the  case  of  OriU  v.  The  General  Iron 
Screw  Collier  Company,  decided  in  1864  by  a  judge 
whose  opinions  are  always  cited  with  the  highest 
respect  in  every  court  of  justice,  the  late  Mr.  Justice 
Willes  says :  *' As,  however,  reference  has  been 
made  to  cases  on  policies  of  insurance,  and  the  in- 
terpretation that  has  been  given  to  them,  I  may 
say  that  a  policy  of  insurance  is  an  absolute  con- 
tract of  indemnity  from  loss  by  perils  of  the  sea, 
and  it  is  only  necessary  to  see  whether  the  loss 
comes  within  the  terms  ot  the  contract,  and  is 
caused  by  perils  of  the  sea.  The  fact  that  a  loss 
is  partly  caused  by  things  not  distinctly  perils  of 
the  sea  does  not  prevent  it  coming  within  the  con- 
tract. In  the  case  of  a  bill  of  lading  it  is  different, 
because  there  the  contract  is  to  carry  with  reason- 
able care,  unless  prevented  by  the  excepted  perils." 
I  am,  therefore,  of  opinion  that  the  dictum  cited 
from  the  case  of  T^  Freedom  cannot  be  put  forward 
with  any  force  as  an  authority  that  the  oourt 
should  derive  the  law  as  to  bills  of  lading  from 
the  law  as  policies  of  insurance. 

The  next  question  is  one  of  fact,  and  I  have 
anticipated  the  opinion  of  the  oourt  by  saying  that 
it  seems  to  have  been  admitted  that  it  was  the 
boring  of  the  holes  in  the  bottom  of  the  vessel  by 
the  barratrous  act  of  the  crew. 

Now,  the  third  question  is  one  of  law.  Was 
this  barratrous  act  a  peril  of  the  seaF  I  have 
no  hesitation  in  arriving  at  the  conclusion  to 
which  common  sense,  as  well  as  all  the  interests 
of  navigation,  seem  to  render  it  desirable  for  the 
court  to  arrive,  namely,  that  an  act  of  this  Idnd  la 


not  a  peril  of  the  sea,  and,  on  the  authority  of  the 
cases  and  on  principle  I  am  constrained  to  reverse 
the  sentence  ot  the  court  below,  and  to  pronounce 
in  favour  of  the  respondent,  with  costs. 

Solicitors  for  the  appellants,  PrUehard  and  Sons, 
agents  for  Bateaon  and  Co.,  Liverpool. 

Solicitor  for  the  defendants,  Thomas  Cooper, 
agent  for  B.  Brown  and  Son,  Sunderland. 


Dec.  10, 1874,  and  June  7, 1875. 

TffB  TUELIANI 

Necessariee — Materialmen — Mortgagee — Maritime 
lien — Priority — Practice —  Transfer  from  County 
Court — Reference  to  registrar  and  merchants-^ 
Ship  under  arrest  of  High   Court— Subsequent 
arrest  by  County  Court. 
An  advance  of  freight  to  enable  a  master  to  pay  his 
shifts  disbursements  before  sailing  does  not  give 
the  charterer  a  claim  Ofgainst  the  »hipi  which  will 
take  precedence  of  the  claim  of  amorigagee ;  nor 
does  an  advance  for  a  similar  purpose  made  by  an 
insurance  company. 
Where  it  is  necessary  ihcU  a  wooden  ship  bound 
upon  a  particular  voyage  should  be  coppered,  the 
coppering  is  a**  necessary  for  the  voyage,**  which 
gives  the  material  man  doing  the  work  to  a  foreign 
ship,  upon  the  orders  of  the  master,  a  maritime 
lien. 
Where  causes  of  necessaries  and  wa^es  had  been 
instituted  against  a  ship  in  the  High  Court,  and 
other  causes  of  necessaries  in  a   County  Court 
against  the  same  ship,  and  tlie  latter  had  been 
tra/nsferred  after  decree  made  to  the  High  Court 
for  the  purpose  of  enforcing  the  decrees,  the  ship 
being  under  the  arrest  of  the  High  Court,  the  latter 
court  ordered  all  the  causes  to  be  referred  to  the 
registrar  and  merchants  to  report  the  amount  due 
thereon, 
Semble,  that  where  a  ship  is  under  the  arrest  of  the 
High  Court,  and  causes  are  also  instituted  in  the 
County  Court  against  the  ship,  she  shotdd  not  be 
arrested  by  the  County  Court,  as  itisnotj^robcible 
that  the  ship  will  be  removed  out  of  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  County  Court  without  satisfaction  of  the 
plaintiff's  several  claims,  within  the  meaning  of 
the  County   Courts  Admiralty  Jurisdiction  Act 
1868.  sect.  22. 
Several  suits  were  instituted  in  rem  against  the 
Greek  brig  Turliani,  in  the  High  Court  and  in  the 
County  Court  of  Northumberland,  holden  at  New- 
castle. 

No.  6877  was  a  cause  of  necessaries  instituted  in 
the  High  Court  on  the  23rd  may  1874,  on  behalf  of 
Ernesto  Rodinis,  ship  chandler  and  merchant.  The 
claim  made  in  this  cause  will  be  found  set  out  in 
the  first  schedule  to  the  re^strar*s  report  {post). 
The  ship  was  arrested  in  this  suit  by  the  niarshall, 
and  remained  under  arrest  till  the  claim  was 
on  the  80th  June  pronounced  for,  and  the  vessel 
was  sold  by  an  order  of  the  court.  An  appearance 
was  on  the  10th  Dec.,  subsequently  entered  in  this 
cause  by  Demetrio  Yafiadacbi,  a  mortgagee  of  the 
ship  as  defendant. 

No.  6893  was  a  cause  of  necessaries,  instituted 
on  behalf  of  Greorge  Yarnakiottes,  shipbroker,  in 
the  County  Court  of  Northumberland,  holden  at 
Newcastle,  but  transferred  before  proceedings  to 
the  High  Court,  by  order  of  the  latter  court.  The 
claim  made  in  this  case  will  be  found  set  out  in 
the  second  schedule  to  the  registrar's  report(potO, 
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and  was  prononnced  for  on  the  8th  July  1874,  with- 
out prejudice  to  other  claims.  An  appearance  was 
also  entered  in  this  sait  by  the  mortgagee  on  the 
10th  Dec. 

No.  6895  was  a  caose  of  necessaries  instituted  in 
the  High  Court  on  behalf  of  Thomas  Grieve,  hard- 
wareman.  This  claim  appears  on  schednle  3  to 
the  registrar's  report,  and  was  on  the  14th  July 
1874  prononnced  for  without  prejudice  to  other 
claim?.  An  appearance  was  also  entered  in  this 
suit  by  the  mortgagee  on  the  lOfch  Dec. 

No.  6911  was  a  cause  of  necessaries  (so  called) 
instituted  on  behalf  of  Felice  Bruma  and  others. 
This  case  was  originally  instituted  in  the  County 
Court  of  Northumberland,  holden  at  Newcastle, 
against  the  ship  in  rem,  to  recover  an  advance  of 
145L,  made  at  North  Shields  upon  the  security  of 
an  instrument  in  the  following  terms  : 

I,  the  under  signed,  Zani  Cambani,  master  of  the  Greek 
brig  TurUaniy  acknowledge  to  have  received  as  a  loan 
from  Messrs.  Brruna,  Yilm,  and  Schiaffino,  on  account  of 
the  Casa  Marittima  of  Gknoa,  the  sam  of  1451.,  for  the 
last  expenses  necessary  for  the  oontinoation  of  my  present 
voyage  from  North  Shields  to  Boenoa  Ayres.  binding 
myself  to  pay  the  said  sum  to  the  order  of  the  Casa 
Marittima  fifteen  days  after  my  arrival ;  and  for  the  said 
sum  I  bind  the  freight  and  the  ship.  In  faith  of  which 
I  have  signed  the  present  docament  in  doplicate,  one 
taking  effect,  the  other  to  be  void. 

Done  at  North  Shields,  14th  April  1874. 

(Signed)  Zami  Cams  an  i,  Master. 

The  ship  was  arrested  in  this  suit  by  the  County 
Court  on  the  usual  affidavit  that  she  was  about  to 
leave  the  jurisdiction;  at  the  time  of  such  arrest 
she  was  already  under  arrest  by  the  High  Court  in 
cause  No.  6893.  No  appearance  was  entered  in 
the  County  Court,  and  the  plaintiffs  obtained  a 
decree  for  the  amount  claimed.  After  this  decree 
the  cause  was,  on  the  application  of  the  plaintiffs, 
transferred,  on  the  let  July  1874,  to  the  High 
Court,  in  order  that  they  might  be  able  to  enforce 
their  judgment  afirainst  the  ship,  which  was  under 
the  arrest  of  the  High  Court.  An  appearance  was, 
after  such  transfer,  entered  in  this  suit,  also  in  the 
High  Coart,  by  the  mortgagee. 

No.  6913  was  a  cause  instituted  on  behalf  of 
"William  Boyd, under  the  2nd  section  of  the  County 
Conrt  Admiralty  Jurisdiction  Act  Amendment  Act 
1869  (32  &  33  Vict.  c.  61).  to  recover  290Z.  for 
breach  of  charter-party,  dated  the  17th  March 
1874,  and  made  between  the  plaintiff  and  the  master 
of  the  Turliani,  the  said  sum  of  290Z.  being  an 
advance  of  freight  made  by  the  plaintiffs,  as  char- 
terer, to  the  master  of  the  Turliani,  in  relation  to 
the  carriage  of  goods  under  the  said  charter-party 
in  the  said  vessel  Turliani.  This  cause  was  origi- 
nally instituted  in  the  County  Court  at  Newcastle, 
and  no  appearance  having  been  entered  in  the 
County  Court,  the  plaintiff  obtained  a  decree  for 
the  amount  claimed.  The  ship  was  arrested  by 
the  County  Court  in  this  suit,  although  already 
arrested  in  the  High  Court.  After  decree  the 
cause  was,  on  the  application  of  the  plaintiff,  trans- 
ferred on  the  Ist  July  to  the  High  Court,  to  enable 
the  plaintiff  to  enforce  his  judgment.  An  appear- 
ance was,  after  transfer,  entered  in  the  High  Court 
in  this  buit  also  by  the  mortgagee. 

No.  6918  was  a  cause  of  necessaries  instituted  on 
behalf  of  John  Freeland  Fergus  Common,  and 
Bobert  Brotberick  Avery.  The  items  of  claim  in 
this  cause  will  be  found  set  out  in  schedule  4  to  the 
registrar's  report  (post).  The  metal  and  nails  ap- 
pearing thereby  to  have  been  supplied  were  fur- 


nished by  the  plaintiffs  for  the  purpose  of  coppering 
the  ship.  This  coppering  was  done  at  North 
Shields  by  direction  of  Companis,  the  master,  and 
a  foreign  surveyor.  The  vessel  was  at  this  time 
bound  on  a  voyage  to  Sierra  Leone;  she  was  iron* 
fastened,  and  it  was  admittedly  an  imprudent  thing 
to  copper  an  iron  fastened  ship,  but  the  plaintiffs 
supplied  the  ship  under  the  master's  orders,  and  to 
obviate  any  evil  consequences  took  care  that  the 
heads  of  the  iron  holds  should  be  well  covered  with 
lead  to  prevent  their  coming  in  contact  with  the 
copper  sheathing.  The  remaining  facts  material 
to  this  claim  will  be  found  set  out  among  the 
"  Reasons  "  for  the  registrar's  report :  (See  post.) 
This  cause  was  instituted  originally  in  the  County 
Court  at  Newcastle,  and  the  ship  was  arrested  by 
that  court,  although  already  under  arrest  in  the 
High  Court.  A  decree  was  there  obtained,  in 
default  of  appearance,  and  the  cause  was  after- 
wards.on  the  application  of  the  plaintiff,transferred 
on  the  7th  July  to  the  High  Court,  to  enable  him 
to  enforce  his  judgment  against  the  ship,  then 
under  the  arrest  of  the  Hi^  Court.  An  appear- 
ance was  entered  in  the  High  Court  in  this  suit 
also  by  the  mortgagee. 

No.  6919  was  a  cause  of  necessaries  instituted  on 
behalf  of  the  said  John  Freeland  Fergus  Com- 
mon. The  items  of  claim  in  this  cause  will  be 
found  set  out  in  schedule  4  to  the  registrar's  re- 
port. The  work  therein  claimed  for  was  in  respect 
of  docking  and  undocking  the  ship,  burninff  and 
blacking  her  bottom,  caulking  her  beams  and  nntts 
under  the  metal,  finding  and  laying  on  felt,  punch- 
ing, laying  on,  nailing  and  dressing  the  yellow 
metal  (claimed  for  in  cause  No.  6919),  finding  all 
labour  and  material  (except  yellow  metal),  includ- 
ing dock  dues.  The  extras  claimed  included  lead 
for  coveriog  the  iron  bolts  and  felt.  The  smith's 
work  claimed  was  in  respect  of  necessary  repairs 
to  the  ship's  gear.  The  work  was  done  under  the 
circumstances  mentioned  in  cause  No.  6911,  and 
the  cause  was  instituted  and  transferred  after 
decree,  precisely  in  the  same  manner  as  caose  No. 
6911.  An  appearance  was  entered  in  the  High 
Court  in  this  suit  also  by  the  mortgagee. 

No.  6941  was  a  cause  of  bottomry  instituted  in 
the  High  Court  on  behalf  of  Bemetrio  Yafiadachi, 
the  mortgagee  before  mentioned.  The  claim  in 
this  cause  was  based  upon  two  instrument8,binding 
the  ship  for  the  payment  of  certain  sums  of  money 
advanced  by  Yafiadachi  to  enable  the  owners  of 
the  Turliani  to  build  and  fit  her  out  for  her  first 
voyage.  These  instruments,  not  being  bottomry 
bonds  by  English  law,  and  the  plaintiff  having  no 
claim  of  priority  over  persons  having  maritime 
liens  upon  the  ship,  this  cause  was  abandoned,  and 
Yafiadachi  entered  an  appearance  in  the  other 
cases,  as  mortgagee  of  the  ship  under  the  said 
instruments. 

No.  6961  was  a  cause  of  wages  instituted  in  the 
High  Court  on  behalf  of  Companis  (otherwise 
Cambani),  the  master,  and  the  sum  claimed 
was  101 L  19«.  9d.  which  was  on  the  10th  Nov. 
1874  pronounced  for  without  prejudice  to  other 
claims.  The  ship  had  been  built  by  one  John 
Zancopulo,  who  sold  part  of  her  to  Com- 
panis for  35,000  drachms.  It  was  agreed  tbab 
Zancopulo  was  to  be  captain,  but  that  when  he 
was  ashore  Companis  was  to  act  as  captain,  and 
have  control  of  the  ship  and  her  affairs.  Before 
the  ship  went  to  North  Shields  she  had  carried  a 
cargo  to  Cuxhaven  from  the  Levant.  At  Cnxhaven 
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Zanoopalo  was  taken  ill,  and  directed  the  ship  to 
f^  to  Swansea  to  take  ap  a  charter  to  carry  coal  to 
Sierra  Leone.  Oompanis,  however,  took  her  to 
North  Shields,  owing  to  contrary  winds.  Whilst 
at  North  Shields  a  charter-party  was  entered  into 
by  Companis  to  go  to  Buenos  Ayres  with  coals, 
and  the  ship,  after  being  coppered,  was  duly  laden 
under  the  charter-party.  Companis,  whilst  at 
Newcastle,  received  various  sums  for  the  ship 
from  the  charterer  and  brokers,  and  had  previously 
received  considerable  sums  from  Zancopolo  at 
various  times.  Zancopulo  alleged  that  the  cop- 
pering of  the  ship  was  wholly  without  his  know- 
ledge and  consent. 

Dec,  10,  1874,— /ame«  P.  Aapinall  moved  on 
behalf  of  the  mortgagee  that  the  several  claims  be 
referred  to  the  registrar,  assisted  (if  necessary)  by 
merchants,  to  examine  and  report  thereon,  as 
nsoal. 

JB,  G.  Glarhson,  for  the  plaintiffs  in  causes  Nos. 
6911,  6913, 6918,6919,  transferred  from  the  County 
Court,  objected  upon  the  ground  that  the  claims 
therein  had  already  been  investigated  and  pro- 
nonnced  for  by  the  County  Court,  and  that  the 
defendant  having  neglected  to  enter  an  appearance 
in  the  County  Court  had  no  right  to  have  the 
claims  re-opened  now.  In  cause  No.  6913,  the 
claim  is  for  a  sum  advanced ;  a  reference  is  un- 
necessary there. 

Qamsford  Bruce,  for  the  other  plaintiffs,  con- 
tended that  as  the  defendant  had  allowed  such  a 
length  of  time  to  elapse  before  asking  a  reference, 
he  was  now  too  late ;  and,  further,  that  it  would 
be  useless  to  refer  No.  6895,  on  account  of  the 
smallness  of  the  claim. 

AgpinaU^  in  reply. 

Sir  B.  Phillimobe. — I  shall  order  all  the  claims, 
except  that  in  causes  Nos.  6895  and  6913,  to  be 
referred  to  the  registrar.  In  taking  this  course  I 
do  not  wish  it  to  be  understood  that  I  decide  that 
these  claims  in  which  judgments  have  alreadv 
investigated  are  to  be  reopened.  Whether  it  will 
be  neoesssary  to  reopen  them  or  not  is  a  question 
with  which  the  registrar  must  deal  when  they 
come  before  him.  There  is,  however,  one  matter 
in  the  case  to  which  I  wish  to  call  attention.  It  is 
worthy  of  remark  that  this  vessel,  although  under 
the  arrest  of  this  court,  was  arrested  in  several 
of  the  other  suits  by  the  same  County  Court,  which 
is  hardly  consistent  with  the  spirit  of  the  County 
Courts  Admiralty  Jurisdiction  Act,  giving  power 
to  arrest  only  when  there  is  a  probability  of  the 
ship  being  taken outof  the  jurisdiction,  the  expense 
beingyery  needlessly  augmented  thereby.  I  think 
it  is  desirable  that  the  Bar  and  the  Profession 
should  consider  this  matter,  which  is  one  of  im- 
portance. 


In  accordance  with  this  order,  the  several  claims 
came  before  the  registrar,  assisted  by  Sidney 
Young,  Esq.,  merchant,  who  issued  the  following 
report: 

To  the  Bight  Honourable  the  Jadge  of  the  High  Court  of 

Admiralty  of  England. 
Whereas  there  have  been  inatitnted  in  or  transferred  to 
this  oonrt  nine  different  oauaee  against  the  above-named 
foreign  vessel,  to  wit : — 
No.  6877,  for  necessaries  on  behslf  of  E.  A.  Bodinis. 
„    6893)  for  neoessaries  on  behalf  of  deorge  Yama- 

kiottes,  riiipbroker. 
„    0895,  for  neoessaries  on  behalf  of  Thomas  Grieve. 
, ,    691 1,  for  neoessaries  (so  called)  on  behalf  of  Messrs. 
Bnma,  Villa,  and  Schiaffino,  a  oause  trans- 


f  erredf  rem  the  Northumberland  County  Court, 
at  Newcastle. 
No.  6913,  for  breach  of  contract  on  behalf  of  William 
Boyd,  also  transferred  from  the  above-named 
County  Court. 
„    6918,  for  necessaries  on  behalf  of  Messrs.  Common 
and  Avery,  also  transferred  from  the  above- 
named  County  Court. 
„    6919,  for  neoessaries  on  behalf  of  Mr.  Common,  also 
transferred  from  the  above-named  County 
Court. 
„    6941,  for  bottomry  (afterwards  acknowledged  to  be 
mortgage)  on  behalf  of  Basilio  Papayanni, 
agent  of  Demetrio  Yafiadaohi. 
„    6961,  for  wages  and  disbursements  on  behalf  of 

John  Companis  as  master  of  the  vessel. 
And  whereas,  on  the  10th  Dec.  ult.,  you  were  pleased, 
at  petition  of  the  mortgagee,  the  plaintiff  prooeeding  in 
oause  No.  6941,  to  refer  the  claims  in  causes  6377,  6393, 
6911, 6918,  6919,  and  6961,  to  the  regisiarar  to  report  the 
amount  due  thereon,  to  waive  reference  in  causes  6895 
and  6913. 

And  whereas  the  proctors  representing  the  parties  in  all 
the  above-mentioned  causes,  have  agreed  that  I  diould 
also  report  as  to  the  right  of  several  plaintiffs  to  the 
priority  of  payment  oufcof  the  proceeds  m  court,  as  well 
as  on  tiie  question  of  costs. 

Now  I  do  most  humbly  report  that  I  have,  frith  the 
assistance  of  Sidney  Young,  £!sq.,  of  London,  merchant, 
carefully  examined  all  of  the  claims  filed  in  these  causes, 
together  with  all  accounts  and  vouchers,  and  the  papers 
and  proceedings  produced  and  brought  in,  and  naving 
on  the  29th  Dec.  ult.  heard  the  eridenoe  of  Ernesto 
Antonio  Bodinis.  the  plaintiif  in  cause  No.  6877,  of  George 
Yamakiottes.  the  plaintiff  in  cause  No.  6893,  of  John 
Zancopulo.  tne  owner  of  d2-64th8  of  the  vessel,  a  witness 

E reduced  by  the  mortgMee,  and  on  the  4th  Jan.  inst. 
card  parties  through  their  proctors,  on  all  sides,  I 
find  that  the  several  claims  ought  to  be  paid  out  of  the 
proceeds  of  the  vessel,  now  remaining  m  court,  in  the 
following  order  : 

(1.)  The  taxed  costs  of  all  parties,  including  those  in- 
curred as  well  in  the  County  Court  as  in  this  court,  save 
the  costs  of  the  plaintiff  in  cause  6961. 

(2.)  The  claims  of  the  material  men  for  neoessaries,  to 
the  extent  following :— In  cause  6877,  1911.  59.  3d. ;  in 
6893,  90L  ISs.  lid.;  in  6895,  131.  19a  4d,;  in  6918, 
1291.  l&r.  lOd. ;  in  6919,  106}.  19«. ;  as  stated  in  the 
schedules  1, 2,  3,  4,  and  5,  hereto  annexed. 

(3.)  The  claim  of  the  mortgagees  in  oause  6941,  to  value 
of  1000  French  gold  twenty-five  franc  pieces,  equal  to  the 
sum  of  8001.  sterling,  on  his  filing  an  affidavit  to  the  effect 
that  no  part  of  the  said  mortgage  debt  has  been  paid,  or 
any  interest  thereon. 

(4.)  The  balance  (if  any)  to  be  applied  to  the  satis- 
faction of  the  remainiog  claim  or  claims  in  such  manner 
as  I  may  hereinafter,  if  required,  report. 

All  which  is  humbly  submitted  by 

(Si^ed)  H.  C.  Bothbby,  Begistrar. 

Admiralty  Begistry,  Doctors'  Commons, 
6th  Jan.  1875. 

No.  6877.  SeheduU  1. 

E.  A.  Bodinis,  shipchandler  and  merchant. 

Claimed.       Allowed. 
£   t.  d.  £   $.  d. 

1.  Paid  for  letters o    2  10 

2.  Cash  lent  for  ship's  use 40  18    4 

8.  Goods  supplied 176    2  10 

4.  Bondedstores 15    2    5 


•.• 

'.".'.i79 
15 

2  10 
2    5 

je326    6    5         191    5    3 
H.  C.  Bothbby,  Begistrar. 

Ne.  6893.  SeheduU  2. 

George  Yamakiottes,  shipbroker 

Claimed.       Allowed. 
£  s.  d.  £  8,  d. 

1.  Beporting    ship   at  Custom 

House 1    1    0  110 

2.  Notice  to  Board  of  Trade  for 

measure  brief 0  16  0  0  16    0 

3.  Cash  to  master    4    0  0 

4.  Cash  to  North  Sea  pilot   3  10  0 

5.  Expenses  incurred  in  trying 

to  negotiate  a  loan,  and  ob- 
tain money  for  ship's  use...    5    0    0 
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laimed.  Allowed. 

6.  TrimmenloadiiiffTesMl  ^    6  11  '. 3    6  11 

7.  Telegrams  to  Genoa  113 

8.  Agency  and  expense!  and  petty 

disbursements,  and  for  act- 
ing as  interpreter  15  15    0  10  10    0 

9.  Cash  to  master    75    0    0  75    0    0 


jei09  10    2  90  13  11 

H.  C,  BoTHERT,  Begistrar. 

No.  6895  ScheduU  3. 

Thomas  Grieve,  hardwareman. 

Claimed.         Allowed. 
£   8.  d,  JL   B.  d. 

Goods  supplied 13  16    4  13  16    4 

H.  C.  BoTHEBT,  Begistrar. 

No.  6918.  £(c%echae4. 

Claimed.  Allowed, 

je   8.  d.  &  9.  d. 

1.  Metal  and  nails 158    1    0  158    1    0 

Deduct 

2.  Cashreoeiyedonaooount  ...    40    0    0 40    0    0 


Add                                118    10         118    1    0 
8.  Metal  omitted  in  above  ac- 
count     11  14  10  11  14  10 


J8129  15  10         129  15  10 
H.  C.  BoTHSBT,  Begistrar. 

No.  6919.  fiTc^ediild  5. 

Mr.  Common,  shipbuilder. 

Claimed.  Allowed, 

je   «.  d.  Jt,   8,  d. 

1.  Contract  work  76    5    0  76    5    0 

2.  Extras 19    6    3  19    6    6 

8.  Ditto 86    8    9  36    8    9 

4.  Smiths*  work 14  19    0  14  19    0 


Deduct                           146  19    0         146  19    0 
5.  Cash  received  on  account  ...    40    0    0  40    0    0 


jeiOO  19    0         106  19    0 
H.  C.  BoTHXBT,  Begistrar. 

The  reasons,  npon  which  the  registrar  based  his 
report  were  given  by  him  in  writing  as  follows  : — 

"The  ciroamstances  of  this  case  are  very 
pecnliar. 

'*  It  seems  that  the  Turliani  or  Turlina  was  a 
Greek  vessel,  built  at  Sjra  in  the  ^ear  1872  by 
one  Zancopalo.  Whilst  she  was  bnilding,  Zanoo- 
palo  sold  one  half  of  the  ship  for  the  sum  of  35,000 
drachms  to  a  person  named  Companis,  and  the 
vessel  was  registered  in  their  joint  names.  It  was 
arranged  that  for  the  first  year,  at  all  events, 
Zancopalo  shonld  be  the  master,  and  Companis 
mate;  bat  that  when  Zancopalo  was  on  shore, 
Companis  was  to  be  the  master,  and  to  have  the 
management  and  control  of  .the  ship  and  of  its 
afiPairs.  It  farther  appears  that  the  owners,  being 
nnable  to  provide  the  necessary  fnnds  for  the  com- 
pletion of  the  vessel  bot  rowed  from  a  Greek 
named  Demetrio  Yafiadachi,  two  sams  of  700  and 
300  Napoleons  respectively,  for  which  they  gave 
two  mortgages  on  the  ship. 

"  The  ship  left  Syra  with  Zancopalo  on  board  as 
master,  and  Companis  as  mate,  and  proceeded 
thence  to  Cyprus,  Odessa,  and  other  places,  and 
nltimately  arrived  with  a  cargo  at  Falmouth, 
whence  she  was  ordered  to  proceed  to  Leery.  On 
her  way  there  she  got  on  toa  bank,  and  was  obliged 
to  pat  into  Cnzhaven,  where  the  cargo  was  dis- 
charged. At  Cnxhaven  she  was  placed  on  a  bank, 
there  being  no  dry  docks  there,  and  her  bottom 
was  canlk^  and  tallowed,  bot  no  other  repairs 
were  done  to  her.  She  then  sailed  with  Companis 
as  master,  Zancopalo  remaining  at  Cnzhaven, 
partly  becanse  of  his  health,  partly  to  settle  the 
averages  for  Swansea,  where  a  charter  had  been 


obtained  for  her  to  carry  a  cargo  of  ooals  to  Sierra 
Leone. 

"  It  is  said  that  on  the  way  the  vessel  met  with 
contrary  winds,  and,  accordingly,  instead  of  oon- 
tinaing  her  voyage,  she  proceeded  to  the  Tyne, 
where  Companis  obtained  a  charter  for  her  to 
convey  a  cargo  of  coals  to  Baenos  Ayres.  A 
qaantity  of  necessaries  having  there  been  supplied 
to  her,  and  her  bottom  having  been  coppered,  she 
was  ready  to  sail  on  her  intended  voyage,  when 
she  was  arrested  at  the  suit  of  the  necessaries  men. 

"  In  the  meantime,  Zancopalo,  having  heard  of 
the  change  of  the  vessel's  destination,  came  over 
from  Cnxhaven,  and  seeing  the  condition  of  affairs, 
he  endeavonred  to  raise  money  to  satisfy  the  daims 
upon  her,  but  in  vain.  Accordingly  the  several 
Baits,  some  of  which  had  originally  been  instituted 
in  the  Coanty  Court  of  Newcastle,  but  were  after- 
wards transferred  to  this  court,  proceeded ;  and 
on  the  30bh  Jane  last  the  coart  ordered  the  vessel 
to  be  appraised  and  sold  to  answer  the  claims 
against  her. 

"  The  vessel  was  accordingly  sold,  and  the  pro- 
oeeeds,  amonnting  to  1810L,  were  on  the  14tb  Sept. 
last  paid  into  court.  But  In  the  meantime  other 
saits  had  been  broaght  against  the  vessel,  and 
amongst  them  one  on  the  8bh  Ang.  by  Demetrio 
Yafiadachi,  the  mortj^agee,  suing  as  a  bottomry 
bondholder,  and  another  on  the  28th  of  the  same 
month  by  Companis,  the  master,  for  his  wages  and 
disbarsements.  The  claim,  I  shoald  observe,  of 
Demetrio  Yafiadachi  to  sue  as  a  bottomry  bond- 
holder was  overraled  by  the  coart,  but  he  was 
allowed  to  claim  in  respect  of  his  two  deeds  for  700 
and  300  Napoleons  respectively  as  a  mortgagee. 

"  There  were  then  nine  causes  against  this  vessel, 
and  it  was  agreed  that  they  should  all  be  referred 
to  myself  to  report  the  amoants  due  thereon,  and 
at  the  same  time  to  decide  the  right  of  the  respec- 
tive parties  to  priority  of  payment  out  of  the 
proceeds. 

"  Accordingly,  all  the  causes  came  before  me  on 
the  29th  Dec.,  and  on  the  4th  and  6ih  Jan.  last, 
witnesses  were  examined,  and  the  case  was  very 
folly  discussed ;  and  the  conclusion  to  which  I  came 
was  as  follows : — 

**  First,  that  this  being  a  foreign  ship,  a  claim 
for  necessaries,  strictly  so  called,  would,  on  the 
authority  of  The  Ella  A,  Clark  (Brown.  &  Lush. 
32),  constitute  a  maritime  lien  under  the  6th  sec- 
tion of  the  3  &  4  Yict.  c.  65,  and  as  such  take 
precedence  of  the  claims  of  a  mortgagee,  which  is 
not  a  maritime  lien. 

**  Secondly,  that  this  being  a  foreign  ship,  a  claim 
for  necessaries  would,  on  the  authority  of  the  case 
ot  The  Jenny  Lifu2  (L.  Bep.  3  Adm.  &  Ecc.529), 
take  precedence  of  that  of  the  master  of  a  ship  for 
his  wages  and  disbursements,  where  the  master, 
as  in  this  case,  was  partowner,  and  had  mortgaged 
his  interest  in  the  ship. 

''Thirdly,  that  an  advance  of  freight  was  not  a 
necessary  within  the  meaning  of  the  Act,  and  that, 
therefore,  such  a  claim  would  not  be  entitled  to 
precedence  over  that  of  the  mortgagee. 

*'  Fourthly,  that  a  claim  for  moneys  advanced 
by  an  insurance  company  was  equally  not  a  claim 
for  necessaries,  and  would  consequently  not  take 
precedence  over  that  of  the  mortgagee. 

Fifthly,  that  looking  at  the  various  sums 
which  it  was  proved  that  Companis,  the  master, 
had  received  at  different  places,  to  his  conduct  at 
North  Shields,  and  to  the  general  facts  of  the  case. 
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ic  had  Dot  been  shown  to  my  satiBfaction  that  any- 
thing  whatever  was  due  to  him  in  respect  of  his 
wages  and  disbursements,  and  that  bis  claim 
ought  therefore  to  be  disallowed  in  ioto. 

**  Sixthly,  that  seeing  the  difficulties  which  sur- 
rounded the  case,  it  seemed  to  me  €hat  all  the 
claimants,  except  Companis,  were  entitled  to  their 
costs,  as  well  in  this  court  as  in  the  County  Court. 
I  therefore  held  : — 
*'  (1.)  That  the  costs  of  all  parties,  save  those  of 
Companis,  the  master,  in  cause  No.  6961, 
should  first  be  paid  out  of  the  proceeds. 
**  (2.)  That  then  the  claims  of  the  material  men 
for  necessaries,  in  causes  Nos.  6877, 6893, 
6895,  6918,  and  6919,  should  be  paid  to 
the  extent  reported  due. 
'*(8.)  That  then  the  claims  of  the  mortgagee 
should  be  satisfied  on  his  furnishing  satis- 
factory proof  that  the  claim  had  not  been 
paid. 
**  And  if  after  the  payment  of  the  above  claims 
any  balance  remained,  which  seemed  not  to  be 
very  likely,  the  question  should  again  come  before 
me  to  decide  how  such  balance  should  be  distri- 
buted amongst  the  remaining  creditors. 

**  To  this  ruling,  as  I  understand,  no  exception 
is  taken,  except  in  regard  to  the  allowance  of  the 
claims  in  causes  Nos.  6918  and  6919,  which  were 
mainly,  if  not  entirely,  for  the  cost  of  coppering 
the  vessel;  and  it  was  contended  that  this  was 
not  a  necessary.  It  was  said  that  Zancopulo  had 
designed  the  vessel  for  a  voyage  to  Sierra  Leone, 
for  which  it  would  not  have  been  necessary  to 
copper  the  veesel ;  but  that,  by  altering  her  desti- 
nation to  Buenos  Ayres,  the  coppering  had  become 
necessary.  Now  I  am  a  little  at  a  loss  to  see  what 
greater  authority  Zancopulo  had  to  decide  upon 
the  destination  of  this  vessel  than  Companis,  see- 
ing that  they  both  held  an  equal  share  of  her,  and 
that  Zancopulo,  by  remaining  on  shore  at  Cux- 
haven,  had  virtually  given  up  the  command  of 
the  vessel  and  the  management  of  its  affairs  to 
Companis. 

"  But  apart  from  this,  I  am  told  by  my  assessor 
that  whether  the  vessel  went  to  Sierra  Leone  or  to 
Buenos  Ayres,  it  was  equally  necessary  that  she 
should  be  coppered.  Assuming  that  she  was 
destined  for  a  voyage  to  those  climates,  it  was 
essentially  necessary  that  she  should  be  coppered. 
The  coppering  was  a  necessarv  for  the  voyage, 
whether  she  went  to  the  one  place  or  the  other. 
Now  it  has  been  laid  down  by  the  present  learned 
judge  in  the  case  of  The  Riga,  reported  in  3  Law 
Keports,  A.  &  E.,  that  there  is  no  distinction  to  be 
drawn  between  necessaries  for  the  ship  and  neces- 
saries for  the  voyage.  At  page  522  he  observes, 
'  I  am  unable  to  draw  any  solid  distinction  (espe- 
cially since  the  last  statute)  between  necessaries 
for  the  ship  and  necessaries  for  the  voyage;  and  I 
shall  follow  the  doctrine  of  the  common  law,  as 
laid  down  by  the  high  authority  of  Lord  Ten- 
terden,  in  the  case  of  Webster  v.  Seekamp.  In 
that  case  he  says,  the  general  rule  is  that  the 
master  may  bind  his  owners  for  necessary  repairs 
done,  or  supplies  provided  for  the  ship.  It  was 
contended  at  the  trial  that  this  liability  of  the 
owners  was  confined  to  what  wasabBolutely  neces- 
sary. I  think  that  rule  too  narrow,  for  it  would  be 
extremely  difficult  to  decide,  and  often  impossible, 
in  many  cases,  what  is  absolutely  necessary.  If, 
however,  the  jury  are  to  inquire  only  what  is 
necessary,  there  is  no  better  rule  to  ascertain  that 


than  by  considering  what  a  prudent  man,  if  pre- 
sent, would  do  under  circumstances  in  which  the 
agent,  in  his  absence,  is  called  upon  to  act.  I  am 
of  opinion  that  whatever  is  fit  and  proper  for  the 
service  on  which  a  vessel  is  engaged,  whatever  the 
owner  of  that  vessel,  as  a  prudent  man,  would  have 
ordered  if  present  at  the  time,  comes  within  the 
meaning  of  the  term  '  necessaries,'  as  applied  to 
those  repairs  done  or  things  provided  for  the  ship 
by  order  of  the  master,  for  which  the  owners  are 
liable.'  Every  word  in  this  passage  appears  to  be 
specially  applicable  to  the  present  case.  As  prudent 
owners  it  was  their  duty,  as  they  intended  her  for 
such  a  voyage,  to  have  her  coppered. 

*'  It  was  said,  however,  that  it  was  not  a  prudent 
thing  to  copper  an  iron  fastened  ship  such  as  this 
was,  and  that  Mr.  Common  so  admitted  before  me, 
but  the  captain  and  the  foreign  surveyor  directed 
it  to  be  done,  and  Mr.  Common  took  the  best 
measures  for  preventing  any  evil  consequence 
arising  from  such  a  proceeding  by  covering  the 
heads  of  the  iron  bolts  with  lead. 

'*  It  was  on  these  grounds  that  I  allowed  the 
coppering.  Nor  is  ic  to  be  forgotten  that  the 
coppering  must  have  added  cpnsiderably  to  her 
value,  when  she  came  to  be  sold  by  the  court ;  and 
that  to  a  certain  extent,  therefore,  the  value  of  the 
copper  may  be  said  to  be  in  the  proceeds. 

"  (Signed)        H.  E.  Bothbbt,  Registrar. 

"  15th  Feb.  1875." 

To  this  report,  in  so  far  as  it  decided  that  the 
plaintiff  in  cause  No.  6919  was  entitled  to  recover 
for  necessaries  supplied  the  defendant  (the  mort- 
gagee) took  objection,  and  his  petition  filed  in 
objection  to  the  report  was,  so  far  as  material,  as 
follows : — 

2.  The  TurUani  was  a  Greek  brig  of  about  274  tons 
register.  She  wm  built  at  Syra  in  the  lattcnr  part  of  the 
year  1872,  and  was  fastened  with  iron  bolts.  She  wm 
owned  in  moietiea  by  John  Zanoopole,  master  mariner, 
and  Zanni  L.  Companis,  mariner.  Zancopulo  was  master 
of  the  Ttbrliani  until  the  month  of  February  1874,  and 
Companis  was  a  seaman  on  board  her. 

3.  In  or  about  the  month  of  Feb.  1874  the  TWltcmt,  in 
consequence  of  damage  received  at  sea,  put  into  Cnz- 
haven,  where  she  was  canlked  and  some  repairs  were 
done  to  her.  The  said  John  Zancopulo,  finding  it  ex. 
pedient  to  remain  for  a  time  at  Coxbaven,  instructed  the 
said  Companis  to  take  the  TurUani  to  Swansea,  where 
the  said  Zancopulo  had  arranged  a  charter  for  her,  and 
where  he  intended  to  rejoin  her. 

4.  The  TurUani  aooordingly  proceeded  to  sea  in  charge 
of  a  pilot,  bat  instead  of  going  to  Swansea  the  said  Com- 
panis proceeded  with  the  TurUani  to  North  Shields, 
where  she  arrived  on  or  abont  the  4th  Afaroh  1874.  The 
TurUani  was  then  in  good  repair  and  seagoing  condition, 
and  not  in  want  of  any  repairs,  except  some  caolkiog  and 
slight  repairs  to  ber  npper  works. 

5.  The  said  Companis,  without  the  knowledge  or  sanc- 
tion of  the  said  Zancopnlo,  and  before  the  arrival  of  Zan- 
copolo  at  North  Shields,  employed  the  plaintiff  to  do  the 
caulking  and  repairs  mentioned  in  the  preceding  article, 
and  to  sheath  the  TurUani  with  yellow  metal,  and  the 
sum  allowed  by  the  registrar  to  the  plaintift  in  this  canse 
is  the  amount  of  his  account  for  the  said  repairs  and 
metalling. 

6.  It  was  most  imprudent  and  improper  to  metal  the 
TurUani,  she  being  an  iron-fastened  vessel.  It  was  im- 
possible to  place  the  metal  in  contact  with  the  iron,  in 
conaeqaenoe  of  the  galvanic  action  which  would  thereby 
be  produced  upon  the  metal,  and  it  was  consequently 
necessary  to  take  unusual  precautions  to  prevent  the 
contact  of  the  metal  with  the  iron  bolts,  and  the  expense 
of  metalling  the  TurUani  was  thereby  largely  increased. 

7.  At  the  time  of  so  metalling  the  ship  the  plaintiif 
well  knew  that  the  TurUani  was  an  iron-fastened  vessel, 
and  was  aware  of  the  consequent  impropriety  and  impru- 
denoe  of  metalling  her. 

8.  On  the  6th  7an.  1875  the  plamtiif,  John  Freeland 
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IPetgvm  Common,  attended  before  the  registrar,  in  the 
zegistry  of  this  honourable  oonrt,  to  explam  a  mistake  in 
the  plslntiff's  aooonnt  in  another  oanse  against  the  Tw- 
Kam,  and  the  said  John  Freeland  Fergus  Common  there- 
upon, in  the  presence  of  the  solicitors  for  the  plaintiff  and 
defendant,  stated  to  the  registrar  that  he  knew  that  the 
TurUani  was  an  iron-fastened  ship,  and  that  he  was 
aware  of  the  imprudence  of  metalling  the  vessel,  but  that 
in  consequence  of  the  said  Companis  directing  the  vessel 
to  be  metalled,  he  took  care,  before  placing  the  metal  on 
the  vessel,  to  cover  the  heads  of  the  iron  bolts  with  white 
lead,  and  then  to  place  pieces  of  sheet  iron  over  each 
bolt,  and  nsil  it  on  with  coi>per  or  yellow  metal  nails. 

9.  By  reason  of  the  premises  the  defendant's  solicitors 
submit  ;— 
(a)  That  it  was  not  necessary  or  proper  to  metal  the 

TwrUani, 
(6)  That  under  the  droumstances  hereinbefore  pleaded 

the  plaintiif*s  daim,  in  so  far  as  the  metalling  is 

concerned,  is  not  a  daim  for  necessaries  within  the 

ttne  intent  and  meaning  of  the  Z&4  Vict.  c.  65, 

S.6. 
(c)  That  the  claim  of  the  plaintiff  for  metalling  the 

TurUam  ought  to  be  postponed  to  the  daim  of  the 

defendant  as  mortgagee. 
And  the  petition  prayed  the  right  honoarable 
the  judge  to  refer  the  said  report  back  to  the 
registrar,  with  directions  to  amend  the  same,  in  so 
for  as  it  reported  in  favoar  of  the  priority  of  the 
plaintiff's  claim  for  metalling  the  Turlicmi  oyer 
the  defendant's,  and  to  condemn  the  plaintiff  in  so 
much  of  the  costs  of  the  said  reference  as  related 
to  their  said  claim,  and  in  the  costs  of  that  objection, 
and  that  otherwise  jnstice  might  be  administered  to 
the  defendant  in  the  premises. 

The  answer  of  the  plaintiff*,  John  Freeland 
Fergns  Common,  admitted  the  trath  of  the  allega- 
tions contained  in  article  1  of  the  said  petition, 
and  craved  leave  to  refer  to  the  said  report  and 
registrar's  notes  and  reasons.  It  also  admitted 
the  truth  of  the  allegations  contained  in  the  second 
article  of  the  said  petition,  but  further  stated  that 
upon  the  said  John  Zancopulo  and  Zanni  Companis 
becoming  co-owners  of  the  Turliani,  it  was  agreed 
between  them  that  when  the  said  John  Zancopulo 
should  be  on  shore  the  said  Zanni  Companis 
should  be  her  master,  and  have  the  control  of  her 
and  of  her  affairs.    The  answer  then  continued  as 

follows : 

8.  As  to  the  third  and  fourth  articles  of  the  said  peti- 
tion, the  Turliani,  after  leaving  CuxBaven,  met  with  con- 
trary winds,  in  consequence  of  which  the  said  Companis, 
who  was  then  her  master  and  had  the  management  of 
her  affairs,  took  her  into  North  Shields,  where  she 
arrived,  as  in  the  said  petition  stated.  The  said  Com- 
panis was  then  still  owner  of  a  moiety  of  the  TurUani. 
On  her  so  arriviog  at  Shields  she  was  m  want  of  caulking 
and  repairs  to  her  upper  works,  and  she  was  not  metalled. 
The  plaintiff  was  not  aware  of  any  such  directions  having 
been  given  by  Zancopulo  to  Companis,  as  stated  in  the 
said  petition,  until  the  hearing  of  the  reference  in  this 
cause  by  the  registrar. 

4.  As  to  the  fifth  article  of  the  said  petition :  After 
such  arrival  at  Shields,  the  said  Companis,  being  such 
master  and  part  owner  of  the  Turliani  and  having  the 
management  of  her  affairs,  chartered  her  to  proceed  on 
a  voyage  to  Buenos  Ayree,  and  he  employed  the  plaintiff 
to  do  the  necessary  canlkinff  and  repairs  to  the  Turliani, 
and  to  sbeath  her  with  yellow  metal,  and  the  plaintiff 
accordingly,  by  the  direction  of  the  said  Companis,  and  of 


the  surveyors  employed  by  or  on  behalf  of  her  owners  or 
underwriters,  did  such  caulking  and  repairs,  and  sheathed 
her  with  vdlow  metal,  and  the  sum  allowed  by  the  regis- 
trar is  the  amount  of  the  plaintifP*s  account  for  suoh 
caulking  repairs  and  metalling. 

5.  As  to  the  sixth  and  seventh  articles  of  the  said  peti- 
tion :  In  order  that  the  Turliani  might  perform  either 
the  voyage  contemplated  by  Zancopulo,  which  was  a 
voyage  to  Sierra  Leone,  and  other  places  on  the  voyage  to 
Buenos  Ayres,  it  was  necessary  to  metal  her,  notwith- 
standing that  she  was  iron-fastened.  It  was  net  impm- 
dent  or  improper  to  metal  her,  provided  proper  pre. 
cautions  were  taken  to  prevent  galvanic  action,  and 
proper  precautions  were  taken  by  the  plaintiff,  iHio  knew 
the  said  vessel  was  iron-fastened,  to  prevent  such  galvanic 
action.  The  precautions  taken  were  such  as  are  nraal  in 
metalUng  iron-fastened  vessds.  The  expense  of  metalling 
was  thereby  necessarily  larger  than  it  would  have  bean  ff 
the  Turliani  had  been  a  copper  fastened  vessel.  Save  as 
herein  appears,  the  plaintiff  denies  the  truth  of  the 
allegations  in  the  said  sixth  and  seventh  artides. 

6.  As  to  the  eighth  article  of  the  said  petition :  The 
plaintiff  stated  that  after  the  Turliani  came  into  dock  he 
found  that  die  was  an  iron-fastened  ship,  and  in  the  sense 
that  it  would  have  been  better  to  have  replaced  the  iron 
fastenings  with  copper,  if  possible,  before  metalling  the 
vessel,  he  st&ted  that  he  was  aware  of  the  impmdenoe  of 
metalling  her— meaning  that  it  would  be  imorudent, 
unless  proper  measures  were  taken  with  regard  to  the 
bolts— and  he  stated,  that  in  oonsequenoe  of  Companis 
and  the  surveyors  of  the  veesd  directing  her  to  be 
metalled,  iron-fastened  as  she  was,  and  (nrdering  that 
before  placing  the  metal  on  the  vessel  he  should  take  the 
usual  precautions,  namely,  those  of  covering  the  heads  of 
the  iron  bolto  with  white  lead,  and  then  plaoinff  pieoes  of 
sheet  lead  over  each  bdt,  and  nailing  such  pieoes  on  with 
copper  or  ydlow  metal  nails ;  he  followed  such  order*  and 
took  such  precautions.  Save  as  herein  appears,  the 
plaintiff  denies  the  truth  of  the  said  dghth  artide. 

7.  The  plaintiff  submito  that  his  said  claim  was  pro- 
perly allowed  by  the  registrar,  and  that  it  is  entitled  to 
priori^  over  the  claim  of  the  defendanto  as  mortgagees. 

The  answer  prayed  the  right  honourable  the 
judge  to  confirm  the  report  of  the  registrar,  and  to 
reject  the  prayer  of  the  said  petition. 

The  pleadings  in  objection  to  the  report  were 
thereupon  concluded. 

June  8, 1875.— ao^en,  Q*^-  i^-  O.  Maihew  with 
him)  for  the  defendant  (the  mortgagee),  stated  that 
he  was  unable  to  urge  any  good  reason  n^inst  the 
report,  and  that  he  must  abandon  the  objection. 

E.  G,  Clarkson  for  the  plaintiff. 

Sir  R.  Philumore. — I  have  very  carefully  read 
through  the  case,  the  facts  of  which  all  appear 
upon  the  printed  papers,  and  I  have  come  to  the 
same  conclusion.  Subject  to  any  argument  which 
I  might  have  heard,  I  was  unable  to  see  any  reason 
whatever  for  disturbing  the  report,  which  seems 
to  me  to  be  quite  correct,  and  the  reasons  for  which 
are  sound. 

Proctor  for  the  plaintiffs  in  causes  Nos.  6877 
and  6895,  H,  C.  Goote, 

Solicitors  for  the  plaintiffs  in  cause  No.  6898, 
Olarkson,  Son,  and  Qreenwell. 

Solicitors  for  the  plaintiffs  in  causes  Nos.  6911, 
6913,  6918,  6919,  and  6961.  Ingledew,  Ince,  and 
Greening, 

Solicitors  for  the  mortgagee,  Pritckard  and 
Sons. 
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ABANDONMENT. 

See  Carriage  of  Ooodi^  No.  88 — Marine  Inswrwnce, 
Nos.  1,  2,  20,  21,  88,  88,  89,  46,  ^—Salvage, 
No8.  10, 11, 18, 16,  21. 

ADMIRALTT  COURT. 

See  Carriage  of  Ooode,  No.  11— ColUaian,  Nob.  6, 
27,  84,  38,  S9— County  Courts  AdmiraUy  Juries 
diction.  Nob.  1,  2,  8,  4 — Damage,  No.  l—JwrU- 
dieiionj  No.  1,  2,  Z—M<uter*8  Wages  and  Die- 
hureements.  Nob.  2, 12,  l^—Neceeeariee,  No.  1,  5 
— Pro<j«c«,  Nob.  1,  2,  8,  4,  5,  6,  7,  9, 10, 18.  14— 
Salvage,  Nob.  1,  2,  8,  4,  5,  6,  7,  8, 12, 14,  17,  18 
— Wages,  Nob.  1,  2,  4,  5. 

ADMIRALTY  COURT  ACTS.  1861. 
See  Jurisdiction,  Nob.  1, 2,  8 — Salvage,  No.  12. 

ADVANCES. 

See  Bottotnry,  Nob.  1,  2 — Carriage  of  Goods,  No.  18 
—C^Wer party.  No.  l^Marine  Jntfurance, No.  48 
— Necessaries,  Nob.  8, 4. 

ADVICES. 
See  Marine  Insurance,  No.  4. 

AGENTS. 

See  Broler*s  Lien—Carriage  of  Goods,  No.  40,  48— 
Marine  Insurance,  Nob.  6,  17.  29,  30,  85,  86 — 
Necessaries,  No.  ^—Practice,  Nob.  18,  14— Sale 
of  ship. 

ANCHOR. 

See   CoUision,  Nob.  19,  33,  34— Navigable  River, 

Nob.  I,  2,  4. 

APPEAL. 

See  Marine  Insurance  Association,  No.  8 — Practice, 
Nob.  1,  2, 8,  ^--Salvage,  No.  14. 

APPEARANCE. 

See  Collision,  No.  Z7 ^Mortgagees,  No.  1 — Salvage, 

No.  7. 

APPROPRIATION. 
See  Marine  Insurance,  No.  22. 

ARREST  OF  SHIP. 

See  CoUision,  No.  40— Jurisdiction,  No.  2—Neeee- 
saries,  No.  1 — Practice,  Nob.  5,  6,  7. 

ASSIGNEES. 

See  Bills  of  Lading,  Nob.  2,  8 — Carriage  of  Goods, 
Nob.  1,  2,  3,4,  5,  6— Jurisdiction,  No.  2. 

"AT  AND  PROM." 
See  Marine  Insurance,  Nob.  3,  12,  28,  45. 
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ATTACHING  OF  UEN. 
See  Neeeeeariet,  No.  1. 

ATTACHING  OF  POLICY. 
See  Marine  Insurance,  Nob.  8, 28,  45. 

ATTORNEY. 
See  Practice,  No.  14. 

AVERAGE. 

See  Carriage  of  Goods,  Nob.  30,  35 — General  Aver* 
age — Marine  Insurance,  Nob.  24,  25. 

AVERAGE  STATEMENT. 

See  Jurisdiction,  No.   4 — Marine  Insurance,  Nob. 

24,25. 

BAIL. 

See  Salvage,  No.  7. 

BARRATRY. 
See  Carriage  of  Goode,  Nob.  12, 21, 22. 

BILLS  OF  EXCHANGE. 

Presentation  for  acceptance — Representation — For* 
gery, — ^Where  a  bank  preeent  billB  of  exohaiige 
for  aooeptanoe  to  the  drawere  with  a  repreeenta- 
tion  that  they  hold  billB  of  lading  to  ooyer  them, 
thiB  dooB  not  amount  to  a  lepreeentation  that  the 
billB  of  lading  are  genuine,  and  even  if  it  toms 
oat  that  th^  are  forged,  the  aooeptore  are  not 
releaeed  from  their  liability.  (V.  C.  B.)  Baaster 
Y.  Chapman  and  others page  170 

See  Brcker^s  Lien — Carriage  of  Goods,  Nob.  3,  4 — 
Hypothecation — Marine  Insurance,  No.  6 — Ship* 
building  Contract. 

BILLS  OF  LADING. 

1.  Goods  belonging  to  several  merchants — One  biU 
qf  lading — Objection  to—Waiver. — ^Where  goode 
ordered  by  merchantB  against  their  aoceptanceB 
are  shipped  to  them  under  one  bill  of  lading  with 
other  goods  not  ordered  by  them,  they  waiye  any 
objection  to  the  bill  of  lading  by  writing  to  the 
shippen  on  learning  the  f  aot  of  the  shipment  that 
they  shonld  send  them  copies  of  the  bill  of  lading 
and  other  documents,  treating  the  contract  as 
subsisting.  (Ex.  Ch.  from  C.P.)  The  Imperial 
Ottoman  Bank  T.  Cowan 57,  418 

2.  **  Order  or  Assigns*'  omitUd  —  Efect  of^No 
notice  of  trust — Indorsees — Consignor  cmd  con* 
signeee. — ^The  mere  omission  of  the  words  **  or 
order,  or  assigns,"  in  a  bill  of  lading,  does  not  of 
itself  affect  the  parties  having  the  legal  and 
equitable  interest  in  goods  as  indorsees  and 
holders  with  oonstmctiTe  notice  of  a  trust  existing 
under  the  arrangements  between  the  consignor 
and  consignee,  and  is  not  such  an  omiiBioin  as 
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ought  to  haye  excited  the  sxiBpioion  of  the  holders 
and  pnt  them  on  inquiry  at  to  the  said  arrange- 
ments. (Priv.  Co.)  Henderson  and  another  y. 
The  Comptoir  D*E8compte  de  Paris page    98 

3.  "  Order  or  oMtgns  " — Negotiable  instrument, — 
Semhle^  that  in  order  to  make  bills  of  lading 
negotiable,  some  snch  words  as  '*  or  order,  or 
assigns,"  onght  to  be  in  them.    (Priy.  Co.)    Id,    98 

See  Carriage  of  Goods,  Nos.  1,  2,  3,  4,  5,  6,  7,  8,  9, 
10,  11, 12,  13,  20,  21,  22,  24,  27,  28,  29,  32,  39, 
41,  42— Cfcorier-party,  No.  1 — General  Average, 
No.  1. 

BLOCKADE. 
See  Marine  Insurance,  Nos.  38,  39. 

BOTTOMRY. 

1.  Master's  UabHity  on  hiind. — In  the  absence  of 
any  speoial  agreement  to  that  effect,  the  master 
of  a  riiip  does  not  incur  any  personal  liability  to 
repay  to  a  bottomry  lander  the  sum  borrowed  by 
him  on  bottomry,  where  the  bottomry  bond  be- 
comes dne  by  the  safe  arriyal  of  the  ship  and  the 
ship  and  freight  proye  insnffioient  to  discharge  it 
in  fnU.  (U.  S.  Diet.  Ct.  East.  Dist.  of  N.  T.) 
Theharltlrma    155 

2.  MaHei's  liahility-=— Advances — Implied  contract 
— Extinguishment. — ^The  implied  contract  of  the 
master,  arising  under  the  general  rule  of  the 
maritime  law,  out  of  an  adyance  of  money  for  the 
ship,  is  extinguished  when  a  lawful  contract  of 
bottomry  has  been  made  and  the  debt  has  been 
put  at  risk.  (IT.  S.  Dist.  Ct.  East.  Dist.  of 
N.T.)    Id 155 

See  Marine  Insurance,  No,  43 — Master's  Wages 
and  Disbursements,  Nos.  12, 13. 

BBOKBBS. 
See  Broker^s  Lien — Marine  Insurance,  No.  6. 

BBOEEB*S  LIEN. 

Retaining  mate's  receipts — Bills  of  lading  given 
by  mctster.  —  Brokers  purchasing  on  their 
own  credit  cotton  for  merchants  for  shipment  do 
not,  by  retaining  the  mate's  receipts  endorsed  to 
them  by  the  merchants,  keep  their  lien  upon  the 
ootton  after  the  cotton  has  been  shipped  on 
board  a  ship  belonging  to  the  merchants  and  bilk 
of  lading  haye  been  signed  by  the  master,  so  as  to 
entitle  them  to  claim  either  as  against  bankers 
holding  the  bills  of  lading  as  security  for  adyanoes 
made  against  the  cotton,  or  against  the  shipowners 
for  the  default  of  their  master  (he  haying  no 
notice  of  the  lien)  in  signing  the  bills  of  lading 
without  haying  the  mate's  receipts  returned  to 
him.    (V.  C.  B.)    Hathesing  y.  Laing 170 

BUOY. 
See  Collision,  No.  ZZ--Navi  gable  River,  No.  4. 

CABOO. 

See  Billof  Lading — Broker's  Lien — Carriageof  Goods, 
Nos.  2,  3,  8,  9,  10,  12,  13, 14, 16,  17,  18,  20,  21, 
22,  28,  24,  25,  26,  27,  28,  29,  30,  31,  32,  33.  34, 
35,  36,  87,  38,  4B— Charter-party,  Nos.  2,  3— 
General  Average,  No.  1 — Interest — Marine  Insur- 
ance, Nos.  3,  4,  5,  6,  7,  8.  9,  10, 11,  37,  38,  51, 
52. 

CABBIAGE  OF  GOODS. 

1.  BUI  of  lading — Assignee — Rights  of, — ^An  assignee 
of  a  bill  of  lading  may  haye  a  better  right  against 
the  shipowner  to  reeoyer  f  or  breach  of  the  contract 
of  oarriage  than  the  assignor.  (Adm.)  The 
EmiHsnMarie 514 


2.  Bill  of  lading — Assignee — Rights  of-^Arrangemtsnt 
between  shipper  and  consignees — Notice — An 
assignee  of  a  bill  of  lading,  who  has  giyen  yaluable 
consideration  without  notice  of  any  arrangement 
between  the  shipper  and  the  yarious  consignees 
giying  priority  to  the  holders  of  the  other  bills  of 
lading  in  the  case  of  short  shipment  of  oargo  in 
bulk,  may  claim  from  the  shipowner  full  delivery 
of  the  cargo  specified  in  his  bill  of  lading,  eyen 
though  the  arrangement  has  been  made  without 
the  priyity  of  the  shipowner,  and  the  master  has 
indorsed  the  bill  of  lading  with  the  words  "  weight 
unknown."    (Adm.)     Id 514 

3.  Bill  of  Uiding — Assignee — Rights  of — Notice  of 
bankruptcy  of  consignee — Putting  on  inquiry — 
Priority. — ^A  letter  written  by  an  assignor  of  a 
bill  of  lading  to  his  assignee,  informing  the  latter 
that  the  bankruptcy  of  the  shipper  and  consignor 
(who  had  indorsed  to  the  assignor)  may  possibly 
interfere  with  the  proceeds  cdf  the  shipment,  so 
far  as  the  assignor  is  concerned ;  and  that  he 
thinks  it  best  to  prevent  the  possibility  of  a  hitch 
to  send  the  bill  of  lading  for  the  assignee  to  deal 
with,  the  latter  having  advanced  money  thereon, 
is  not  such  a  notice  as  will  oblige  the  assignee  to 
make  inquiries  as  to  the  quantity  of  and  the 
yarious  rights  to  the  cargo,  so  as  to  bind  the 
assignee  with  constructive  notice  of  any  arrange- 
ment between  the  shipper  and  yarious  consignees, 
giying  priority  to  the  holders  of  other  bills  of 
lading  in  the  case  of  short  shipment.     (Adm.) 

Id 514 

4.  Bill  of  lading — Assignee — Rights  of— Master 
signinq  as  agent  of  charterers. — The  rights  of  an 
innocent  hplder  of  a  bill  of  lading  are  not  affected 
by  the  fact  that  the  master  signed  as  agent  for 
the  charterers,  unless  the  holder  has  notice  of 
the  charter  party,  or  that  the  master  signed  in 
that  capacity.     (Adm.)     Id 514 

5.  BUI  of  lading — Assignment — Va^^uableconsidsra- 
tion, — A  bill  of  lading  assigned  in  part  payment 
of  a  debt  already  due  from  the  assignor  to  the 
assignee,  is  assigned  for  yaluable  consideration. 
(Adm.)      Id 514 

6.  Bill  of  lading— BilU  of  Lading  Act,  sect  9— Mea- 
surements—Estoppel.— By  18  &  19  Vict.  c.  Ill,  s. 
3,  **  every  bill  of  lading  is  oonclusiye  evidence  of 
the  shipment  as  against  the  person  signing  it." 
Senible  that  by  this  statute  the  bill  of  la^ng  is 
not  conclusive  evidence  as  to  the  accuracy  of 
measurements,  and  does  not  estop  the  person 
signing  from  disputing  those  measurements. 
(Ex.)  Blanchei  y.  PoweU's  Llantunt  CoUisriss 
Company,  Limited 224 

7.  Bill  of  lading—*'  Good  order  and  c<mdUu>n" — 
"  Quality  and  quantity  unknown  " — No  admission 
as  to  quality — Damage  to  cargo. — ^A  bill  of  lading, 
stating  goods  to  haye  been  ^pped  in  good  order 
and  condition,  but  indorsed  by  the  master  with 
the  words  "  quality  and  quantity  unknown,"  does 
not  admit  as  against  the  shipowner  that  the  goods 
were  shipped  in  good  order  and  condition.  (Adm. 
andP.C).     The  Ida 158,  551 

8.  Bill  of  lading  —*'  Liberty  to  tow  and  assist  ves- 
sels in  all  situatiotu  " — Deviation  to  assist — Loss 
— Liability  of  shipowner. — A  ship  carrying  goods 
under  a  bill  of  lading  containing  the  usual  excep- 
tions and  also  a  clause  **  liberty  to  tow  and  assist 
yeesels  in  all  sitoations,"  is  at  liberty  to  deyiate 
for  the  purpose  of  rendering  salvage  assistance  to 
property  in  danger,  and  if  in  so  doing  she  herself 
is  lost  with  her  cargo  by  aa  excepted  peril  the 
shipowners  are  not  responsible  to  the  owners  of 
oargo  for  the  loss  sustained  by  them.  (Ex.) 
Btuart  and  another  v.  The  British  and  African 
Steam  Navigation  Co 4^ 
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9.  BiUoflading — TraiU'Shipment — Skippen^srish — 
Lo89 — Emcepted  perUa — LiabiUty, — Where  goods 
are  shipped  for  Benin,  on  the  West  Coast  of  Africa, 
under  a  bill  of  lading  containing  the  nsnal  excep- 
tions, and  a  memorandxun  "  the  within  goods  to 
be  trans-shipped  at  Bonny,  and  forwarded  by 
branch  steamer  at  ship's  expense,  but  shipper's 
risk,"  the  words  **  at  ship's  expense  but  shipper's 
risk,"  apply  to  the  trans-shipment  of  the  goods  at 
Bonny,  and  not  to  the  forwarding  of  them  from 
Bonny  to  Benin,  and  impose  no  new  obligation 
on  the  shipowner  after  trans-shipment,  and  if  a 
loss  takes  place  within  the  excepted  perils  the 
shipowner  is  not  responsible.     (Ex)    Id.  ...page  497 

10.  Bill  of  lading — Signature  by  master — Ship- 
ovmernot  estopped — Charter  party — Full  cargo 
to  he  shipped — Short  shipment — Payment  by  ship 
owners  to  charterers — No  right  of  recovery. — The 
sig^natore  of  a  master  to  a  bill  of  lading  does  not 
estop  the  shipowner,  and  hence  where  by  a  charter- 
party  it  is  agreed  that  a  ship  shall  take  on  board 
a  f  nil  cargo,  to  be  provided  by  the  charterers,  and 
proceed  therewith  to  a  foreign  i)ort,  the  master 
to  sign  bills  of  lading  for  the  weight  of  the  said 
cargo  put  on  board,  as  presented  by  the  char- 
terers, and  withont  prejudice  to  the  tenor  of  the 
charter-party,  and  cargo  is  shipped,  and  the  mas- 
ter sig^  bills  of  lading  presented  by  the  char- 
terers for  a  greater  quantity  than  is  actually 
shipped,  there  is  no  warranty  on  the  part  of  the 
charterers  that  the  bill  of  lading  is  indisputably 
correct,  nor  is  the  shipowner  under  any  obligation 
to  pay  the  consignees  anything  to  make  up  for 
the  apparent  short  shipment ;  hence  no  action 
will  lie  by  the  shipowner  against  the  charterer  to 
recoyer  back  money  so  paid  to  consignees.  (C.P.) 
Brown  and  others  y.  Powell  Duffryn  Steamship 
Company 578 

11.  BUI  of  lading — Cha/rter-party — Excepted  perils 
— Damage  to  cargo — Charterers — Sernble,  that 
charterers  proceeding  in  a  Court  of  Admiralty 
jurisdiction,  for  damage  to  cargo  carried  under  a 
bill  of  lading,  containing  no  exceptions,  but 
signed  by  the  master  in  pursuance  of  a  charter- 
party  containing  the  usual  exceptions  (perils  of 
the  sea,  &c.),  are  bound  by  those  exceptions. 
(Adm.)    The  Cathiirine  Chahners   598 

12.  Bill  of  lading — Excepted  perils — **  Thieves** — 
Construction  of — LiahiUty  ofshipovmer — Onus  of 
proof. — ^Where  goods  are  shipped  under  a  bill  c^ 
lading  excepting,  amongfst  other  things,  **  robbery 
thieves,  barratry,  of  the  masters  and  mariners," 
and  containing  a  clause  that  "  the  shipowner  is 
not  to  be  liable  for  any  damage  to  any  goods 
which  is  capable  of  being  covered  by  insurance," 
the  words  **  damage  to  any  groods  "  in  the  insur- 
ance clause  does  not  apply  to  the  case  of  total 
abstraction  of  the  goods  and  the  word  **  thieves  " 
appHes,  as  in  polices  of  marine  insurances,  only 
to  thieves  external  to  the  ship,  and  the  onus  of 
showing  that  a  loss  occurring,  whether  by  thieves 
robbeiy  or  barratry  oomes  within  one  of  the  ex- 
ceptions, lies  upon  the  shipowner  and  not  the 
shipper ;  hence  if  the  goods  totally  disappear  and 
the  shipowner  does  not  show  the  loss  to  have  been 
occasioned  by  one  of  the  excepted  perils,  the 
shipper  will  be  entitled  to  recover  their  value. 
(Q.B.)  Taylor  cmd  others  v.  The  Liverpool  and 
Great  WestemSteam  Company 275 

13.  BiU  of  lading — Excepted  perils — Contagious 
Diseases  (Animals)  Act  1869 — Liability  of  ship^ 
owner.  Where  sheep,  shipped  on  board  a  ship  for 
importation  into  England  under  a  bill  of  lading 
providing  that  they  are  shipped  at  shipper's  risk, 
and  that  the  shipowner  is  not  answerable  for 
washing  or  throwing  overboard,  are  washed  over- 


board on  the  voyage  in  a  gale  of  wind,  the  Con- 
tagious Diseases  (Animals)  Act,  1869,  under  which 
the  Privy  Council  are  empowered  to  make  and 
have  made  an  Order  in  Council  requiring  foot- 
holds to  be  provided  for  the  purpose  of  *'  pro- 
tecting ftniwrnlii  brought  by  sea  to  ports  in  Great 
Britain  from  unnecessary  suffering  during  the 
passage  and  when  landing,"  does  not  give  a  right 
of  action  to  the  owners  of  the  sheep  to  recover 
for  their  loss  happening  in  consequence  of  the 
breach  of  the  statutory  duty,  on  the  ground  that 
the  object  of  the  statute  was  not  to  benefit  the 
owners,  but  to  prevent  the  introduction  of  con- 
tagious diseases  into  this  country.  (Ex.)  Gorris 
and  another  Y.  Scott  page  282 

14.  Common  carrier — Barge  owner — Lighterman — 
Liability  of — Goods  ca/rried  for  one  person  at  a 
time — No  special  contract, — Where  a  b&f  go-owner 
makes  it  his  business  to  let  out  bargees  on  hire 
under  the  care  of  his  own  servants  to  any  per- 
sons applying  for  them  as  required  from  time  to 
time  to  carry  carg^s,  not  between  any  fixed 
termini  but  to  and  from  different  points  on  a 
navigable  river  as  each  customer  requires,  each 
voyage  being  under  a  separate  engagement 
made  for  ihat  voyage,  and  each  barge  being  let 
to  and  carrying  the  carg^o  of  one  customer  only 
at  a  time ;  such  a  barge-owner  carries  on  the 
ordinary  employment  of  a  lighterman,  and,  as 
such,  incurs  the  liability  of  a  common  carrier  in 
respect  of  the  goods  he  carries,  and  is  liable  for 
all  loss  sustained  except  by  the  act  of  Gk>d  or  the 
Queen's  enemies.  Qucsre,  however,  whether  such 
a  carrier  would  be  liable  for  refusing  to  receive 
and  carry  goods.  (Ex.  Ch.  from  Ex.)  The  Liver 
Alkali  Works  (Limited)  v.  Johnson 332 

15.  Charter-party — Demurrage— Ship  "  to  be  loaded 
with  usual  dispatch'* — Charterers — Engagements 
causing  delay — Previous  knowledge  of  master — 
Dock  regulations. — ^Whereby  a  charter-party  it  is 
mutually  agreed  between  shipowner  and  char- 
terer that  the  shipowner's  ship  is  "  to  be  loaded 
with  the  usual  dispatch  of  the  port,  or  if  longer 
detained  to  be  paid  40s.  demurrage,"  and  that  the 
ship  is  to  be  loaded  at  a  named  dock,  by  the 
regulations  of  which  no  shipper  could  have  more 
than  three  vessels  loading  in  dock  at  the  same 
time,  and,  by  reason  of  the  charterer  having  more 
than  three  vessels  entered  in  their  books  which 
had  to  be  loaded  in  the  dock  before  that  ship,  the 
ship  is  delayed  an  unreasonable  time,  the  con- 
tract to  load  with  the  usual  dispatch  of  the  port 
must  be  considered  as  an  absolute  contract  to 
load  with  that  dispatch  and  within  a  reasonable 
time,  independently  of  any  other  engagements  of 
the  charterers,  even  if  it  can  be  shown  that  at 
the  time  of  the  making  of  the  charter-party  the 
shipowner  knew  that  such  previous  eng^agements 
existed,  and  the  shipowner  can  recover  demur- 
rage. (Q3.)  Ashcroft  v.  Crow  Orchard  Col- 
liery Company    :.... • 307 

16.  Charter-party — Reasonable  cargo— Unseaworthy 
ship — Unreasonable  deloAf — Frustration  of  con- 
tract— Dissolution.— YfhBTe  a  charter-party  is 
entered  into,  the  shipowner  is  bound  to  provide  a 
reasonably  fit  ship  to  carry  a  reasonable  cargo  of 
the  kind  specified  in  the  charter-party,  and  the 
charterer  is  bound  to  provide  such  a  cargo ;  and 
if  such  a  carg^  is  provided,  and  the  ship  after 
loading  turn  out  imfit  to  carry  such  cargo  and 
consequently  unseaworthy,  and  has  to  be  un- 
loaded and  cannot  be  made  fit  to  carry  the  cargo 
within  a  reasonable  time,  the  charterer  is  ab- 
solved from  the  performance  of  his  contract  and 
is  entitled  to  recover  from  the  shipowner  the  loss 
sustained  by  him  in  consequence  of  the  ship- 
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owner's  default.    (Ex.  Ch.  from  C.P.)  Siankm  ▼. 
RieKctrdton;  Riehardion  v.  Stamton page  288 

17.  Charier-party — Delay  of  onUward  voyage  by  ew- 
cepted  perile — Arrival  after  ewpeeted  time — Con- 
tract  fiot  whotVy  frustrated — Duty  of  charterer  to 
load. — ^Where  by  a  oharter-parfcj  it  is  agreed  that 
a  ship  shall  proceed  forthwith  to  a  foreign  port 
and  tiiere  load  a  cargo  for  the  charterers,  taking 
an  oatward  cargo  for  the  benefit  of  the  shipowner, 
snbject  to  nsual  perils  excepted  in  the  charter- 
party,  the  exception  to  the  perils  of  the  seas  ap- 
plies to  the  ontward  voyage ;  and  if  the  vessel 
proceeds  on  her  ontward  Toyage  as  qnickly  as 
possible,  consistently  with  the  operation  of  the 
perils  excepted,  and  arrives  within  snch  time  that 
there  has  been  no  snch  delay  as  to  frustrate  the 
object  of  the  contract  from  a  commercial  point  of 
view,  the  charterer  is  bonnd,  notwithstanding 
that  the  ship  Arrives  at  the  ootward  port  after 
the  expected  time,  to  provide  the  stipulated  cargo 
at  the  port ;  and  if  he  neglects  to  do  so  he  is 
liable  to  an  action  for  not  loading  according  to 
charter-party,  although  he  may  offer  a  cargo  at 
another  neighbouring  port.  (C.P.)  Hudson  and 
another  Y,  HUl  and  another 278 

18.  Charter'pariy — Freight — Advance  h^ore  voyage 
hegins — Not  freight — No  Uen  for. — A  charter- 
party,  providing  that  the  freight  shall  be  at 
certain  specified  rates,  and  that  a  certain  sum 
shall  be  advanced  in  cash  on  signing  bills  of 
lading  and  clearing  at  the  custom  house  of  the 
pari  of  shipment,  and  that  for  the  security  and 
payment  of  all  freight,  dead  freight,  demurrage, 
and  other  oharg^,  the  master  or  owners  shall 
have  an  absolute  lien  and  charge  on  the  said 
cargo  or  goods  laden  on  board,  does  not,  after  the 
loading  and  clearing  of  the  ship,  but  before  she 
sails  and  before  the  signing  of  the  bills  of  lading, 
give  the  master  and  owners  a  lien  upon  the  cargo 
loaded  for  the  sum  agreed  to  be  advanced,  such 
advance  not  being  freight,  and  no  freight  having 
been  earned.  (L.  C.  A  L.  JJ.)   Er  parte  Nyholm  ; 

Be  ChOd 165 

19.  Charter-party — Demv/rrage — Lay  days — OivU 
emnmotion.  S^c.  excepted  in  favour  of  charterer — 
Dtfault  in  loading — WhattciUemempt. — ^Where  a 
charterer  by  his  charter-party  undertakes  to  load 
a  ship  within  certain  given  lay  days  '*  accidents 
or  causes  occurring  beyond  tiie  control  of  the 
shippers  or  affreighters,  which  may  prevent  or 
delay  her  loading  or  discharging,  including  civil 
commotion,  strikes,  riots,  stoppage  of  trains,  Ac., 
always  excepted,"  or  to  pay  demurrage,  he  can- 
not  excuse  default  in  loa«^g  within  the  lay  days 
by  giving  evidence  of  general  disturbance  and 
cessation  of  work  in  the  district  about  the  time; 
but  to  exempt  himself  from  liability  must  show  a 
disturbing  cause,  actually  preventing  the  loai^ng 
of  the  particular  ship.  (Adm.)  The  Village 
BeUe 228 

20.  Damage  to  cargo^BiU  of  lading — Eacepted 
perils — Damage  by  other  ewuses — JAdtnliiy  of 
shdpownar.-^L  shipowner  carrying  goods  under  a 
bill  of  lading,  by  which  he  contracts  to  deliver  in 
good  order  and  condition,  certain  perils  excepted, 
is  bound  to  deliver  in  that  condition,  unless  pre- 
vented by  those  perils,  and  is  responsible  for  any 
damage  to  goods  occasioned  otherwise  than  by 
those  perils.    (Adm.)    The  Chasca 600 

21.  Damctge  to  cargo — BUI  of  lading—Perils  of  the 
seas — Barratry  of  crew — Excepted  peril — Lia- 
bility of  shipowner. — Injury  to  cargo  damaged  by 
sea  water  during  a  voyage,  in  consequence  of  the 
barratrous  act  of  the  crew  in  boring  holes  through 
the  sides  of  the  ship  for  the  purpose  of  scuttlbg 
her,  is  not  a  loss  by  perils  of  the  sea,  within  the 


meaning  of  the  usual  exception  in  a  bill  of  lading, 
such  as  will  exempt  the  shipowner  from  his  lia- 
bility for  the  damage  under  his  contract  to  deliver 
in  good  order  and  condition.    (Adm.)    Id.  ...page  600 

22.  Damage  to  cargo — Perils  of  the  seas — BiU  of 
lading — PoUcy  of  insurance — Barratry — ScuVX- 
ing  sh/yp — Even  if  damage  to  cargo  by  sea  water 
caused  by  the  barratrous  act  of  the  crew  in  boring 
holes  through  the  ship  for  the  purpose  of  scuttling 
her,  loss  would  come  within  tiie  meaning  of  the 
words,  '*  perils  of  the  seas,"  in  a  policy  of  insur- 
ance, it  is  not  included  in  those  words  as  used  in 

a  bill  of  lading.     (Adm.)     Id 600 

23.  Damage  to  cargo— Qand^i^Mm  aJt  tiime  of  skip- 
ment — Onus  of  proof. — In  a  suit  against  ship- 
owners for  damage  to  cargo,  the  onus  is  upon  the 
plaintiffs  to  show  in  the  first  instance  that  the 
goods  were  shipped  in  ^good  order  and  condition, 
before  they  can  call  upon  the  shipowners  to  show 
excuse  for  the  injury  done  to  the  goods  (overruled, 

see  p.  551).     (Adm.)     The  Prosperino  Palasso  ...   150 

24.  Damage  to  cargo — BiU  of  lading — "  Oood  order 
and  condition** — ** Quantity  and  quoHly  tin- 
hnown  " — Condition  at  time  of  shipment — Onus  of 
proof. — There  is  no  rule  of  law  by  which  the  con- 
signee of  goods  under  a  bill  of  lading,  stating 
goods  to  have  been  shipped  in  good  order  and 
condition,  and  containing  the  words  "  quantity 
and  quality  unkuown,"  is  bound  to  show  that  tlM 
goods  were  shipped  in  good  order  and  condition, 
or  fail  in  his  suit  against  the  shipowner  for 
damage  done  to  the  cargo ;  but  failing  proof  of 
the  condition  of  the  cargo  when  shipped,  the  con- 
signee is  bound  to  shpw  that  the  damage  which  is 
sustained  is  traceable  to  causes  for  which  the  ship- 
owner is  responsible.  The  Prosperino  Palasso 
(ante,  p.  158)  disapproved  of.    (P.C)     The  Ida.  551 

25.  Damage  to  cargo — Straining — Perils  of  the  seas 
excepted — Stowage. — Damage  to  cargo  caused  by 
the  oozing  of  wine  from  casks  through  straining 
in  bad  weather  is  damage  occasioned  by  perils  <rf 
the  seas,  and  the  shipowners  are,  under  the  usual 
exceptions,  exempt  from  liability  therefor  where 
the  cargo  is  properly  stowed,  or  is  stowed  in  snch 
a  manner  that  the  master  is  not  responsible  for 
bad  stowage.    (Adm.)     The  Catharine  Chalmers  598 

26.  Damage  to  cargo — Charter-party — Stowage  by 
charterer's  stevedore — Liobili^.— Where  acharter- 
party  stipulates  that  a  vessel  is  **  to  be  stowed  by 
charterers*  stevedore,  at  risk  and  expense  of 
vessel,"  and  a  cargo  is  supplied  by  the  charterers 
and  is  stowed  by  tiieir  stevedore,  the  shipowner 
is  not  responsible  for  damage  occasioned  by  bad 
stowage.  BlaJiie  v.  Stenhridge  (6  C.B.,  N.8. 874) 
foUowed.    (Adm.)    Id 598 

27.  DeUveryofgoods— 'Port—Place  of  delivery— BiU 
of  lading — Freight— Shipowner's  duties  andrighis, 
— The  duty  of  a  shipowner  to  deliver  goods  at  the 
usual  place  of  delivery  of  a  port,  to  which  he  has 
contracted  to  carry  under  a  bill  of  lading  stipu- 
lating only  that  the  goods  shall  be  deliver^  at  the 
port  without  any  particular  part  of  the  port  being 
named,  is  an  implied  duty  only,  and  does  sot 
amount  to  an  engagement  to  go  to  the  usual  plaoe 
in  all  events  and  under  all  ciroumstanoes.  The 
shipowner's  express  contract  is  to  deliver  in  the 
port,  and  if  it  be  impossible  to  deliver  at  the  usual 
place  of  delivery  by  reason  of  the  prohibition  of 
the  port  authorities,  or  other  accidental  cause,  the 
contract  is  not  dissolved,  but  may  be  performed  by 
the  master  being  ready  to  g^ve  delivery  at  some 
other  convenient  part  of  the  port,  and  keeping 
the  cargo  in  that  place  for  a  reasonable  time  ready 
for  delivery,  and  the  shipowner  will  thereupon  be 
entitied  to  his  freight.  (P.O.)  Brown  (app.)  v. 
Qwidet  (resp.)  i  Cargo  ex  Argos    6 
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88.  DMfery  tfgoodi—Bill  of  lading— Landing  of 
good§"8hipO¥mer*8  du^.-Abill  of  lading  by  whioh 
ft  shipowner  oontraots  to  deliTer  at  a  port,  "  the 
goods  to  be  taken  out  within  twenty-four  hours 
aftor  arrival  or  pay  demnrrage,"  does  not  abso- 
lutely require  that  the  shipowner  should  be 
ready,  not  merely  to  deliver,  but  also  to  land  the 
goods  in  the  port,  or  that  the  merchant  should  be 
able,  on  receiving  them,  to  land  them,  but  it  oasts 
upon  the  merohimt  the  duty  of  taking  the  goods 
out  of,  or  at  all  events  from  alongside  the  ship ; 
henoe,  if  it  should  be  impossible  to  land  the  goods, 
by  reason  of  a  prohibition  of  the  port  authoritiefl, 
the  shipowner  may  still  perform  his  part  of  the 
contract  if  he  be  ready  to  deliver  the  goods  to  the 
merchant  in  the  port  without  landing  them.  (P.O.) 
Id pa^e      6 

29.  Delivery  of  goods — Demwrrage — Expenses — Bill 
of  lading — Default  of  consignee. — When  goods 
carried  under  a  bill  of  lading,  by  whioh  the  ship- 
owner is  to  deliver  at  the  port  of  destination,  and 
the  merchant  is  to  take  them  out  within  twenty- 
four  hours  or  pay  demurrage,  cannot  be  landed  at, 
but  may  be  delivered  within,  that  port,  the  ship- 
ownercannot  recoverf  rom  the  merchant  demurrage 
and  expenses  claimed  in  respect  of  attempts  to  land 
the  goods  at  other  ports,  before  he  is  ready  to 
give  delivery  at  the  port  of  destination; 
but  he  may  recover  expenses  incurred,  in  conse- 
quence of  the  default  of  the  merchant  in  taking 
delivery,  after  he  is  ready  to  give  delivery  at  that 
port,  in  hiring  a  vessel  to  store  the  goods,  if 
thereby  the  merchant  is  relieved  from  the  demur- 
rage payable  in  respect  of  the  detention  of  the 
ship.    (P.C.)    Id 6 

30.  Delivery  of  goods — Freight — Time  of  payment — 
Cteneral  average^-Demwrrage — lAen — Detention  of 
cargo  6y  masier — Liability, — ^Where,by  a  charter- 
party  and  bill  of  lading,  freight  is  "  to  be  paid 
on  unloading  and  right  delivery  of  the  cargo," 
the  master  having  a  lien  by  common  lawfor  freight 
and  general  average,  and  a  lien  by  contract  for 
demurrage,  the  payment  of  the  freight  and  the 
delivery  of  the  goods  are  concurrent  acts  in  which 
all  that  is  required  from  the  owner  of  the  cargo 
is  readiness  and  wilUngnees  to  pay  at  the  time  of 
delivery  ;  and  before  paying  any  sum  for  general 
average,  the  owner  of  cargo  is  entitled  to  be  satis- 
fled  that  the  amount  claimed  is  the  result  of  a 
proper  adjustment ;  and  if  the  owner  of  cargo  on 
arrival  of  the  ship  in  port,  and  before  discharge, 
refuses  to  pay  the  amount  claimed  for  freight  and 
general  average  before  the  amount  due  is  finally 
ascertained,  but  offers  to  pay  a  larg^e  proportion 
of  the  freight,  and,  there  being  no  doubt  as  to  his 
solvency,  to  sign  an  average  bond  for  the  payment 
of  the  general  average  when  ascertained,  but  the 
master,  nevertheless,  insists  upon  retaining  the 
cargo  on  board  ship  until  his  lien  for  freight  and 
general  average  is  satisfied,  detention  by  the 
master  is  not  wrongful,  but,  quare,  can  he  impute 
the  delay  in  the  discharge  to  the  owner  of  cargo 
or  daim  for  demurrage  on  that  ground  P  (P.C.) 
MiedhrodtT.FitMSMnbn;  The  Energie 555 

81.  Delivery  of  goods — Mattes  receipt — Short  de- 
livery — Liahility  of  shipowner — Freight. — Where 
a  mate  gives  a  receipt  purporting  to  represent 
the  amount  of  goods  shipped  on  board  a  ship, 
and  the  charterers  pay  the  consignor  for  the 
amount  so  represented,  and  also  pay  the  master 
freight  on  that  amount,  but  a  smaller  amount  is 
delivered ;  the  giving  of  the  receipt  is  not  such 
an  act  of  negligence  in  itself  as  will  entitle  the 
dharterers  to  recover  from  the  shipowner  the 
amount  paid  in  excess  to  the  consignor  if  all  that 
was  actually  shipped  was  delivered;    but  the 


charterers  may  recover  from  the  shipowner  the 
amount  of  freight  overpaid.  (Ex.)  BiddviJ^h 
and  others  Y.Bingham  page  285 

32.  Delivery  of  goods— BiU  of  lading —  Where  respon- 
sUnUty  of  shipowner  ceases, — ^Where  goods  shipped 
under  a  bill  of  lading  containing  the  words, "  To 
be  delivered  from  the  ship's  deck,  where  the  ship's 
responsibility  is  to  cease,"  arrive  at  their  port  of 
destination,  and  the  usage  of  that  port  is  that 
goods  are  unloaded  by  the  dock  company  at  the 
expense  of  the  shipowner  on  to  a  quay,  and  then 
that  the  consignee  should  send  lighters  into  which 
the  goods  are  delivered  also  by  the  dock  com- 
pany and  also,  if  within  a  specific  time,  at  the 
expense  of  the  shipowner,  the  shipowner  is  not 
responsible  for  the  loss  of  any  of  the  goods  after 
they  have  been  unloaded  on  to  the  qua;  in  accord- 
ance with  the  usage.  (C.P.)  Petrocochino  and 
othersT.Bott  810 

33.  Delivery  of  goods — Merchant  Shipping  Act 
Amendment  Act  1862,  sect.  67. — Landi/ng  and 
warehousing  cargo — Difauli  of  consignee — Wilfful 
defavXt  not  necessary. — To  justify  the  master  of  a 
ship  in  lading  or  warehousing  a  cargo  under  the 
Merchant  Shipping  Act  Amendment  Act  1862  (25  & 
26  Vict.  c.  63),  s.  67,  by  which  it  is  enacted  that 
where  the  owner  of  goods  imported  "  fails  to  land 
and  take  delivery  thereof,  and  to  proceed  there- 
with with  all  convenient  speed"  by  the  time 
named  in  the  charter-party,  &c.,  '*  the  shipowner 
may  land  and  unship  tiie  said  goods,"  and  ware- 
house them,  it  is  not  neoeesary  that  the  failure  of 
the  owner  of  cargo  should  be  a  **  wilful  default " 
in  landing,  &c. ;  but  the  master  is  at  liberty  to 
land  the  goods  whenever  the  delivery  of  them  to 
the  owner  within  the  proper  time  has  been  preven- 
ted by  circumstances,  whether  the  latter  is  or 
is  not  to  blame.  (P.C.)  MiedhrodtY.FitMsimon\ 
The  Energie 555 

34.  Delivery  of  goods — MerchantShippingActAmend- 
ment  Act  1862,  sect.  67 — Landing  and  warehous- 
ing cargo — Lien — Stop  order — Excessive  amotmt 
— Wrongful  detention. — The  provisions  of  the 
Merchant  Shipping  Act  Amendment  Act  1862  (ss. 
67  and  68),  giving  power  to  a  master  to  land  and 
warehouse  a  cargo,  and  give  notice  of  his  lien  to 
the  warehouseman,  enable  the  master  to  retain  his 
lien  but  do  not  extend  it  to  charges  not  due  at  the 
time  of  landing,  and  if  the  master  wilfully,  and 
for  the  purpose  of  exacting  from  the  cargo  owner 
charges  for  which  he  has  no  lien,  places  upon  the 
goods  a  stop  order  for  an  excessive  amount,  which 
the  cargo  owner  is  compelled  to  pay  before  he  can 
obtain  his  goods,  the  landing  and  detention  of  the 
goods  for  that  amount  is  a  wrongful  act,  for  which 
ihe  owner  of  cargo  may  recover.    (P.C.)    Id.  ...  555 

85.  Ddivery  of  goods — Merchani  Shipping  Act 
Amendment  Act  1862,  sect.  67 — Landing  ar^d 
warehousing  cargo— Lien  for  freight  and  general 
average — Stop  order — Payment  of  part. — Where  a 
master  lands  and  warehouses  goods  under  the 
Merchant  Shipping  Act  Amendment  Act  1862, 
and  to  preserve  his  lien  for  freight  and  general 
average,  places  on  them  a  etop  order  for  the 
amounts  claimed,  and  one  of  those  amounts  is 
paid  by  the  cargo  owner,  it  becomes  the  duty  of 
the  master  to  reduce  the  stop  order  to  the  amount 
for  which  he  can  after  such  payment  reasonably 
claim  a  lien,  and  his  refusal  to  do  so  amounts  to 
a  wrongful  detention  of  the  cargo.  (P.C) 
Id 555 

36.  Delivery  of  goods — Merchant  Shipping  Act 
Amendment  Act  lft62,  sect.  67 — Lien — Claim  ex- 
ceeding amount  due, — Semhle^  that  a  master  is  not 
liable  merely  because  he  lands  and  warehouses 
goods  under  a  stop  order  for  a  sum  in  excess  of 
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the  amount  due  to  him  if  he  h<mdfide  claims  a  lien 

forthatBum.    (P.O.)    Id jKi^e  555 

87:  Delivery  of  goods — Mersey  Docks  Act  ConaoUda- 
Hon  Act  1858,  sect,  36 — Master  porters — Short 
deUvery — LiabUity. — The  Mersey  Docks  Act  Con- 
solidation Act  1858,  sect.  86,  making  the  master 
porters,  appointed  nnder  that  Act  to  discbarge 
cargoes  in  the  Mersey  Docks,  responsible  for  any 
loss,  damage,  or  injnry  sustained  by  the  cargoes 
discharged  by  them  during  the  receiving,  weighing, 
and  loading  off  by  the  master  porters  or  their 
serTants,  does  not  in  any  way  discharge  the  ship. 
owner  from  his  liability  existing  before  he  deHyers 
to  the  master  porter,  and  his  responsibility  for 
short  delivery  remains  unaffected  by  the  Act. 
(Adm.)    The  EfMUen  M(ir%e 514 

88.  Freight — Abandonment  of  ship  and  cargo  by 
crew — Brought  in  by  salvors — Right  of  shipowner 
to  recover  freight — Sale  of  cargo  by  court — B«- 
fusalof shipowner  to  consent.' -Where  a  ship,injuied 
by  collision  without  fault  of  her  master  and  crew, 
is  abandoned  by  tbem,  and  is  afterwards  taken 
possession  of  and  brought  in  safely  into  port  by 
salvors,  who  institute  a  suit  against  ship  and  car- 
go, the  shipowner,  having  by  the  abandonment 

•  put  an  end  to  his  contract  of  carriage,  loses  all 
claim  to  have  the  cargo  put  into  his  pos- 
session to  enable  him  to  carry  it  on  and  so  earn 
his  freight^  and  all  claim  to  be  paid  full  freight 
out  of  tiie  proceeds  of  the  cargo,  if  sold  by  order 
of  the  court.  Nor  can  the  shipowner  have  any 
claim  for  pro  raid  freight  unless  there  be  a  new 
contract  express  or  implied  to  pay  the  same,  and 
if  the  shipowner  refuses  to  consent  to  a  sale  of 
the  cargo  by  the  court,  when  applied  for  by  the 
salvors  and  owner  of  cargo,  unless  he  be  paid  full 
freight,  no  such  contract  can  be  implied.  (Adm.) 
TheKathleen  367 

89.  Freight — Charter  and  sub-charter — Bills  of  la- 
divig  signedwithout  knowledge  of  sub-charter — Lien 
for  freight — Delivery  without  prepayment — Right 
of  recovery  of  freight, — ^Where  the  master  of  a  ship 
enters  into  a  chiurter-party  with  a  shipbroker  by 
which  it  is  agreed  that  goods  shall  be  carried  at 
a  certain-named  freight,  and  the  shipbroker, 
without  authority  from  the  master,  enters  into  a 
second  charter-party,  relatingto  the  same  ship  and 
to  goods  of  the  same  character  and  quantity,  with 
merchants  agreeing  that  the  goods  shall  be  carried 
to  the  same  port  but  at  a  higher  rate  of  freight 
than  that  named  in  the  first  charter-party ;  and  it  is 
agreed  in  both  charter-parties  that  l^e  freight 
shall  be  prepaid  and  that  the  shipowner  shall  have 
an  absolute  lienf or  freight,  and  the  merchants  ship 
the  g^oods  without  knowledge  of  the  first  charter- 
party  ;  and  the  master,  without  knowledge  of  the 
second  charter-party,  receives  the  goods  and  signs 
bills  of  lading  for  them,  making  the  freight  pay- 
able as  per  charter-party,  and  without  taking  pre- 
payment carries  and  delivers  the  goods ;  the  ship- 
owner cannot  recover  the  freight  from  the  mer- 
chant afterpayment  of  the  same  by  the  latter  to 
the  shipbroker,  because  there  is  no  contract  be- 
tween the  shipowner  and  the  merchant.  There 
being  no  consensus  ad  idem  the  bill  of  lading  is 
no  contract,  as  it  does  not  refer  in  the  minds  of 
the  shipowner  and  merchant  to  the  same  charter- 
party,  nor  is  there  any  implied  contract  to  pay 
freight  other  than  as  agreed  upon  by  the  charter- 
party  signed  by  the  merchant.  (Q.B.)  Bnvidtv. 
Tiden   307 

40.  Freight — Charter-party — Lump  freight — Short 
delivery-^Ewcepted  periU — Rights  of  shipowner, — 
Where  by  a  charter-party,  it  is  agreed  that  a  ship 
shall  Idad  a  full  and  complete  cargo  to  be  provi- 
ded by  the  charterers  or  their  agents,  freight  to 


be  paid  in  a  lump  sum  fixed  by  the  charter-party, 
and  after  tiie  loading  of  the  cargo  part  thereof  is 
lost  without  default  of  the  shipowner,  by  perils 
excepted  in  the  charter-party,  but  the  remainder 
is  duly  delivered  according  to  the  charter-party, 
the  charterers  are  not  entitled  to  deduct  from  the 
lump  freight  a  sum  proportioned  to  the  amount  dt 
cargo  which  has  been  so  lost ;  but  the  shipowner 
is  entitled  to  his  full  freight.  The  Norway  (B. 
A    L.    404)    followed.      Robinson    v.     Knight. 

(C.P.)    page    19 

Merchant  Shipping  Company  (Limited)  v.  Amvi- 
tage,    (Q.B.  and  Ex.  Oh.) 51,  185 

41.  Freight — Charter-party — Freight  payable  on 
invoice  quantity  shipped — Bill  of  lading — Quan- 
tity and  quality  uniniown — Right  of  shipowner. — 
When  a  ^p  is  chartered  to  l<Mbd  a  cargo  of  grain 
and  deliver  at  a  British  port  by  a  charter-party, 
by  which  freight  is  to  be  paid  at  so  much  for 
a  given  quantity  shipped,  and  in  the  event  of  any 
part  of  the  cargo  being  delivered  in  a  damaged 
condition  the  freight  to  be  payable  **  on  the  invoice 
quantity  taken  on  board,  as  per  bill  of  lading,  or 
half  freight  on  damaged  or  heated  portion,  at 
captain's  option,'*  and  the  cargo  is  shipped  under 
a  bill  of  lading  naming  the  quantity  shipped, 
but  the  captain,  before  signing  the  bill  of  laifing, 
writes  thereon  "  quantity  and  quality  unknown,** 
signing  of  this  memerandum  will  not  take  away 
the  captain's  right  to  be  paid  freight  on  the  in- 
voice quantity,  if  on  arrival  he  claim  by  notice  to 
the  indorsee  of  the  bill  of  lading  to  be  paid  in 
that  way.     (C.P.)     TulVy  v.  Terry 61 

42.  Freight — Bill  of  lading — Lump  freight — Short 
delivery. — ^The  whole  freight,  if  a  lump  sum,  named 
in  the  bill  of  lading  is  payable  to  the  ship- 
owner carrying  under  it,  although  a  less  quantity 
of  goods  than  the  quantity  named  in  the  bill  of 
lading  be  delivered.  (Ex.)  Blanchet  v.  PowelVs 
Llantwit  Collieries  Company  Limited 224 

43.  Master— Powers  a/nd  duties  of^Agentfor  ship- 
pers— Right  to  recover  expenses. — The  master  of 
a  ship  being,  in  many  oases  of  accident  and 
emergency,  the  agent  from  necessity  of  the  owners 
of  cargo  where  he  cannot  obtain  instructions  from 
them,  has  not  only  the  power,  but  a  duty  oast  up- 
on him  to  act  in  such  oaae»  for  the  safety  of  the 
cargo  in  such  manner  as  may  be  best  under  the 
circumstances  in  which  it  may  be  placed,  and  is 
entitled  as  a  correlative  right  to  charge  the  owner 
of  the  cargo  with  the  expenses  properly  incurred 
in  so  doing.  The  obligation  on  the  part  of  the 
master  to  act  for  the  merchant  does  not  cease 
after  a  reasonable  time  for  the  latter  to  take  de- 
livery has  elapsed,  and  hence,  after  such  time,  if 
it  be  impossible  to  land  and  warehouse  the  goods, 
or  leave  them  at  their  port  of  destination,  the 
master  may,  in  the  absence  of  all  advices,  carry 
or  forward  them  to  such  place,  even  back  to  the 
port  of  shipmnnt,  as  is  most  convenient  to  the 
owner,  and  charge  him  with  the  expense  of  so 
doing.  (P.O.)  Brown  (app.)  v.  Gaudet  (resp.) 
Cargo  e$s.  Argos  6 

See  Bills  of  Lading — Charter-party — Marine 
Jnsura/nce,  Nos.  3,  23,  37,  38,  51,  52,  53. 

OABBIEBS. 

See  Carria^ge  of  Goods — MaHne  Insurance, 

Nos.  3,  4. 

CAVEAT  TO  PEEVENT  BELEASE. 
See  Practice,  No.  5. 

CHABTEKED    FBEIGHT. 

See  Carriage  of  Goods,  Nos.  39,  40,  41 — Marine 
Insurance,  Nos.  19,  20,  21,  22,  28. 
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SUBJECTS    OP    CASES. 


CHABTEBEB. 

Bee  Carriage  of  Oood8,'N(M.  4,  11, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 
26,  81,  39,  40— ColUaion,  No.  17— tfartne  In- 
sumnce,  No.  28 — Necessaries,  No.  8. 

CHABTEB-PABTY. 

1.  Advances  for  dishursements — Indorsement  onhiUs 
of  lading — Jnswranee — Bight  to  recover  hack, — 
A  charter-party  stipiilAtiiig  "  anfficient  cash  for 
ship's  disboraements  to  be  adyanoed  the  master 
against  frdght,  snbjeot  to  interest,  insnranoe, 
and  2|  per  cent,  cominisaion ;  and  the  master  to 
endorse  the  amount  so.  adyanoed  upon  his  billsof 
lading,"  entitles  the  shipowner  to  rely  upon  an 
insnrsEnce  of  adyanoes  so  made  being  effected  by 
charterers,  who,  by  the  charter-par^  stipulate 
for  and  receiye  the  right  to  charge  the  premium, 
and  in  ease  of  the  loss  of  the  ship  on  her  yoyage 
the  neglect  to  insure  will  preclude  the  charterers 
from  recoyering  back  the  adyances.  (H.  of  L. 
Sc.  App.)  Watson  and  Co,  y.  Shankland  cmd 
others  page  115 

2.  Brsfuh  of  contract  to  receive  cargo — Other  vessels 
engaged — Rise  in  price  of  goods — Damages. — 
Where,  by  a  charter-party,  it  is  agreed  that  the 
shipowner  shall  haye  a  ship  rei^y  at  a  certain 
time  to  receiye  a  cargo  for  a  foreign  port,  and 
the  shipowner  fails  in  the  performance  of  his  con- 
tract) and  in  consequence  thereof  the  charterer  is 
obHgred  to  charter  other  yessels  at  a  higher  rate, 
and  to  pay  a  higher  price  for  his  cargo,  the  price 
haying  risen  during  the  delay  occasioned  by  the 
shipowner's  default,  the  charterer  is  entitled  to 
reooyer  as  damages  against  the  shipowner  the 
loss  sustained  by  the  chartering  of  the  other  yes- 
sels and  the  difference  in  the  price  of  the  cargo, 
proyided  that  the  shipowner  does  not  show  that 
the  cargo  has  by  reason  of  the  rise  in  price 
become  of  greater  value  in  the  foreign  port. 
(Ex.)    FeatherstonsY.  WUhinson 31 

3.  Charterer  —  Demturage  —  Cesser  of  UahiUty — 
Cargo  loaded — JAen  for  freight  and  denvwrrage. — 
Where  a  charter-party  between  shipowner  and 
charterers  proyides  a  number  of  loading  days  and 
the  rate  of  discharge  per  working  day,  that  ten 
days  on  demurrage  for  all  like  days  aboye  the  said 
days  shall  be  paid  at  a  specified  rate  per  day,  and 
that  the  charterer's  liability  shall  cease  when  the 
ship  is  loaded,  the  captain  or  owner  haying  alien 
on  cargo  for  freight  and  demurrage,  the  demur- 
rage days  mentioned  include  such  days  at  both 
the  port  of  loading  and  the  port  of  discharge,  and 
the  charterer's  liability  for  all  demurrage  at  the 
port  of  loading  ceases  on  the  ship  being  loaded. 
(Ex.  Gh.  from  Q.B.)    Kish  y.  Cory ;  Framcesco 

V;  Massey 59d,594n. 

4.  Demurrage — 8hipovimer*slien — Detention  beyond 
demurrage  days. — Senthle,  the  shipowner's  lien 
for  demurrage  includes  a  claim  for  damages 
caused  by  detention  beyond  the  demurrage  days. 
(Ex.  Ch.  from Q3.)    KishY.Cvry 593 

5.  Warranty — Bhip  empeeted  to  he  at  a  port. — 
Where,  by  a  charter-party,  it  is  expressed  that  a 
ship  "  is  expected  to  be  at "  a  port  on  a  giyen 
date,  these  words  are  in  a  nature  of  a  warranty 
that  the  ship  will  be  at  the  port  named  on  that 
date,  and  an  action  is  maintainable  for  a  breach 

of  that  warranty.    (C.P.)     CorhUng  Y.MoMsy  ...     18 

6.  Warranty — Ship  "  easpected  to  he  at  a  part " — 
Breach — Plea  of  knowledge  of  plaintiffs  as  to 
ship's  engagements. — ^A  plea  that  at  the  time  of 
making  the  above  agreement,  the  ship  was  en- 
gaged upon  certain  yoyages,  as  was  well  known 
to  the  plaintiff,  and  tiiat  the  charter-party  was 
made    subject   to   the  condition  that  the  ship 


should  with  all  oonyenient  speed  fulfil  her  said 
engagements,  and  then  proceed  to  the  named  port, 
is  a  good  plea  to  a  declaration  for  breach  of 
warranty.    (CJ*.)     Id page    18 

See  Carriage  of  Goods,  Nos.  11, 15, 16,  17, 18, 19, 
26,  30,  39,  40,  41 — Interest — Marine    Insttrance, 

Nos.  19,  20,  22,  23. 

COAL    DUES. 

Bwiker  coals^'fyns  Coal  Dues  Act  IB72—Liahility 
for  diies. — Bunker  coals  carried. away  from  the 
port  of  Newcastle  for  the  purpose  of  being  con- 
sumed beyond  the  limits  of  the  port,  and  for  the 
use  of  the  ship  canying  them,  are  coals  exported 
within  the  meaning  of  the  Tyne  Coal  Dues  Act, 
1872,  sect.  8,  and  the  persons  so  exporting  coals 
mut  pay  the  dues  fixed  by  that  section.  (Q.B.) 
Muller  T.  Baldwin 304 

COLLISION. 

1.  Breach  of  regulations — Excxise  of  prior  collision 
— BesponsHnH^  for  prior  collision  to  be  con* 
sidered. — ^Where  a  ship  seeks  to  excuse  her  failure 
to  comply  with  the  sailing  regulations  and  with  a 
seaman-like  precaution,  by  dliowing  that  such  a 
failure  was  in  consequence  of  her  being  disabled 
in  a  prior  collision,  it  is  material  to  inquire 
whether  the  prior  collision  was  due  to  her  defaiilt, 
or  was  the  result  of  ineyitable  accident. 
Semble,  if  the  prior  collision  be  due  to  the  default 
of  the  ship  so  seeking  excuse,  and  if  her  subse- 
quent failure  to  comply  as  aforesaid  contribute  to 
ike  collision  proceeded  for,  she  will  be  to  blame 
therefor  (Priy.  Co.)    The  Kiobenhavn    213 

2.  Crossing  ships — Sailing  ships — Closehauled — 
Luffing— Sailing  Rules,  Arts.  12  f  18.— Where  a 
ship  close  hauled  is  bound  to  keep  her  course 
luffing  as  dose  to  the  wind  as  she  can  without 
losing  headway  is  not  a  deyiation  within  Artiole 
18  of  the  Begulations  for  Preyenting  Collisions 
at  Sea,  such  as  will  render  her  liable  for  a  collision 
with  another  yessel,  whose  duty  it  is  to  keep  out 

of  her  way.    (Priy.  Co.)     TheAimo;  The  Amelia    96 

3.  Crossing  ships  —  Steamships  —  TaJeing  pilots — 
Special  circumstances — Sailing  Rvles,  Arts.  14  ^ 
19. — Two  yessels  bearing  down  at  the  same  time 
from  different  directions  upon  a  well-known  pilot 
station  to  take  pilots  on  board  are  to  be  treated 
as  crossing  yessels  within  the  meaning  of  Art.  14 
of  the  Begulations  for  Preyenting  Collisions  at 
Sea,  if  their  courses,  if  continued,  would  inter- 
sect ;  and  the  fact  of  their  seeking  pilots  at  the 
same  place  is  not  such  a  special  circumstance 
within  the  meaning  of  Art.  19  as  will  take  them 
out  of  the  operation  of  the  rule  requiring  that  the 
ship  which  has  the  other  on  her  own  starboard 
hand  shall  keep  out  of  the  way  of  the  other.  (P. 
C.  Affirming  Adm.  Ct.  Vol.  p.  475).  The  Ada ; 
The  Sappho    4 

4.  Crossing  ships  —  Steamships —  Taking  pilots — 
Keeping  courte — Sailing  Rules,  Arts.  14, 18, 19. — 
Where  a  yessel  is  approaching  a  pilot  station  to 
take  a  pilot,  and  has,  as  regarda  another  yessel 
doing  the  same  thing,  the  rig^  to  keep  her  course 
she  has  a  right  to  keep  sufficient  headway  on  her 
to  giye  her  steerage  way,  so  as  to  get  on  her  pro- 
per course  after  taking  a  pilot,  and  is  not  bound 
within  Art.  16  to  stop  and  reyerse.  The  other 
yessel  is  bound  to  stop  and  let  her  take  her  pilot 
or  to  take  some  other  means  of  ayoiding  her.  (P. 

C.)    The  Ada-,  The  Sappho 4 

5.  Crossing afctpa — Steamships — **Keeping  out qfway*' 
— Porting — Stopping  ^c. — Saving  Rules,  Art.  14, 
— ^Art  14.  of  the  regulations  for  preyenting  colli- 
sions at  sea,  which  proyides  that  "if  two  yessels 
under  steam  are  crossing  so  as  to  inTolve  risk  of 
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oolliflion  the  ship  which  has  the  other  on  her  own 
starboard  side  diall  keep  out  of  the  way  of  the 
other,"  is  not  to  be  oonstmed  so  that  '*  keeping 
oat  of  the  way  "  means  in  all  cases  porting  ;  a 
TosBol  may  within  the  meaning  of  that  article 
keep  ont  of  the  way  by  stopping,  or  by  going 
ahead,  or  by  starbowding,  or  by  porting,  or  by 
going  astern,  as  the  circumstances  of  the  case 
may  require.     (Priy.  Co.)     The  Nor   po^e  264 

6.  Damage  hy  edtwir — Qroee  negUgenee — LidbiUty, 
— ^Where  damagp  is  iniioted  upon  a  ship  by 
another  engaged  in  rendering  salyage  services  to 
the  former,  the  Ck>urt  of  Admiralty  regards  the 
negligrenoe  of  the  salvor  less  severely  tlttn  it  does 
the  negligence  of  a  vessel  wholly  unconnected 
with  the  injured  vessel,  but  will  condemn  the 
salvor  in  the  damage  where  he  has  been  guilty  of 
gross  negligence  and  want  of  proper  navigation. 
(Adm.)    The  C.  8,  Butler;  TheBaltic  237 

7.  Danger  of  ColUeion — Wnmgma/iusuvre — LiabUity 
— ^A  vessel  which,  having  performed  her  own 
duty,  is  thrown  into  immediate  danger  of  col- 
lision by  the  wrongful  act  of  another  is  not  to  be 
held  liable  if  at  that  moment  A%  adopts  a  wrong 
manoeuvre.    (Priv.  Co.)     TheNor 264 

8.  Fog — Ferry  hoots — Croesing  river — Liability  for 
damage, — A  steam  ferry  boat  continuing  to  cross 
and  recross  the  river  Mersey  during  a  dense  fog 
takes  upon  herself  the  responsibility  incident  to 
such  a  course,  and  is  not  entitled  to  set  up  public 
convenience  against  the  probability  of  loss  of  life 
and  property;  but  she  will  be  liable  for  any 
damage  done  to  other  vessels  with  which  she  may 
come  into  collision,  provided  those  vessels  take 
the  precautions  required  by  law  to  warn  her  of 
their  position.    (Adm.)     The  Lancashire  202 

9.  Fog — Steamship — Duty  to  anchor — LiahiUty. — 
Where  a  steamship,  whilst  in  a  good  and  well- 
known  anchorage  ground,  enters  a  dense  fog,  it 
is  her  duty  to  anchor  at  once ;  and  if  she  neglects 
to  do  so,  and  continues  her  course,  she  will  be  to 
blame  for  a  collision  ensuing,  provided  that  the 
other  vessel  has  done  all  that  the  law  requires. 
(Adm.)     The  Otter    ' 208 

10.  Fog  —  Signal — Bell  —  Horn  —  SaUi/ng  ship, — 
Where  a  sailing  vessel  in  motion  during  a  thick 
fog,  instead  of  blowing  a  fog  horn  ring^  a  bell, 
there  is  a  presumption  that  the  failure  to  blow 
the  fog  horn  contributes  to  the  collision,  and,  as 
the  burden  of  showing  that  it  was  in  no  degree 
occasioned  by  that  failure  lies  upon  the  sailing 
vessel,  it  is  impossible  to  rebut  the  presumption. 
(U.  S.  Sup.  Ct.)     The  Steamer  Pennsylvania     ...  378 

11.  Inevitable  accident — Plea  of— Onus  of  proof — 
Duty  to  begin, — ^In  a  cause  of  collision,  where  the 
defendants  plead  inevitable  accident  alone,  it 
lies  upon  the  plaintiff  to  show  a  primdfade  case 
of  negligence  against  the  defendants,  and  the 
plaintiffs  must  therefore  begin.  (Adm.)  The 
Abraham 84 

12.  Inevitable  accident — Duty  to  keep  course — 
Disabled  ship  unable  to  keep  out  of  way  ^'Sailing 
Rules,  Art,  18. — ^Where  it  is  the  duty  of  a  ship  to 
keep  out  of  the  way  of  another,  but  she  is  unable 
to  do  so  by  reason  of  being  disabled  in  a  former 
collision,  and  the  other  ship,  being  imaware  of 
her  disabled  condition,  continues  her  course, 
under  Article  18,  a  collision  ensuing  is  the  result 
of  inevitable  accident.  (Priv.  Co.)  The  Aimo ; 
The  Amelia     96 

1 3.  Lau/nch — Reasonable  precaution^On%ts  of  proof, 
— It  is  the  duty  of  those  who  launch  a  vessel  to 
do  80  with  the  utmost  precaution,  and  to  give 
such  notice  as  is  reasonable  and  sufficient,  accord- 
ing to  local  circumstances,   to  prevent   injury 


happening  to  other  veeseb  from  the  launch,  and 
the  burden  of  proving  that  these  things  have 
been  done  lies  upon  them.  (Adm.)  The  GteH- 
garry 280 

14.  Launch  —  Reasonable  precaution  —  NoUee  of 
launch -^General  notice  sufieient. —  Where  in 
launching  a  vessel  in  a  river  the  usual  precautions 
taken  in  that  river  have  been  taken,  and  ^le 
usual  general  notice  that  the  launch  was  about 
to  take  place  has  been  given,  the  persons  having 
charge  <k  the  launch  have  performed  all  th^  are 
required  to  do  by  law,  and  no  specific  notice  of 
the  exact  moment  of  the  launch  is  required. 
(Adm.)    Id 230 

15.  Launch  —  Notice  of  —  River  Mersey.  —  In  the 
Biver  Mersey  to  give  notice  of  a  laundi  taking 
place  it  is  customary  to  have  the  ship  dressed  in 
flags  an  hour  or  more  before  high  water  (about 
wldch  time  the  launch  takes  place) ;  to  have  tugs, 
one  at  least  also  dressed  in  flags,  plying  about 
some  time  before  the  launch  in  front  of  the  yard 
where  the  ship  is  lying ;  and  there  are  usually  a 
number  of  small  boats  lying  off  ready  to  pick  up 
timber  when  the  ship  comes  away.    (Adm.)    Id,  230 

16.  LiabUity — Collision  caused  by  negligence  of 
third  ship. — Where  a  steamship,  in  order  to  avoid 
collision  with  another  ship,  is  obliged  by  the 
wrongful  act  of  that  other  ship  to  take  measures 
which  bring  her  into  collision  with  a  third  ship, 
without  any  negligenoe  on  her  own  part,  the  Court 
of  Admiralty  will  not  hold  her  responsible  for  the 
damage  to  tiie  injured  vessel.  Semble,  that  the 
owners  of  the  injured  vessel  should  proceed  against 
the  original  wrongdoer.    (AduL)     T^  Thames...  512 

17.  Liability  in  rem — Ship  chartered — Crew  efcor- 
terers*  servants. — ^A  ship,  chartered  by  her  owners 
so  that  the  whole  control  and  management  of  ship 
and  crew  are  vested  in  the  charterers,  is  liable  in 
a  proceeding  in  rem  for  damage  done  to  another 
ship  by  the  negligence  of  her  crew,  although 
they  are  the  charterers*  servants.  (Adm.)  The 
Lemington  475 

18.  Lights — Duty  of  vessel  at  anchor — Trimming 
lamp  no  ettcuse, — It  being  the  duty  of  a  vessel  at 
anchor  to  carry  a  riding  light  always  visible,  no 
such  excuse  as  that  of  taking  the  lamp  down  to 
be  trinuned  can  be  admitted,if  the  absence  of  the 
light  brings  about  a  collision.  (P.C.)  Hie  O.  M. 
PaVmeri  TheLamaa , 94 

19.  Lights — Dista/nce  visible — Deficiency  —Merchant 
Shipping  Act  1873,  sect.  17 — Infringment—Lia' 
bUity. — A  ship  carrying  side  lights,  which  are 
visible  only  at  the  distance  of  about  a  mile,  in- 
stead of  at  a  distance  of  two  miles  as  required  by 
the  regulations,  infringes  those  regulations  so  as 
to  make  her  liable  to  be  deemed  in  fault  under 
the  Merchant  Shipping  Act  1 878,  sect.  1 7.  (Adm.) 
The  Magnet 478 

20.  Light — Deficiency — Distance  visible — Merchant 
Shipping  Act  1873,  sect,  l"?— Liability,— SembU^ 
that  a  ship  carrying  such  lights  must  be  deemed 
in  fault,  whether  the  deficiency  of  the  light  did  or 
not  contribute  to  the  coUidon.    (Adm.)    Id 478 

21.  Lights — Obscuring  of — Merchant  Shipping  Act, 
1873,  sect,  17— LiabUity, —SembU,  that  whero 
lights  are  so  fixed  that  they  are  partly  obscured 
from  a  particular  point  right  ahead  by  the  cat- 
heads of  a  ship  carrying  them,  but  are  visible 
both  above  and  below  the  catheads,  there  is  no 
such  infringement  within  the  statute  as  will  render 
the  ship  liable  in  a  collision  with  another  ship 
approaching  broad  on  the  starboard  bow  of  the 
former.    (Adm.)    The  Duke  of  Sutherland 478 

22.  Lights — Screens — Shorter  than  regulation — ^Jfsr- 
chant  Shipping  Act  1878 — Infringement. — ^Tbe 
regulation  as  to  the  length  of  the  screens  of  a 
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ship's  side  lights,  being  for  the  purpose  of  pre- 
▼exiting  those  lights  from  being  seen  across  the 
bows  of  the  ship  canying  them,  and  being  merely 
subsidiary  for  the  purpose  of  seouring  the  yid- 
bility  of  eaoh  distinct  light,  a  ship  carrying  screens 
shorter  than  those  required  by  the  regulations  is 
not  guilty  of  any  infringement  within  the  mean- 
ing  of  the  Merchant  Shipping  Act  1873,  if  the 
lights  are  not  in  fact  seen  across  her  bows,  and 
it  is  shown  that  by  reason  of  the  construction  of 
the  ship  she  could  not  have  carried  larger  screens 
with  safety.    (Adm.)    The  Fanny  M,  Carvill  page  478 

23.  Lights — Screens — Shorter  than  regvlation — 
MerchcMt  Shipping  Act  1873 — Infringement. — ^A 
ship  carrying  her  side  lights  with  screens  shorter 
ihtax  required  by  the  regnilations,  is  not  to  be 
deemed  in  fault  if  the  shortness  of  the  screens 
could  not  by  any  possibility  have  contributed  to 
the  collision.    (P.C.  from  Adm.)    Id 565 

24.  Lights — Screens — Shortness  of — Peculiar  huild 
of  ship — Merchant  Shipping  Act  1878 — Specictl 
circwnstanee, — 6fem5le,  that  the  peculiar  build  of 
a  ihip  requiring  her  side  light  screens  to  be 
shorter  than  provided  in  the  regulations,  is  not  a 
**  circumstance  of  the  case  making  a  departure 
from  the  regulations  necessary/'  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  Merchant  Shipping  Act  1873,  sect.  17. 
(P.C.  from  Adm.)    Id 565 

25.  Lights'— Overtaking  ship — Duty  of  overtaken 
ship  to  exhibit  light  astern, — ^There  is  no  duty 
imposed  upon  any  ship  to  exhibit  a  light  or 
signal  astern  to  another  ship  approaching  the 
former  from  such  a  direction  that  the  regulation 
lights  of  the  leading  ship  are  not  visible  to  those 
on  board  the  following  ship,  even  when  the  lead- 
ing ship  is  in  the  fair  way  of  a  harbour  on  a 
night  when  vessels  not  showing  lights  cannot  be 
seen  at  a  greater  distance  than  one  or  two  cables' 
length.  (But  see  Vol.  III.,  pp.  1,  4.)  (Adm.) 
The  Earl  Spencer   523 

26.  Look-out — Report  of  Ught — Reply— ^Duty  oflooh- 
o%Uman  — £(em5l€,that  where  the  look-out  has  once 
reported  to  the  pilot  or  officer  of  the  watch  a  light 
on  board  another  ship,  and  the  report  has  been 
answered,  there  is  no  further  duty  on  the  look- 
out to  report  that  light  a  second  time  on  nearing 
the  ship.     (Adm.)     The  City  of  Cambridge    193 

27.  Merchant  Shipping  Act  1873,  sect,  17— Regula- 
tion for  preventing  collisions — Infringement — 
LiahUity.^YrhQTe  a  collision  occursat  night,  and 
the  lights  of  one  of  the  ships  are  not  burning  at 
the  time  when  the  vessels  come  in  sight,  and  the 
court  is  not  satisfied  that  the  want  of  those  lights 
is  oocajtioned  by  circumstances  over  which  the 
crew  of  the  ship  had  no  control,  ahe  must,  even  if 
the  want  of  the  lights  did  not  contribute  to  the 
collision,  be  held  to  blame  under  the  Merchant 
Shipping  Act  1873,  sect.  17  which  provides  that 
**  If  in  any  case  of  collision  it  is  proved  to  the 
court  before  which  the  case  is  tried  that  any  of 
the  regulations  for  preventing  collisions,oontained 
in  and  made  under  the  Merchant  Shipping  Act 
1854  to  1873,  have  been  infringed,  the  ship  by 
which  such  regulation  shall  be  infringed  shall  be 
deemed  to  be  in  fault,  unless  it  is  shown  to  the 
satisfaction  of  the  court  that  the  ciroumstanoes 
of  the  case  made  a  departure  from  the  regula- 
tions necessary.''     (P.C.)    TheHihemia    454 

28.  Merchant  Shipping  Act  1873,  sect  17 — RegvXo' 
iions  for  preventing  collisions — Infringement — 
The  Merchant  Shipping  Act  1873,  sect.  17, 
renders  it  necessary  for  the  court,  in  every  case 
of  collision,  to  inquire  whether  there  has  been  an 
infringement  of  a  regulation,  and,  if  so,  whether 
the  circumstances  roodered  a  departure  from  the 
regulations  necessary.    (P.C.)    Id 454 

Vol.  II.,  N.S. 


29.  Merchant  Shipping  Act  1873,  sect.  17'-Regula- 
iions  for  preventing  collisions — Infringement — 
Both  ships  to  blame. — Although  a  ship  must  be 
deemed  in  fault  for  an  infringement  of  the  regu- 
lations preceding  but  not  occasioning  the  colli- 
sion under  the  Merchant  Shipping  Act  1873,  sect. 
17,  she  is  not  necessarily  wholly  in  fault ;  but  if 
the  other  ship  has  been  guilty  of  negligence,  or  a 
breach  of  the  regulations,  the  latter  will  also  be 
held  to  blame,  and  the  damages  divided  between 
them.     (P.C.)    Id page  454 

30.  Merchant  Shipping  Act  1873,  sect  17— Regula- 
tions for  preventing  collisions — Infringement — 
Materiality  to  the  case. — A  ship,  to  be  deemed  in 
fault  under  the  Merchant  Shipping  Act  1873  (36 
A,  37  Vict.  c.  85),  sect.  17,  for  having  infringed 
any  of  the  regulations  for  preventing  collisions, 
must  have  infringed  those  regulations  in  such  a 
manner  that  the  infringement  is  material  to  the 
case  before  the  court,  and  is  such  as  might  by 
possibility  have  caused  or  contributed  to  the  par- 
ticular collision ;  a  mere  infringement  which  by 
no  possibility  could  have  anything  to  do  with 
the  collision  will  not  render  the  ship  liable.  (Adm.) 
The  Magnet,  The  Ihike  of  Sutherland,  The  Fanny 
M.Carvxll   478 

31.  Merchant  Shipping  Act  1873,  sect  17— Regula- 
tions for  preventing  collisions — If^ngement — 
Liability. — ^To  render  a  ship  liable  to  be  deemed 
in  fault  under  the  Merchant  Shipping  Act  1873, 
sect.  17,  for  an  infringement  of  the  regulations 
for  preventing  collisions,  the  infringement  must 
be  one  having  some  possible  connection  with  the 
collision  in  question ;  a  mere  infringement,  which 
by  no  possibility  could  have  anything  to  do  with 
the  collision,  will  not  render  the  ship  liable. 
(P.C .  from  Adm.)     The  Fanny  M.  CarviU 566 

32.  Moorings— Insujficieney  cf—Duty  of  master — 
Order  of  port  authorities — LiabiUiy  of  oioner. — 
Although  it  is  the  duty  of  the  master  of  a  ship  to 
take  all  such  precautions  as  a  man  of  ordinary 
prudence  and  skill,  exercising  reasonable  fore- 
sight, would  use  to  avert  danger  and  to  {invent 
his  ship  doing  dunage  to  others  in  the  circum- 
stances in  which  he  is  placed,  there  is  no  obliga- 
tion upon  a  master  who  is  ordered  by  the  authori- 
ties of  the  port  in  which  his  ship  lies  to  take  up  a 
berth  in  a  particular  part  of  the  harbour  to 
examine  the  sufficiency  of  a  buoy  to  which  he 
moors  his  ship  in  that  place,  although  that  buoy 
may  belong  to  a  private  company,  if  the  port 
authorities  sanction  the  use  of  the  buoy,  and  treat 
it  as  a  proper  and  sufficient  mooring  place  for 
vessels  frequenting  the  port.  If  through  the 
insufficiency  of  such  a  buoy  the  ship  parts  from 
her  moorings  on  a  storm  arising,  the  shipowner 
will  not  be  responsible  for  damage  ensuing  by 
oolUsion  provided  the  master  has  taken  other 
precautions  sufficient  under  ordinary  circum- 
stances to  meet  the  exigencies  of  the  case.  (Priv. 
Co.)     The  William  Lindsay    118 

33.  Moorings^Parting  of— Anchor — Question  qf 
seamanship — Nautical  assessors. — The  question 
whether  a  master  should  under  such  circumstances 
have  let  go  an  anchor,  or  whether  the  having  an 
anchor  ready  to  let  go  was  a  sufficient  precaution 
is  a  question  of  practical  seiunanship  upon  which 
the  Court  of  Appeal  will  be  guided  by  tiie  opinion 

of  their  nauticiJ  assessors.    (Priv.  Co.)    Id 118 

34.  Onus  of  proof— Ihtty  to  begin — Inevitable  ac- 
cident— Ship  at  anchor. — In  aU  causes  of  damage, 
the  onus  being  upon  the  plaintiff  to  establish 
negligence  against  the  defendant,  the  plaintiff 
must  begin ;  and  this  rule  applies  to  cases  where 
the  only  defence  is  inevitable  accident  and  the 
plaintiff's  vessel  is  at  anchor,  oontrary  to  the 
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fonner  praotioe  of  the  High  Court  of  Admiralty. 
(Adm.)     TheOtter page  208 

35.  Pilot — Duly  C(f — Ship  at  anchor — Length  of 
coble — Swinging  —  HeUn — Sheering. — ^YHiere  a 
ship  in  charge  of  a  licensed  pilot  is  anchored 
within  pilotage  waters,  the  pilot  is  responsihle  for 
the  length  of  cable  at  which  the  ship  rides,  and  it 
is  his  duty,  when  the  ship  swings  to  the  tide,  to 
superintend  that  manoBUTre  and  to  regulate  the 
helm,  and  it  is  hegligenoe  on  his  part  to  go  below 
before  the  ship  is  fully  swung,  leaying  the  helm 
amidships  without  orders  as  to  its  regulation ; 
and  if,  through  want  of  length  of  cable  and  of 
regulation  of  the  helm,  the  ship  sheers  and  so 
parts  from  her  anchor  in  swinging  during  his 
absence,  he  will  be  alone  responsible,  provided 
that  the  watch  on  deck  take  the  right  manoBUTre 
to  counteract  the  sheering.  (Adm.  and  Prir.  Co.) 
The  City  €f  Cambridge  193,239 

36.  PiU>t--Duiy  of — Ship  at  anchor — Parting  cable 
— OjBHeer  of  toatch — Duty  of. — Where  a  ship  at 
anchor  in  pilotage  waters  and  in  charge  of  a 
licensed  pilot  parts  her  cable,  the  necessity  for 
letting  go  another  anchor  is  a  matter  within  the 
discretion  of  the  pilot  and  the  manoBUvre  should 
be  directed  by  him ;  and  if  the  pilot  is  below  at 
the  time,  the  officer  of  the  watch  will  be  justified 
before  giving  any  orders  to  bring  up  the  ship  in 
calling  the  pilot  on  deck  to  take  charge,  provided 
that  there  be  no  immediate  necessity  for  action. 
(Priv.  Co.)    Id 239 

37.  Practice — Admiralty  court — Foreign  plaintiffs 
— Croes  cause — Security  to  annoer  judgment — Ap- 
pearance — Staying  proceedings — Admiralty  Court 
Act  1861,  sect.  34. — ^Where  a  cause  of  damage  is 
instituted  in  the  High  Court  of  Admiralty  against 
a  ship,  in  respect  of  a  collision  in  which  the  ship 
of  the  plaintiffs  is  totally  lost,  and  the  defendants 
institute  a  cross  cause  in  personam  against  the 
plaintiffs  in  respect  of  the  same  collision,  both 
parties  being  foreigners  resident  abroad,  and  the 
plaintiffs  decline  to  give  security  to  answer  judg- 
ment in  the  cross  cause,  or  to  enter  an  appearance, 
the  court  will  apply  the  provisions  of  the  Ad- 
miralty Court  Act  1861  (24  Vict.  c.  10,  s.  34),  and 
will  order  proceedings  to  be  stayed  in  the  prin- 
cipal cause  until  security  is  given  in  the  cross 
cause.     (Adm.)     The  Charhieh    121 

38.  Practice — Costs — Damage  to  ship  by  barge — 
County  Courts  Admiralty  Jurisdiction  Act  1868, 
sect.  9. — A  plaintiff  proceeding  without  leave  in  a 
Superior  Court  for  damage  to  his  ship,  within  the 
body  of  a  county,  by  a  barge  (propeUed  by  oars 
only),  taking  judgment  by  default,  and  having 
his  damages  assessed  by  the  sheriff  at  an  amount 
under  3001.,  is  not  entitled  to  his  costs,  by  reason 
of  the  County  Courts  Admiralty  Jurisdiction  Act 
1868,  sect.  9.  (Q.  B.  Bail  Court.)  Pwrkis  v. 
Flower 226 

39.  Practice-^Admiralty  Court — Costs — Compulsory 
pHota^. — In  a  collision  cause,  where  a  defendant 
raises,  together  with  other  defences,  that  of 
compulsory  pilotage,  and  his  ship  is  found  to 
blame,  but  is  dismissed  on  the  ground  that  the 
negligent  act  of  the  compulsory  pilot  was  the  sole 
cause  of  the  collision,  each  party  pays  his  own 
costs  according  to  the  practice  of  the  High  Court 
of  Admiralty.  It  has  never  been  the  custom  in 
that  court  to  apportion  the  costs  in  such  cases 
according  to  the  findings  on  the  various  issues. 
(Adm.)     The  Schwann  259 

40.  Practice — Admiralty  Courts — Costs — Arrrest — 
Reference — County  Court  Admiralty  Jurisdiction 
Act  1868 — Certificate. — A  ship  was  damaged  by 
another,  outward  bound,  and  the  owners  of  the 
injured  vessel,  in:  the  bonAfde  belief  that  their 


damage  was  greater  than  it  actually  was,  insti- 
tuted a  suit  in  the  High  Court  of  Admiralty 
and  arrested  the  ship  for  a  large  amount,  but 
accepted  bail  and  released  the  ship  at  once  on 
ascerfcainingtheir  actual  damage ;  the  defendants 
admitted  liability,  and  the  damage  was  referred  to 
the  Begistrar;  the  claim  made  by  the  plaintiff 
was  a  little  over  3001.,  but  the  Be^trar  reduced 
the  amount  claimed  by  more  than  one  third,  and 
made  no  report  as  to  costs.  On  application  by 
the  plaintiffs,  the  court  certified  for  the  ooets  ol 
suit  under  the  County  Courts  Admiralty 
Jurisdiction  Act  1868,  but  condemned  the  plain- 
tiffs in  the  costs  of  the  reference.  (Adm.)  The 
Naomi fx^tg^  588 

41.  River  navigation — Byelaws  made  by  local 
authority — Effect  of. — Byelaws  made  by  a  local 
authority  governing  the  navigation  of  a  river  are 
to  be  taken  as  evidence  of  what  it  is  the  duty  of 
vessels  to  do  in  the  circumstances  named  therein, 
and  although  the  mere  breach  of  one  or  any  of 
them  will  not  be  sufficient  reason  for  holding  a 
ship  to  blame  for  a  collision,  yet,  if  that  breach 
occasions  or  contributes  to  the  collision,  the  exis- 
tence of  the  byelaw  will  afford  the  best  reason  for 
holding  the  ship  violating  the  byelaw  to  be  guilty 
of  a  breach  of  duty,  and  consequently  to  blame  for 

the  collision.     (Adm.)     The  Raithwaite  Hall  . . .  210 

42.  Rivernavigation — Byelaws — Side  of  River — Fog. 
— Where  a  byekbw  regulating  the  navigation  of  a 
river  prescribee  the  side  of  the  river  upon  which 
a  ship  is  to  navigate  going  up  or  down  the  river, 
the  observance  of  this  byelaw  is  doubly  necessary 
during  a  fog  when  vessels  can  only  be  made  out 
at  short  distances ;  and  the  breach  of  the  byelaw 
cannot  be  excused  by  the  plea  that  it  was  usual 
during  foggy  weather  to  navigate  on  the  wrong 
side  of  the  river  in  order  to  insure  greater  safety 

for  the  vessel  so  doing.     (Adm.)    Id. 210 

43.  River  namgation — Tyne  byelaws — Side  of  river 
— Crossing  river. — By  the  byelaws  in  force  regu- 
lating the  navigation  of  the  river  Tyne  (clause  1 7) 
all  vessels  proceeding  to  sea  must  keep  to  the 
south  side  of  mid  channel,  and  (clause  20)  **  Tes- 
sels  crossing  the  river,  and  vessels  turning  take 
upon  themselves  the  responsibility  of  doing  so 
safely  with  reference  to  the  passing  traffic;*' 
under  these  byelaws  a  vessel  outward  bound 
coming  at  full  speed  out  of  the  Tyne  dock  (on  the 
south  side  of  the  river  Tyne),  and  crossing  the 
river  to  the  north  side,  whether  intentionally,  in 
violation  of  clause  17,  or  unintentionally  by 
reason  of  the  force  of  tiie  tide,  is  bound  to  use 
the  utmost  caution  to  avoid  the  passing  traffic, 
and  to  contemplate  before  attempting  to  oome 
out  any  contingencies,  such  as  tide,  stoppage  of 
the  traffic,  Ac,  which  may  arise,  and  she  should 
only  cross  if  it  can  be  done  without  risk  to  that 
traffic  ;  if  a  collision  occurs  by  want  of  such  cau- 
tion the  ship  will  be  responsible.  (P.C.)  The 
Henry  Morton 466 

44.  River  namgaticn — Tyne  byelaws — Steamships 
overtaking  ships. — Sembloj  that  the  2l8t  clause  of 
the  above  byelaws,'  providing  that  when  "  steam 
vessels  are  proceeding  in  the  same  direction,  but 
with  unequal  speed,  the  vessel  which  steams 
slowest  ^lall  when  overtaken"  take  oertain 
measures  to  allow  the  overtaking  steamship  to 
pass  her,  applies  only  to  a  vessel  overtaking  and 
passing  anotiier  actually  upon  the  same  course 
with  itself.     (P.C.)     Id 466 

45.  River  navigation — Lights — Dumb  barge — No 
duty  to  carry  lights  in  the  Thames. — Dumb  barges 
in  motion  driving  with  the  tide  up  or  down  the 
river  Thames  at  night  are  not  bound  to  cany 
lights.      Adm.)     The  Owen  WaUis 206 
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46.  Bivernavigaiicn — Lighti — Trinity houM  Ughier 
— "  Ship  " — Thames  Conaervancy  hyelawa. — A 
Trini^  House  lighter,  which  is  avess^  propelled 
by  sails  as  well  as  oars,  but  is  exclnsively  employed 
in  the  river  navigation  of  the  Thames  and  never  goes 
to  sea,  is  not  a  "  ship  "  within  the  meaning  of  the 
Merchant  Shipping  Acts,  and  is  not  bound  to  carry, 
when  mider  weigh  in  the  Thames,  the  lights  pre- 
scribed by  the  Begnlations  for  preventing  Colli- 
sions at  Sea  to  be  carried  byall  sailing  vessels;  and, 
as  the  existing  byelaws  made  nnder  the  Thames 
Conservancy  Acts  1857  and  1864  (20  &  21  Vict.  o. 
czlvii. ;  27  &  28  Vict.  c.  113)  contain  no  provision 
as  to  the  lights  to  be  carried  by  sailing  vessels 
navigating  the  Thames,  Trinity  House  lighters 
are  under  no  obligation  to  carry  lights  when  under 
weigh  in  that  river.  (Adm.)  The  C.  8.  Butler. .  .page  408 

47.  River  navigation — Dumb  barge — Side  of  river — 
The  Thames. — A  dumb  barge  coming  up  the  river 
Thames  on  a  flood  tide  may  keep  on  either  side  of 
the  river,  and  there  is  no  obligation  on  her  by 
custom  or  otherwise  to  keep  in  mid-channel. 
(Adm.)     The  Owen  Wallis    206 

48.  River  navigation — Dunib  barge — Steamship — 
Duty  to  keep  o%U  of  the  way — Hie  Thames. — 
There  is  no  duty  on  a  dumb  barge  driving  with 
the  tide  in  the  Thames  to  keep  out  of  the  way  of 
a  steamship ;  but  it  is  the  duty  of  the  steamship 

to  keep  out  of  the  way  of  the  barge.   (Adm.)   Id.  206 

49.  Speed — Steamship— Sailing  ship — Duty  to  as- 
certain course  of  latter. — ^When  a  steamer  sights 
a  sailing  vessel  in  the  night  time  at  a  distance  of 
three  miles,  but,  owing  to  the  fact  that  the  sail- 
ing vessers  lights  are  not  visible,  cannot  ascertain 
the  course  of  the  sailing  vessel,  it  is  the  duty  of 
the  steamer  to  slacken  speed  and  wait  to  ascer- 
tain that  course  before  adopting  any  decided 
manoeuvre  for  the  purpose  of  avoiding  the  sailing 
vesseL  If  the  steamer  immediately  on  sighting 
the  sailing  vessel  adopts  such  a  manoBuvre,  as  by 
porting,  and  a  collision  ensue  without  fault  on 
the  part  of  the  sailing  vessel,  the  steamer  is 
alone  to  blame.  (P.C.)  The  Bougainville  v. 
The  James  C.Stevenson 1 

50.  Speed — Steamships — Lights  of  other  ship  cib- 
scwred — Duty  to  slacken  sgfied  am,d  ascertain 
course. — ^Where    a   steamship    is     approaching 

I  another,  whose  exact  course  cannot  be  at  once 
ascertained  by  reason  of  her  lights  being  ob- 
scured by  her  own  smoke,  it  is  the  duty  of  the 
former  to  take  no  decided  step,  but  to  slacken 
speed  and  to  wait  till  that  course  is  ascertained 
before  taking  any  decided  step  to  avoid  the  other 
vesseL    (Priv.  Co.)     The  Rona  \  The  Ava 182 

51.  Speed — Steamshvp— Lights — Uncertamty  as  to 
cowrse — Duiy  to  slacken  speed. — ^A  steamer  seeing 
lights  close  ahead  of  her,  carried  by  some  ship, 
and  being  unable  to  make  out  those  lights,  or  the 
course  of  the  ship  carrying  them,  should  slacken 
speed  until  she  is  able  to  ascertain  the  meaning 
of  the  lights,  and  to  avoid  the  vessel  carrying 
them.    (Adm.)    The  Duke  of  SuiherUvnd  478 

52.  Speed — Steamship—Dark  night — Enteiring  har- 
bour. — ^A  steamship  entering  a  harbour  at  full 
speed  on  a  night  when  ships  not  showing  lights 
can  be  seen  only  at  a  distance  of  one  or  two 
cables'  length  will  be  held  to  blame  if  she  injures 
another  ship.     (Adm.)     The  Earl  Spencer 523 

53.  Speed — Steamship — Smoke  cbscuring  lights  and 
look'Out. — It  is  negligence  on  the  part  of  a 
steamer  to  go  at  full  speed  under  steam  and  sail 
before  the  wind  whilst  her  smoke  is  blown  over 
her  bows  so  as  to  obscure  her  lights  and  to  pre- 
vent her  from  seeing  and  from  being  seen  by  other 
ships  approaching  from  an  opposite  direction. 
(Priv.  Co.)     The  Bona;  The  Ava 182 


54.  Speed — Fog — Steamship. — Seven  miles  an  hour 
is  too  high  a  rate  of  si>eed  for  a  steamship  in  a 
fog.  (XJ.  S.  Sup.  Ct.)  The  Steamsr  Pennsyl- 
vania     page  878 

55.  Steamship — Towing  ship — SoAUngslUp — Duly  of 
tug — Special  circu^nstances — Sailing  rules  Nos.  15 
and  19. — ^A  steamship  towing  another  ship  is 
within  the  meaning  of  tiie  Begnlations  for  prevent- 
ing Collisions  at  Sea  relating  to  steamshii>s,  and  is 
not  by  reason  of  her  incumbered  condition  alto- 
gether absolved  from  the  duty  of  keeping  out  of 
the  way  of  a  sailing  vessel;  still  allowances 
should  be  made,  under  the  circumstances  of  each 
case,  for  the  comparatively  disabled  condition  of 
the  incumbered  steamer,  and  the  duty  of  addi- 
tional precaution  is  imposed  upon  a  sailing  ship 
approaching  a  steamer  so  incumbered.  (P.  C.) 
The  American  taid  The  Syria   350 

56.  Steamship — Towing  ship — Sailing  ship — Duty 
of  sailing  ship—Sa/iUng  ruUSf  Art.  18. — ^Where 
a  ship  is  ordered  by  the  regulations  to  pursue  a 
certain  course  in  relation  to  another  vessel,  she 
has  a  right  to  presume  that  that  other  vessel 
will  do  her  duty,  and  also  observe  the  regula- 
tions ;  henoe  a  sailing  ship,  approaching  a  steam- 
ship towing  another  ^p,  has  a  right  to  hold  on 
her  course  until  there  is  immediate  danger  of 
collision,  in  the  expectation  that  the  steafliship 
will  observe  the  regulations  and  keep  out  of  her 
way.    (P.C.)    Id 350 

57.  Steamship—Towing  ship — Negligence  of  tug — 
Liability  of  tow — Ooveming  power. — ^Where  a 
collision  takes  place  between  a  tug  towing  a  ship 
and  another  ship,  the  question  whether  the  tow 
is  liable  to  make  good  the  damage  done  by  the 
negligence  of  the  tug,  depends  upon  the  deter- 
mination of  the  question  whether  the  **  governing 
power  "  is  in  the  tug  or  in  the  tow.  If  the  tug  is 
in  the  service  of  and  under  the  orders  of  the  tow, 
the  tow  is  answerable  for  the  negligence  of  the 
tug  as  for  the  negligence  of  a  servant ;  but  if 
the  tug  is,  although  rendering  service  to  the 
tow,  not  under  the  control  of  the  latter,  but  is 
itself  the  governing  power,  then  the  tow  is  not 
liable  for  the  negligence  of  the  tug.    (P.  C.)    Id.  350 

58.  Steamship  —  Towing  ship  discibled  —  Same 
oumer — Governing  power  in  tug — Liability  of 
tow. — Where  the  master  of  a  steamship,  finding 
another  steamship  belonging  to  the  same  owners 
with  her  engines  disabled,  undertakes,  not  in 
pursuance  of  any  specific  contract  made  with  the 
master  of  the  disabled  ship,  but  out  of  his  sense 
of  duty  to  his  employers  and  in  the  hope  of  ob- 
taining  salvage  reward,  to  tow  the  ship  home, 
the  towing  ship  is  not  under  the  control  of  the 
tow,  nor  is  the  governing  power  in  the  tow,  so  as 
to  render  the  tow  responsible  for  the  negligent 
acts  of  the  tug.  Kor  does  the  fact  that  both 
ships  belong  to  the  same  owners  render  the 
towed  ship  responsible  for  the  acts  of  the  tug. 

(P.  C.)     Id 350 

See  County  Courts  Admiralty  Jurisdictiony  Kos. 
1,  2,  ^—Damage,  Nos.  1,  2,  S— Freight,  No. 
38 — Salvage,  No.  9 — Towage,  No.  3. 

COMMON  CABBIEB. 

See  Carriage  of  Goods,  No.  1^— Marine  Insur- 
ance,  Nos.  3,  4. 

C0MPUL80BY  PILOTAGE. 

1.  Trinity  House  pUota^e  —  Thames  district — 
Merchant  Shipping  Act  1854,  sects.  353,  376-- 
General  exemption — Ship  carrying  passengers 
between  Boulogne  and  London. — ^A  steamship 
carrying  cargo  and  passengers  from  Boulogne  to 
London  is  not  bound  under  the  Merchant  Ship- 
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ping  Aot  1854  (17  A  18  Vict.  o.  104)  to  employ 
a  pilot  whilst  nayigatiiig  the  river  Thames,  the 
general  exemption  continued  from  6  Qeo.  4,  c. 
125,  sect.  59,  and  the  order  in  oonnoil  of  18th  Feb. 
1854,  by  the  Merohant  Shipping  Act  1854,  sect. 
353,  not  being  oyerridden  by  sect.  379,  relating  to 
Trinity  Honse  pilotage  and  exempting  such  a 
ship  only  when  not  carrying  passengers.  Reg.  v. 
Sicmtan  (8  EU.  &  Bl.  445),  and  The  Earl  of 
Auckland  (Lush  164,  387),  followed.  (Adm.)  The 
Moselle page  586 

2.  Trimiy  House  piMuge — Outport  dietrict — Jfw- 
ehant  Shipping  Act  1854,  eect  37(^--'*  Particular 
provision" — Local  Act — Appointment  of  pilots — 
Trinity  svh-commissioners, — ^A  Trinity  Honse 
ontport  district  by  sect.  370  of  the  Merchant 
Shipping  Aot  1854  (17  A  18  Vict.  c.  104)  com- 
prises  any  pilotage  district  for  the  appointment 
of  pilots  within  which  no  particular  provision  is 
made  by  any  Aot  of  Parliament  or  charter.  A 
port  for.  which  by  a  local  Act  passed  in  1852 
the  Ck>rporation  of  ^e  Trinity  Honse  are  re- 
quired to  appoint  subcommissioners  resident  at 
the  said  port  to  examine  and  certify  pilots  for 
the  port,  is  not  a  port  for  which  such  particular 
provision  is  made,  because  the  local  Act  merely 
adopts  and  incorporates  the  provisions  of  the 
general  Pilotage  Act  (6  Geo.  4,  c.  125,  sect.  5,  re- 
pealed but  re-enacted  in  the  Merchant  Shipping 
Act  1854,  sect.  369)  enacting  that  the  said  cor- 
poration are  required  to  appoint  subcommis- 
sioners at  such  ports  or  places  as  they  may  think 
requisite  to. examine  and  certifjr  pilots.  (Q.  B.) 
Hadgraft  (app.)  Y.Hewitt  (resp.) 573 

3.  TriniUf  House  pilotage — Outport  district — Mer- 
chant Shipping  Act  1854,  sects.  353,  379— Local 
act — Coasting  trcuLe  exemption. —  The  express 
enactment  in  the  Merchant  Shipping  Act  1854, 
sect.  379,  that  ships  not  carrying  passengers, 
employed  in  the  coasting  trade,  shall  be  exempted 
from  compulsory  pilotage  overrides  a  provision 
in  a  local  Act  passed  in  1852  that  all  ships  navi- 
gating  within  a  district  (a  Trinity  outport)  shall 
employ  a  licensed  pilot,  and  sudi  obligation  is 
not  continued  by  Merohant  Shipping  Act  1854, 
sect.  353,  enacting  that  the  employment  of  pilots 
shall  continue  compulsory  in  all  districts  in 
which  the  same  was  compulsory  before  that  Act. 
Hadgraft  (app.)  v.  Hewitt  (resp.) 573 

4.  Trinity  House  pHota^e — Outport — Ipswich  Dock 
Act — Merchant  Shipping  Act  1854,  sect.  374 — 
Coasting  vessel — Exemption.  —  The  port  of 
Ipswich,  the  pilotage  of  which  is  regulated  by 
the  Ipswich  Dock  Act  (15  Vict.  c.  cxvi.),  is  a 
Trinity  outport  district,  and  although  by  the 
above  Act  (sect.  91)  all  ships  are  bound  to  take 
a  pilot  whilst  within  the  district,  such  obliga- 
tion is  taken  away  in  the  case  of  coasting  vessels 
not  carrying  passengers  by  the  Merchant  Ship- 
ping Act  1854,  sect.  379.    (Q.  B.)    Id 573 

5.  Mersey  pilotage — Mersey  Docks  Acts  ConsoUda- 
tion  Act  1858 — Pilot  offering  to  take  charge  en- 
titled to  pilotage  rate — Compulsion. — The  Mersey 
Docks  Acts  Consolidation  Act  1858  (21  &  22 
Vict.  c.  xcii.) — providing  for  the  pilotage  of  the 
river  Mersey,  and  enacting  (sect.  139),  inter  alia, 
that  if  the  master  of  any  vessel  (with  certain 
exeptions),  being  outward  bound,  "shall  pro- 
ceed to  sea,  and  shall  refuse  to  take  on  board  or 
to  employ  a  pilot,  he  shall  pay  to  the  pilot  who 
shall  first  offer  hbnself  to  pilot  the  same,  the  full 
pilotage  rate,**  as  if  the  pilot  had  piloted  the 
ship,  and,  further,  that  (sect.  138)  if  a  master 
requires  the  services  of  a  pilot  whilst  his  ship  is 
lying  at  anchor  in  the  Mersey,  the  pilot  shall  be 
paid  for  CTery  day  or  portion  of  a  day  he  shall 


attend,  the  sum  of  five  shillings ;  "  but  no  such 
charge  shall  be  made  for  the  day  on  which  such 
vessel,  being  outward  bound,  shall  leave  the 
river  Mersey  to  commenoe  her  voyage  ** — com- 
pels a  master  so  proceeding  to  sea  to  take  a  pilot. 
(Adm.  &  P.O.)  The  City  of  Cambridge... page  19Z,  239 

6.  Mersey  pilotage — Mersey  Docks  Arts — Consolida- 
tion Act  1858,  sect.  ISS—*' Proceeding  to  sea  *'— 
Anchoring  in  river — Compulsion  from  leaving 
dock, — Where  a  ship  ready  and  about  to  proceed 
to  sea  leaves  one  of  the  Mersey  Docks  at  nights  in 
charge  of  a  licensed  pilot,  and  oasts  anchor  in  the 
river  so  as  to  be  ready  to  cross  the  bar  at  the 
mouth  of  the  river  on  the  next  morning's  tide  at 
an  earlier  hour  than  she  could  if  she  left  the  dock 
in  the  morning,  the  going  into  and  casting  anchor 
in  the  river  is  a  step  in  the  **  proceeding  to  sea  ** 
within  the  meaning  of  the  Mersy  Docks  and 
Harbour  Board  Act  1858  (21  &  22  Vict.  c.  xoii.) 
sect.  139,  and  the  employment  of  the  pilot  is 
compulsory  under  that  section  from  the  time  of 
leaving  dock,  and  if  the  ship  breaks  away  from 
her  moorings,  and  damages  another  vessel 
through  the  pilots  sole  default  the  owners  will 
not  be  responsible.     (Adm.  &  P.  C.)  Id 193,  239 

7.  Mersey  pilotage — Mersey  Docks  Act — Consolida- 
tion Act  1858, — *'Proceeding  to  sea" — Anchor- 
ing in  riiyer — Extra  payment  to  pilot — Compul- 
sion from  leaving  dock — Voluntary  employment. 
— The  fact  that  the  pilot  becomes  entitled,  under 
sect.  138  of  the  Aet,  to  an  extra  payment  of  five 
shillings  a  day  beyond  the  amount  payable  for 
compulsory  pilotage,  whilst  employed  on  the  ship 
at  the  requirement  of  the  master  during  the  time 
she  is  anchored  in  the  river,  except  on  the  day 
when  the  ship  leaves  the  Mersey  to  commence 
her  voyage,  does  not  alter  the  character  of  the 
employment  during  that  time,  so  as  to  make  it  a 
voluntary  employment  or  any  the  less  compul- 
sory.    Adm.  A  P.O.)     Id 193 

See  Collision,  Nos.  35,  36— Ptlo^ 

CONCEALMENT  OP  MATEEUL  FACTS. 
See  Marine  Insurance,  Nos.  13,  14, 15, 16,  17,  18. 

CONDITION. 
See  Marine  Insurance,  Nos.  4,  32. 

CONSIGNOR  AND  CONSIGNEE. 

See  Bill  of  Lading,  No.  1 — Carriage  of  Goods, 
Nos.  3,  10 — Marine  Insurance,  Nos.  6,  7,  8, 
25,  26. 

CONSTBUCTIVE  TOTAL  LOSS. 

See  Marinelneurance,  Nos.  1,  2,  5,  9, 19, 
20,  21,  46,  48. 

CONSULAB   COURTS. 
See  Jurisdiction,  No.  4. 

CONTAGIOUS  DISEASES  (ANIMALS)  ACT. 
See  Carriage  of  Goods,  No.  18. 

CONTRIBUTORY  NEGLIGENCE. 
See  Damage,  No.  4. 

CO-OWNERS. 

Breach  of  contract — Action  for — Dam<ige  to  part- 
nership— BenefU  to  one  partner — Bight  ofd^en- 
dant  to  take  into  a/xount. — In  order  to  entitle  a 
defendant  in  an  action  brought  against  him  by 
partners  for  a  breach  of  contract  causing  damage 
to  the  partnership  to  take  into  account  a  ben^t 
accruing  to  any  of  the  plaintiffs  from  such  breach 
for  the  purpose  of  reducing  the  damages,  such 
benefit  must  be  a  joint  benefit  accruing  to  the 
partnership ;  and  it  is  immaterial  for  the  assess- 
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ment  of  duuifeB  whether  or  no  indiTidnal  pbdn- 
tiib  haye  aotoAUy  benafitedj  in  other  ways  from 
the  Tory  default  of  the  defendants  for  whioh  as  a 
partnership  tbej  are  sning.  Where  partnerships 
sne  for  breach  of  oontraot,  the  damages  must  be 
confined  to  those  sostained  by  the  partnership ; 
and  part  owners  of  ships  are  for  the  purpose  of 
snoh  an  action  in  the  same  position  as  partners. 
(O.P.)    Jebstn  t.  The  East  and  W9$t  India  Dock 

Company pa>ge  505 

See  Master^s  Wages  and  Dithtvreementef  Nos.  1,  2. 

COBPORATION. 
See  Dock, 

COSTS. 

See  County  Court  Admiralty  Jurisdicticnt  No.  4 
— Interpleader — Marine  Insurance^  No.  34 — 
Practieey  Nos.  7, 13, 14 — Salvage,  No.  6 — Wagee^ 
No.  5. 

COUNTY  COTJBTS  ADMIBALTr  JURIS. 

DICTION. 

1.  Damage — Jurisdiction — Co-OTstensive  with  Adm^i- 
ralty  Court  as  to  subject  matter, — ^The  Admiralty 
Courts  Acts  (3  A  4  Vict.  o.  65,  s.  6 ;  24  Yiot.  o. 
10,  s.  7),  confer  npon  the  High  Court  of  Admi- 
ralty of  England  oyer  causes  of  damage  arising 
within  the  body  of  a  county  the  jurisdiction 
whioh  that  court  originally  possesses  over  such 
causes  arising  on  the  High  seas ;  and  the  juris- 
diction giyen  to  the  Counl^  Courts,  haying  admir- 
alty jurisdiction  oyer  causes  of  damage,  by  the 
County  Courts  Admiralty  Jurisdiction  Acts  1868 
and  1869  (31  &  82  Vict.  c.  71,  s.  3,  sub-sect.  3 ;  32  & 
83  Vict.  c.  51,  s.  4),  is  as  large  (where  the  amount 
claimed  does  not  exooed  300&.)>  m  that  possessed 
by  the  High  Court  of  Admiralty.  (Q.  B.  BaU 
Court.)     PurkisT.FUnoer 226 

2.  Damage — Jurisdiction — Barge — Ship  damaged 
by — Admirdliy  Court — Coimty  Court. — Damage 
to  a  tihip  by  a  barge  (propelled  by  oars  only^, 
would  be  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  High 
Court  of  Admiralty  if  it  occurred  on  the  high  seas, 
and  (by  the  Admiralty  Court  Acts)  if  it  occurred 
on  a  tidal  riyer  within  the  body  of  a  county; 
hence  the  County  Courts  haying  admiralty  juris- 
diction would  haye  jurisdiction  oyer  such  damage. 
The  Surah  (Lush,  549)  followed  (Q,  B.  BaU  Court.) 

Id 226 

3.  Damage — Jurisdiction — Action  against  pilot — 
Admiralty  cause. — An  action  against  a  pUot  for 
negligence  in  navigating  a  yeasel  whereby  it  came 
into  collision  with  anotiier  vessel,  which  it  dam- 
aged,  is  not  an  Admiralty  cause  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  County  Courts  Admiralty  Jurisdiction 
Act  1868  (31  A  32  Vict.  c.  71,  sect  3,  sub-sect 
3),  and  may  therefore  be  brought  in  any  County 
Court,  though  such  court  be  not  one  appointed 
under  the  Act  for  the  trial  of  Admirall^  causes. 
(El.)  FLoxoer  T.  Bradley 489 

4.  Freight — Demurrage — Breach  of  charter — Juris- 
diction— Admiralty  Court — County  Courts  Admi' 
ralty  Jurisdiction  Act  1869,  sect.  2. — ^The  juris- 
diction given  to  the  County  (Courts  by  the  County 
Courts  Admiralty  Junsdiotion  Act  1868  (31  A  32 
Tict.  c.  71)  sect.  3,  and  the  County  Courts  Admi- 
ralty Juriediction  Amendment  Act  1869  (32  A  33 
Vict.  c.  51),  sect.  2  is  confined  to  causes  within 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  High  Court  of  Admiralty ; 
and,  therefore,  in  an  action  in  a  Superior  Court 
on  a  charter-party  for  freight  or  demurrage, 
which  is  a  cause  not  within  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  Admiralty  Court,  a  plaintiff,  claiming  and 
recovering  a  sum  between  i620  and  ^£300,  is  en- 
titled to  his  ooats,  and  cannot  be  deprived  of 
them  by  the  operation  of  sect.  9  of  the  Act  of 


1868  (81  A  32  Yict.  c.  71),  which  is  not  applicable 
to  such  a  case  Simpson  v.  Blues  (ante,  vol.  1, 
p.  826 ;  L.  Bep.  7  0.  P.  290 ;  26  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S. 
679)  approved  and  Cargo  ea  Argos  (ante  vol.  1, 
p.  519 ;  L.  Bep.  5  P.  C.  134 ;  28  L.  T.  Bep.  N.  S. 
77)  dissented  from.  (Ex.)  ChinesieadT.  Price  and 

others,  FuUmoreT.  Wait page  543 

See  Collision,  Nos.  38.  40 — Practice,  Nos.  1,  2, 
3,  5,  6,  I—Salvage,  No.  6. 

COUNTY  COUBT  APPEAL. 
See  Practice,  Nos.  1,  2,  3. 

CBOSS    CAUSES. 
See  Collision,  No.  37. 

CB03SING  SHIPS. 
See  Collision,  Nos.  2,  3,  4, 5. 

CUSTOM. 
See  General  Average,  Nos.  1,  2. 

DAMAGE. 

1.  Damage  to  pier — Harbours,  Docks,  and  Piers 
Clauses  Act  1847,  sect,  74 — Undertakers — Mari- 
time Uen — Liability  of  ship  in  rem — Inevitable 
accident. — The  owners  of  a  pier,  who  are  under- 
takers within  the  meaning  of  the  Harbours, 
Docks,  and  Piers  Clauses  Act  1847,  acquire, 
under  sect.  74  of  that  Act,  a  maritime  lien  in 
respect  of  any  damage  done  to  their  pier  by  a 

,  ship,  and  may  proceed  in  rem  to  recover  that 
damage  in  the  High  Court  of  Admiralty,  and  the 
shipowners  are  debarred  by  sect.  74  from  setting 
up  the  defence  of  inevitable  accident.  (Adm.) 
The  Merle  i  Dennis  Y.  ToveU 402 

2.  Damages  to  pier — Harbours,  Docks,  ojid  Piers 
Clauses  Act  1847 — Limited  Company — Under- 
takers— Winding-up. — ^Where  a  limited  company, 
duly  constituted  by  provisional  order  made  under 
the  Ckneral  Piers  and  Harbours  Acts  1861,  and 
1862,  as  the  undertakers  of  a  pier,  within  the 
meaning  of  the  Harbours,  Docks,  and  Piers 
Clauses  Act  1847,  is  voluntarily  wound-up,  and 
its  property  sold  by  the  liquidaiK>r,  a  purchaser  of 
the  pier  has  transferred  to  him  both  ^e  property 
and  the  rights  of  the  original  undertaker, 
becomes  the  undertaker  within  the  meaning 
of  the  last-mentioned  Act,  and  can  recover 
against  a  ship  for  damage  done  to  his  pier 
by  that  ship,  although  such  damage  be  tlie 
result  of  inevitable  accident.     The  Merle 402 

3.  Damage  to  sea  waU — Harbour,  Docks,  and  Piers 
Clauses  Act  1847,  sect.  74 — Liability  of  ship. — 
The  owners  of  a  ship  which  the  crew  have  left 
owing  to  stress  of  weather,  are  answerable, 
under  sect.  74  of  the  Harbours,  Docks,  and  Piers 
CUbuses  Act  1847  (lOand  llVict.  c.  27)  for  damage 
done  to  a  seawidl,  after  the  crew  have  left  her. 
(<^B.)  The  River  Wear  Commissioners  v.  Adam- 
sonandothers 145 

4.  Steam  tug — Fog— Negligently  proceeding— Run- 
ning ashore — PUot  in  charge  of  ship — Contributory 
negligence. — Where  a  ship  in  tow  of  a  steam  tug 
and  in  charge  of  a  licensed  pilot  who  has  the  control 
over  and  directs  the  course  of  both  vessels,  is 
navigating  a  river  in  a  fog  so  dense  that  the  banks 
of  the  river  cannot  be  seen,  and  those  on  boc^ 
the  tug  and  ship  in  tow  do  not  know  in  what 
direction  they  are  going,  it  is  negligence  on  the 
part  of  both  vessels  to  proceed ;  but  as  it  is  the 
duty  of  the  pilot  in  charge  to  give  orders  to  the 
tug  to  stop  so  as  to  enisle  the  ship  in  tow  to 
oome  to  an  anohor,  the  neglect  on  the  part  of  the 
pilot  to  give  such  orders  is  contributory  neg li- 
genoe,  which  will  preclude  the  owners  of  tbo 
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sailing  ship  from  reooTering  (at  oommon  law) 
against  the  owner  of  the  steam  tug  in  an  action 
for  negligently  mnning  the  sailing  ship  ashore 
by  proceeding  during  the  fog.  (P.O.)  BmUh 
and    others    y.  The   8t.  Lawrence    Tow    Boat 

Con^any page    41 

5.  Sleam^ug  —  Towing  ship  —  Control  —  Moving 
power — MaMer  or  pilot  in  charge, — A  steam-tog 
towing  a  sailing  ship  directs  the  oonr^e  of  both 
yessels  so  long  as  no  directions  are  given  by 
the  person  in  charge  of  the  ship  in  tow.  The 
steam-tug  is  the  moving  power,  bnt  it  is  nnder 
the  control  of  the  master  or  pilot  on  board  the 

ship  in  tow.    (P.  C.)    Id 41 

See  Carriage  qf  Goods,  Noe.  20, 21, 22,  28,  24, 25— 
Collision — Marine  Insurance,  Nos.  10,  ll'^Ptlot 
— Towa>ge, 

DAMAGES. 
See  Charter-party,  No.  2. 

DAMAGE  TO  GABGO. 

See  Carriage  of  Goods,  Noe.  21,  22,  23,  24,  25— 
Chneral  Average,  Noe.  1,  2 — Jurisdiction,  Nos.  1. 
2,3. 

DECK  CABGO. 
See  Marine  Insu/rance.  Nos.  52,  53. 

DELAY. 
See  Marine  Insurance,  No.  28. 

DELIVERY  OP  CARGO. 

See  Carriage  of  Goods,  Noe.  27,  28,  29,  30,  81, 
82,  83,  34,  85,  86,  87. 

DEMURRAGE. 

See  Carriage  of  Goods,  Nos.  15,  19,  29,  80 — 
Charter-party,  Nos.  8,  4 — County  Courts  AdnU- 
ralty  Jurisdiction^  No.  4. 

DERELICT. 

See  Carriage  of  Goods,  No.  88 — Salvage,  Noe. 

10, 11, 16,  21. 

DESERTION. 

See  Salvage,  Noe.  10,  11, 16,  21— Wages,  No.  8— 
M<ister's  Wages  and  Disbvrsemenis.  Nos.  6,  7. 

DETENTION  MONEY  AND  BOARD. 
See  Master^s  Wages  and  Disbursements,  No.  14. 

DEVIATION. 
See  Carriage  of  Goods,  No:  8. 

DISBUBSEBfENTS. 

See  Master*s  Wages  and  Disbursements — 
Necessaries,  No.  8. 

DISCHABGE. 

See  Carriage  of  Goods,  Nos.  80,  88,  84,  85, 

86,  87. 

DOCK. 

Graving  Dock — Use  of—Interest  in  land — Statute 
of  Frauds,  sect,  4 — Corporation — Contract  under 
seal. — A  contract  for  the  nse  by  shipowners  of 
a  graving  dock  for  repairing  ships  belonging  to 
a  municipal  corporation  is  not  a  contract  concern- 
ing an  interest  in  land,  and  ooiisequently  need  not 
be  in  writing  nnder  the  4th  section  of  the  Statute 
of  Prauds,  and  such  a  contract  being  one  of  fre* 
quent  ocoarrenoe  and  daily  necessity  need  not  be 
nnder  seal,  and  though  not  under  s«J  is  binding 
on  the  corporation.  (C.P.)  Wells  v.  The  Mayor, 
^c,  cf  Kingston-vpon-Hull    580 


DOCK  BEGULATIONS. 
See  Carriage  of  Goods,  No.  15. 

DBX7NKENNES8. 

See  Master* s  Wages  and  Disbursements,  Nos. 

8,4. 

EBBOB   OP  JUDGMENT. 
See  Master's  Wages  and  Dit^rsements,  No.  11. 

ESTOPPEL. 

See  Carriage  of  Goods,  No.  6 — Marine  Insur- 
ance, Nos.  2,  48. 

EVIDENCE. 

See  Carriage  of  Goods,  Nos.  23,  24 — CoUieion,  No. 
11 — Marine  Insurance,  Nos.  82,  84  —  Practice, 
Nos.  8,4,  8,  9, 14,  lb— Salvage,  Nos.  3,  4,  5. 

EXCEPTED    PEBILS. 

See  Carriage  of  Goods,  Nos,  11, 12,18,  20,  21,22, 
25,  40 — Marine  Insurance,  Nos.  10,  11,  87,  88, 
89. 

EXCESSIVE  VALUATION. 
See  Marine  Insurance,  No.  14. 

PIBE. 

See  General  AvercLge,  Nos.  1, 2 — Marine  Inettr- 

ance,  No.  45. 

POG. 

See   Collision,  Nos.   8,  9,   10,    56 — Damage, 

No,  4 

FOBEIGN  CONTBACT. 
See  Sale  of  Ship. 

FOBEIGN   SHIP. 
See  Sale  of  Ship-— Wages,  No.  1,  2,  5. 

POBPEITUBE  OF  WAGES. 

See  M<uter*s  Wages  and  Disbursements,  Noe. 
3, 4,  5,  6,  7,  B— Wages,  No.  8. 

POBGEBY  OP  SHIPPING  DOCUMENTS. 
See  BiUs  of  Bachange, 

FBAUD. 

See  Marine  Insurance,  Nos.  14,  15,  16,  17, 

18,81. 

FREIGHT. 

See  Carriage  of  Goods,  Noe.  18,  80, 81,  35,  88,  89, 
40,  41,  42  —  Charter-party,  No.  8— /niersit— 
Marine  Inaurance,  Noe.  19,  20,  21,  22*  28— Kaeet- 
saries.  No.  8. 

GENERAL  AVERAGK 

1.  T>amage  by  water — Bxiinguishing  fire — British 
cusUym. — ^Loss  occasioned  by  water  used  to  ex- 
tinguish  fire  on  board  ship  not  having  hitherto 
been  treated  by  British  average  adjusters  as  a 
general  average  loss,  owners  ol  goods,  carried 
under  a  bill  of  lading  providing  for  "  average,  if 
and,  to  be  adjusted  according  to  British  custom," 
cannot  recover  for  damage  so  sustained  as  for  a 
general  average  loss ;  under  such  circumstances 
the  question  whether  such  a  loss  is  by  law  a 
general  average  does  not  arise.  (Ex.  Ch. 
from  Q.  B.)  Stewart  v.  The  West  India  and 
Pacific  Steamship  Company  page    38 

2.  Damage  by  water — Scuttling  ship — Extinguishing 
Fire — General  average  loss. — Damage  to  cargo  by 
scuttling  a  ship  to  put  out  a  fire  is  the  subjeet  o 
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general  ayerage  oontribatioii.  There  is  no  Talid 
cnstom  ezolndlng  the  loss  from  general  average. 
(Niai  PrioB,  per  Cookbam,  0  J.)    Aehard  and 

othersT,Bing  and  others page  422 

See  Carriage  of  Goods,  Noa  80,  85 — Jwrisdictiony 
No.  4r-^Marine  InsurancSf  No.  24. 

GOOD  OBDEB  AND  CONDITION. 
See  Carriage  of  Qoods,  Nos.  7,  24. 

OUABANTEE. 
See  BiUs  of  Exchange, 

HABBOUBS,  DOCKS,  AND  FEBBS  CLAUSES 

ACT,  1847. 

See  Damage,  Noe  1,  2,  8. 

HYPOTHECATION. 

BiUs  drawn  against  goods — PoUey  qf  inswrancB— 
Deposit  of  papers  with  hank — Extent  of  hank's 
Um, — ^Where  a  merchant  oonsignB  goods  to  this 
oonntry,  draws  a  bill  of  ezohange  against  the 
goods,  and  before  acoeptance  disoonnts  the  bill 
with  a  bank,  and,  in  order  to  teonre  repayment, 
insnres  the  goods,  deposits  the  bills  of  lading  and 
the  polioy  with  the  hank  together  with  a  letter  of 
liypotheoation  anthorising  the  bank  in  case  the 
l^  or  any  other  bills  of  his  should  not  be  ac- 
cepted or  paid  to  sell  the  goods  and  recoup  them- 
selyes,  but  maktng  no  mention  of  the  policy,  the 
bank  acquires  no  right,  on  the  goods  being  de- 
stroyed by  the  perils  insured  against  and  on  the 
failure  of  the  consignor  and  consignee,  to  apply 
the  proceeds  of  the  policy  to  pay  other  bilU 
drawn  upon  other  parties  by  the  merchant,  and 
discounted  by  the  bank,  or  to  satisfy  anything 
beyond  the  amount  of  the  bill  of  exchange,  drawn 
against  the  goods  and  a  third  i>ersontowhomthe 
polioy  has  been  assigned  can  claim  to  haye  the 
amount  orer  the  value  of  the  bill  paid  orer  to 
them  by  the  bank.  (Y.CB.)  Latham  y.  The 
Chartered  Bank  of  India,  Australia,  and  China  178 

niLEOALITT. 
See  Marine  Insurance,  No.  41. 

INCEPTION  OP  BISK. 
See  Marine  Insurance,  Nos.  3,  28. 

INDOBSEES. 

See  Bills  of  Lading,  No.  23 — Carriage  of  Goods, 

Nob.  1, 2,  3, 4,  5. 

INEVITABLE    ACCIDENT. 
See  Collision,  Nos.  11,  12. 

INJUNCTION. 
See  Navigable  River,  No.  6. 

INSPECTION  OF  DOCUMENTS. 
See  Practice,  No.  9. 

INSUBABLE   INTEBEST. 

See  Marine  Insurance,  Nos.  6,  7,  8,  22,  42, 

43,  44. 

INTEBEST. 

Freight — Not  payable  on  day  certain — Interest 
not  recoverable. — Interest  cannot  be  recoyered  un- 
der 3  ft  4  Will.  4,  c.  42,  sect.  28,  upon  an  amount  of 
freight  payable  under  a  charter-party  **  after 
entire  discharge  and  right  delivery  of  the  cargo 
in  cash  two  months  after  date  of  ship's  report 
inwards  at  custom  House,"  because  the  freight 
is  not  payable  upon  a  day  certain.  Ex.  Ch.  from 
Q3.)  Merchant  Shipping  Co,  y .  Armitage  «w 185 


INTEBPLEADEB. 

Two  or  more  claimanls  of  cargo  —  Shipowner's 
duty — Shipowner  contesting  eachclaim-^osts,'^ 
Where  there  are  two  or  more  claimants  of  goods 
in  the  hands  of  a  shipowner,  the  only  way  in 
which  he  can  as  stakeholder  protect  himself  is  by 
filing  a  bill  of  interpleader.  If,  instead  of  doing 
so,  he  litigates  witii  the  claimants  separately,  he 
must  pay  the  costs  of  the  successful  claimant, 
who  wUl  be  entitled  to  an  inquiry  as  to  damages. 
(L.JJ.)    Laingy.Zeden     page  996 

INTEBVENEB. 
See  Salvage,  No.  7. 

IPSWICH  DOCK  ACT. 
See  Ownpvisory  Piloiage,  No.  4. 

JETTISON. 
See  Marine  Insuewnce,  No.  52. 

JUBISDICTION. 

1.  Admiralty  Court — Damage  of  cargo — Breach 
of  contract  before  goods  laden — Adnwralty  Cowrt 
Act  1861,  sect.  6.-~The  High  Court  of  Admiralty 
has  no  jurisdiction  to  entertain  a  suit  for  breach 
of  contract  under  the  Admiralty  Court  Act  1861 
(24  Vict.  c.  10),  sect.  6,  where  the  breach  occurs 
before  the  goods  are  laden  on  board  the  vessel 
which  under  the  contract  afterwards  carries  the 
goods  into  a  port  in  England  or  Wales.  (Adm.) 
TheDannArog 452 

2.  Dam/age  to  cargo — Cargo  carried  into  English 
port  of  caU — Discharged  abroad — Ship  returning 
to  England — Arrest — Admiralty  Court  Act  1861 
sect,  6 — ^When  a  foreign  ship  carrying  cargo, 
acting  in  pursuance  of  the  contract  of  afEreight- 
ment,  which  gives  the  option  of  several  ports  of 
call,  English  and  foreign,  puts  into  an  English 
port  of  call  for  orders,  die  carries  her  cargo  into 
the  W"gl^«^  port  within  the  Tneaning  of  the  Ad- 
miralty Court  Act  1861  (24  Vict.  o.  10),  sect.  1 ; 
and  though  she  be  ordered  to  a  foreign  port,  and 
there  disdiarge  her  cargo,  the  Court  of  Admiralty 
has  jurisdiction  to  entertain  against  her  a  suit  by 
the  assignees  of  the  bills  of  lading  of  the  cargo, 
for  damage  to  cargo,  and  to  arrest  her  on  her 
return,  after  disohafging,  to  this  country.  (Adm. 
andPriv.Co.)     The  Pieve  Superiore    162,319 

3.  Admiralty  Court — Damage  to  cargo — Breach  of 
c<mtract  by  master — Master  part  owner — Lia- 
bility in  rem.— Semble,  the  High  Court  of  Admi- 
ralty has  jurisdiction  to  proceed  in  rem  against 
a  ship  for  breach  of  contract,  within  the  meaning 
of  the  Admiralty  Court  Act  1861  (24  Vict.  c.  10), 
sect.  6,  although  that  breach  is  committed  by  one 
of  the  part  owners  of  the  ship  only  (the  master), 
and  is  a  breach  for  which  the  other  part  owners 
would  not  be  responsible.  (Adm.)  The  Emilien 
Marie  514 

4.  Levantine  Consular  Court — Ship  discibled — 
Average  statement — Made  up  under  decree  of  Court 
—Customs  of  Levant — Presumption  as  to  juris- 
dictton.— Where  in  an  action  to  recover  from 
underwriters  a  general  average  loss  it  appears 
that  the  sliip  arrives  at  Constantinople  disabled 
from  proceeding  on  her  voyage,  and  that  the 
British  Supreme  Consular  Court  had,  on  tbe  ap- 
plication of  the  master,  appointed  surveyors  who 
make  recommendations  as  to  sale  of  part  and 
transshipment  of  the  reet  of  the  cargo,  and  that 
tiie  court  has  made  orders  in  accordance  with 
those  recommendations,  and  further  that  the 
court  has  appointed  average  adjusters,  who  in- 
vestigate the  various  claims  and  niake  up  an  aver- 
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age  statement  in  aooordaaoe  with  the  law  of  the 
port  of  destination  of  the  ship,  and  that  the 
statement  is  registered  and  homologated  bj  a 
decree  of  the  conrt,  and  it  farther  appears  that 
the  Orders  in  Council  respecting  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  oonsular  courts  in  the  Lerant  expressly 
reserye  to  those  courts  the  right  to  enforce 
customs  obtaining  in  the  Ottoman  dominions, 
it  will  be  taken  by  the  court  trying  the  action 
that  the  consular  court  had  the  jurisdiction  so 
exercised.      (C.  P.)      Mavro  and  another  y.  The 

Ocean  Marine  Ineuranee  Company page  861 

See  County  Courts  Admiralty  Jurisdiction,   Nos. 
1,  2,  3,  4— Sale  ef  Bhtp— Salvage,  No.  6. 

LADING. 
See  MariM  Ineuntnee,  Nos.  3,  7,  8. 

LANDma  AND  WAEEHOXTSIN(i  CAEGO. 
See  Carriage  of  €ho4e,  Nos.  38,  84,  85,  36. 

LANDING-STAOB. 

See  Navigable  Biver,  Nos.  1,  2,  3, 4. 

LAUNCH. 
Sm  CoUieion,  Nos.  18, 14, 15. 

LAY  DAYS. 

See  Carriage  of  0<md8y  No.  19 — Charter-party  ^  Nos. 

8.  4. 

LIABILITY  IN  BEM. 
See  C6Ui8iont  Nos.  17 — JuriedieHon]  Nos.  2,^. 

LIEN. 

See  Broher'e  Lien — Carriage  of  Qoods,  Nos.  30,  34, 
85,  86,  B9— Charter-party,  Nos.  3,  4—Maeter*8 
Wages  and  Disbursements,  No.  liy— Mortgagees^ 
Nos.  1,  2 — Necessaries,  Nos.  1, 2, 3 — Shipbuilding 
contract, 

UFB  SALVAGE. 

See  SaVoage,  No.  12. 

UGHTEBICAN. 

See  Carriage  of  Qoods,  No.  14. 

LIGHTS. 

See  ColUsion,  Nos.  18,  19,  20,  21,  22,23,24,25, 

26,  51,  52,  53,  54,  55. 

LIMITATION  OP  LIABILITY. 

Ship  wider  arrest — Pa/yment  in  court  in  limitation 
suit — Release — Admission  of  ItoMlity,-^  Defend- 
ants in  a  collision  cause,  in  which  their  ship  was 
under  arrest,  having  constituted  a  suit  for  limita- 
tion of  liability,  the  court,  upon  the  motion  of  the 
plaintiffs  in  the  limitation  suit,  (defendants  in  the 
collision  cause)  ordered  the  ship  to  be  released, 
on  payment  into  court  in  that  suit  of  the  aggre- 
gate amount  of  151.  per  ton  of  the  registered  ton- 
nage of  the  ship,  and  of  a  sum  to  corer  interest 
and  oosts,  and  did  not  require  that  the  plsintifl^ 
in  the  liadtation  suit  should  admit  liability  before 
ordering  the  release.      (Adm.)    The  Sisters 589 

LOOK-OUT. 
See  Collision,  No.  26. 

LOSS. 

See  Carriage  of  Goods,  No.  S— General  Average, 
Nos.  1,  2 — Marine  Insurance,  Ncm.  5,  9,  10,  11, 
12, 19,  20,  21, 22,  28,  24,  25,  33,  37,  88. 

LUFFING. 
See  Collision,  No.  2. 


MABINE  INSUBANCE. 

1.  Ahandowment — Ship  —  Notice  —  JmpUed  oec^p- 
tance  of — Insurers  taking  possession  and  Ice^ 
ing  salnxige  —  Claim  for — Effect  of,  —  When 
notice  of  abandonment  of  a  ship  is  given  to 
underwriters,  mere  silence  on  their  part  will 
not  operate  as  an  acoeptanoe  of  abandonment ; 
but  if  the  underwriters,  on  a  loss  occurring, 
and  after  notice  of  abandonment  duly  given,  take 
possession  of  a  ship  by  their  agent,  take  her  to  a 
place  of  safety,  repair  her.  aiud  detajn  her  in  their 
custody  for  an  unreasonable  time  without  giving 
notice  to  the  assnred.tba;!  they  SM  aotrngon  kis 
behalf,  and  that  they  do  not  accept  the  abandon- 
ment, their  acts  will  amount  to  a  constructive  ac- 
oeptanoe of  abandonment ;  nor  will  the  fact  that 
the  insurers  think  fit  to  libel  the  ship  in  the 
Admiralty  Court  for  salvage  reward  affect  their 
liability,  if  the  assured  had  not  interfered  in  the 
salvage  suit  nor  taken  any  steps  to  asserthis  con- 
tinued ownership.  (Priv.  Co.)  The  Provincial 
Insurance  Company  of  Canada  v.  Leduc .page  338 

2.  Ahandpnment — Acceptance  of — ParUdl  loss — 
Total  loss — Estoppel-— Canadian  CivH  Code, — 
Acceptance  of  abandonment  by  underwriters  is 
irrevocable,  and  makes  a  partial  loss  tantamount 
to  a  total  loss,  an^  the  insurers  are  precluded  from 
relying  upon  a  subsequent  recovery  of  the  pro- 
perty because  they  are  estopped  from  saying  that 
the  loss  is  not  total  and  altiu>ugh  by  the  Cana* 
dian  Civil  Code,  art.  2545,  abandonment  cannot 
be  made  of  a  stranded  ship  if  she  can  be  raised  so 
as  to  be  sent  forward  to  her  destination,  this 
article  does  not  apply  to  cases  Where  abandon- 
ment of  a  stranded  ship  has  been  accepted  by 
underwriters,  but  must  be  read  in  conjunction 
with  other  articles  (2547,  2549),  by  which  aban- 
donment and  acceptance  vest  the  property  in  the 
insurer,  and  cannot  be  defeated  by  subsequent 
events,  as  in  English  law.  (Priv.  Co.)  The 
Provincial  Insurance  Company  of  Caniida  v. 
Leduc  338 


8.  Cargo — Common  Carriers — Inception  of 

"  From  the  loading  " — Named  ports — Warranty — 
Atta^ing  of  policy — Common  carriers — Intend- 
ment cf  parties, — ^A  clause  in  a  policy  of  marine  in- 
surance, providing  that  the  adventure  Qp<m  goods 
to  be  carried  by  the  assured  as  common  carriers 
between  certain  ports,  shall  begin  "  horn  and  imme- 
diately followingthe  loading  thereof  on  board  the 
said  vessels  at "  certain  ports  enumerated,  is  not, 
unless  so  expressly  provided  by  the  policy,  to  be 
constructed  as  a  warranty  that  the  goods  shall  be 
loaded  at  such  ports,  but  as  mere  recital,  descrip- 
tion, or  intention,  or  expectation,  that  the  goods 
will  be  there  loaded  ;  and  the  policy  attaches  to 
goods  in  the  custody  of  the  assured  for  the  pur- 
poses of  transportation  in  the  ordinary  course  of 
their  business  as  common  carriers,  carried  into  a 
port  named  in  the  policy  by  one  of  the  vessels, 
but  not  in  the  strict  sense  loaded  at  that  port 
on  board  the  vessel  provided  that  the  facts 
show  that,  by  reason  of  the  nature  of  the  transac- 
tions to  which  the  policy  relates,  the  partieB 
intended  that  the  policy  should  so  attach.  (Sup. 
Ct.  of  Cal.  U.  S.)  Wells,  Fargo,  and  Company 
V.  The  Pacific  Insurance  Company Ill 

4.  Cargo— Common  Carriers — Open  policy — Advice 
of  shipments — Warranty — Condition  precedent, 
— ^A  memorandum  on  an  open  policy  of  insurance 
upon  goods  carried  between  certain  ports  by  the 
insured  as  common  carriers,  providing  that  the 
agents  of  the  insured  shoiUd  send  to  their  head 
office  **  advices  of  the  amount  of  each  shipment," 
is    not   a    warranty,    or    condition   precedent. 
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without  the  atriot  performance  of  which  the 
right  to  demand  an  indorsement  of  a  loss  nnder 
the  polioj  wonld  not  aoome;  and  where  the 
nsnal  mode  of  forwarding  letters  of  adyioe  is  bj 
the  steamers  in  which  the  goods  are  shipped,  the 
losses  mnst  necessarily  be  notified  to  the  nnder- 
writers  after  they  have  occurred,  and  the  insured 
are  entitled  to  recover  if  the  loss  be  notified  to 
the  insurers  by  the  person  in  charge  of  the  goods 
withont  any  letter  of  advice,  as  this  would  comply 
with  a  memorandum  providing  for  the  losses 
being  made  known  to  the  insurers  as  soon  as 
known  to  the  assured.  (Sup.  Ct.  of  Cal.  U.  S.) 
Id page  111 

5w  Cargo — Constructive  toted  loss — Wreck — Sale  of 
cargo  by  salvors — When  loss  takes  place — LimU 
taUon  of  auction. — ^Where  ship  and  cargo  are 
wrecked  and  oast  ashore,  but  part  of  the  cargo 
continues  to  exist  in  specie  and  is  taken  out, 
and,  it  being  impossible  to  forward  it  to  its 
destination,  is  sold  by  the  salvors  on  the  spot, 
there  is  no  total  loss  of  the  cargo,  actual  or  con- 
structive, until  the  sale  has  taken  place ;  and, 
consequently,  a  condition  in  a  policy  on  the  goods, 
that  no  action  shall  be  maintainable  on  the  policy 
unless  commenced  within  twelve  months  after 
any  loss  shall  have  occurred,  is  complied  with  if 
an  action,  to  recover  for  a  total  loss  of  the  goods, 
is  oonunenoed  within  twelve  months  after  the  sale 
has  taken  place ;  the  action  need  not  be  ,com- 
nMuced  within  twelve  months  after  the  wreck. 
(P.O.)  Browning  (app.)  v.  The  Provincial 
Insurcmce  Company  of  Canada 35 

6.  Cargo — Brokers  making  advances — Insurable 
interest — Extent  of— Interest  of  all  concerned — 
Bight  to  insure. — ^Brokers  who  in  the  course  of 
their  business  are  in  the  habit  of  receiving  con- 
signments of  cotton  from  abroad,  and  of  making 
advances  by  acceptances,  usually  negotiated 
abroad,  against  the  consignment,  have  on  accept- 
ing the  bills  and  so  becoming  liable  upon  them 
an  equitable  interest  in  every  part  ol  i^e  cotton 
against  which  they  have  made  the  advances,  and 
have  such  an  interest  in  the  selling  and  manag- 
ing the  consignment,  as  in  law  gives  them  a  right 
to  insure  to  its  full  value,  and  if  the  goods  be  lost 
in  transit  may,  on  a  declsfation  averring  interest 
in  themselves,  recover  on  a  policy  effected  by 
them  at  the  request  of  the  consignors  to  cover 
the  interests  of  all  concerned  the  full  amount  in- 
sured, applying  the  proceeds  to  the  extent  of 
their  claims,  and  holding  the  remainder  as 
trustees  for  the  persons  beneficially  interested : 
(per  fiorill,  O.J.,  and  Denman,  J.) ;  sed  contra 
(per  Keating  and  Brett,  JJ.),  the  brokers  making 
advances  on  the  cotton  in  transitut  have  only  a 
contract  right  on  the  cotton  to  have  the  bills  of 
lading  delivered  to  them  on  payment  of  their  ac- 
ceptances, and  as  consignees,  though  interested 
in  every  part,  are  not  the  legal  owners,  nor 
trustees  for  the  persons  beneficially  interested, 
and  cannot  therefore  recover  more  than  their  own 
beneficial  interest.  (C.  P.)  Mhsworth  and 
others  V.  Ths  AlUanee  Marine  Insurance  Com^ 
pany 126 

7.  Cargo  —  Insurable  interest  —  Named  ship — 
Cargo  part  loaded — Appropriation  to  buyer — 
Bight  to  recover  for  part  shipped. — Where  a  mer- 
chant buys  a  grain  cargo  per  a  named  ship,  and 
part  of  that  cargo  is  shipped  and  the  rest  along- 
side when  the  fidp  goes  down  and,  with  the  part 
loaded,  is  lost,  there  is  such  an  appropriation  of 
the  cargo  already  loaded,  the  ship  being  named  in 
the  contract,  as  to  prevent  the  seller  from  with- 
drawing it  without  the  buyer's  consent;  the 
option  of  accepting  or  rejecting  the  part  cargo 
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remains  to  the  buyer  even  after  the  loss,  and  if 
he  does  not  reject,  the  cargo  remains  at  his  risk, 
and  he  has  an  insurable  interest  therein  to  the  ex- 
tent of  the  quantity  shipped,  and  to  its  full  value, 
and  if  he  hus  insured  the  cargo  at  and  from  the 
loading  port,  **  as  interest  may  appear,"  he  can 
recover  the  value  of  the  quantity  shipped.  (O.P. ) 
Anderson  v.  Morice page  424 

8.  Cargo — InswroMe  interest — Named  ship — Cargo 
part  loaded — Existing  contract — Eoepectancy  of 
benefit. — ^Even  if  the  property  in  the  cargo  does 
not  pass  to  the  merchant  under  such  a  oontract 
he  still  has  an  insurable  interest  in  it,  because  he 
has  an  existing  contract  with  r^ard  to  it  from 
the  time  of  its  being  loaded  on  board,  by  virtue 
of  which  he  has  an  expectancy  of  benefit  and  ad- 
vantage arising  out  of  or  depending  on  the  safe 
arrival  of  the  cargo.    (CP.)     Id 425 

9.  Cargo— Maclwnery — Damage  to  component  parts 
— Total  loss. — ^Where  the  component  parts  of 
'*  machinery  '*  insured  **  free  of  particular  ave- 
rage **  are  by  the  perils  insured  against,  some 
totally  lost  and  the  remainder  so  damaged  that 
they  are  useless  for  the  purpose  for  which  they 
were  intended  when  shipped,  there  is  a  total  loss, 
which  can  be  recovered  from  the  underwriters, 
the  species  of  the  machinery  being  destroyed. 
U.S.  Sup.  Ct.)  The  Great  Western  Insurance 
Company  v.  Fogarty 262 

10.  Cargo — Tea — Packages — Damage  by  perils  to 
some — **  Loss  to  be  ascertoMied  by  separation  and 
sale  of  contents  damaged  ** — Loss  by  injury  to 
reputation — Divisibility  of  damage. — ^Where  by 
a  policy  of  marine  insurance,  packages  of  tea 
valued  at  a  certain  sum  are  insured  against  the 
usual  risks,  "  and  all  other  losses  and  misfortunes 
that  have  or  shall  come  to  the  hurt,  detriment,  or 
damage  of  the  said  goods  or  any  part  thereof ; 
warranted  by  the  assured  free  ttom.  damage  or  in- 
jury from  dampness,  change  of  flavour,  or  being 
spotted,  &c.,  except  caused  by  actual  contact  of 
sea-water  with  the  articles  damaged  occasionally 
by  sea  perils ;  in  the  case  of  partial  loss  by  sea 
damage  to  dry  goods,  cutlery,  or  other  hardware, 
the  loss  shall  be  ascertained  by  a  separation  and 
sale  of  the  portion  only  of  the  contents  so  dam- 
aged, and  not  otherwise :  and  the  same  practice 
shall  obtain  as  to  all  other  merohandise  as  far  as 
practicable,*'  and  certainpackagesof  teaare  dam- 
aged during  transit  by  sea  perils,  the  remainder 
being  unharmed,  then  for  iiie  purpose  of  assess- 
ing ^e  damage  sustained,  the  packages  coming 
under  the  head  of  "  all  other  merchandise,"  are 
divisible,  and  the  underwriters  are  liable  only  for 
the  deterioration  in  value  of  such  of  the  chests  as 
have  in  fact  been  damaged  by  sea-water,  and  not 
for  injury  to  the  reputation  of  the  rest  from 
having  formed  part  of  a  shipment  of  which  part 
had  been  damaged  by  sea-water.     (C.P.)     Cator 

V.  The  Great  Western  Insurance  Company 90 

11.  Cargo — Tea — Packages — Damage  by  perils  to 
some — Divisibility  of  damage. — BenibUt  even  if 
the  policy  had  not  contained  the  above  clause,  the 
packages  would  still  have  been  divisible,  and  the 
underwriters  liable  only  for  such  as  had  been  in 
fact  damaged  by  sea-water.     (O.P.)    Id 90 

12.  Cargo — Valued  policy — ^*  At  and  from" — Par* 
of  cargo  loaded — Totol  loss  of  part — Vaifuation — 
Invoice  price. — ^Where  a  cargo  bought  to  arrive 
by  a  particular  ship  is  insured  "  at  and  from  " 
the  port  of  loading  by  that  ship  "  as  interest  may 
appear,  amount  of  invoice  to  be  deemed  the 
value,"  and  before  the  full  cargo  is  loaded,  the 
ship  and  part  of  cargo  are  totally  lost,  the 
policy  must  be  treated  as  a  ludued  policy,  the 
valuation  being  the  amount  of  the  proper  invoice, 

2  T 


626 


MARITIME  LAW  CASES. 


SUBJECTS  OF  CABM8. 


aooording  to  the  oontraot  between  the  bnjer  and 
vendor.     (C J?.)    Anderson  t.  Morice page  425 

13.  Concealment  and  representation — Duty  of  as- 
sured.— Though  an  aseured  is  not  bound  to  dis- 
close  everything  which  might  influence  the  mind 
of  an  undezNrriter,  he  is  bound  to  disoloee  all 
those  facts  which  a  rational  insurer,  governing 
himself  by  the  principles  and  calculations  com- 
monly applied  to  policies  and  risks,  would  regard 
as  bearing  on  those  risks.      (Q.  B.)      lonides 

T.  Pender 266 

14.  OoneeaUnerU  and  representation — Duty  of  as- 
sured — Excessive  valuation — Varying  rish — An 
excessive  valuation  of  the  subject  matter  of  insur- 
ance is  a  fact  which,  as  bearing  on  the  risks  in- 
sured against,  ought  to  be  disclosed  to  an  under- 
writer by  an  assured,  and  the  concealment  of 
such  a  fact  will  vitiate  a  policy  if  its  disclosure 
would  have  materially  affected  the  mind  of  the 
underwriter  in  assuming  the  risk.      (Q.  B.)    Id.  266 

15.  Concealment  and  representation — Beinswrance 
on  subject  matter — Duty  of  cofmnvnicaiion. — An 
assured  may  effect  reinsurance  directly  on  the 
subject-matter  of  insurance  against  the  risks 
or  any  part  thereof  insured  against  in  the 
original  policy,  without  being  bound  to  disclose 
in  the  policy  or  otherwise  that  it  is  a  reinsur- 
ance unless  challenged  so  to  do.  (Ex.)  Mackenzie 
T.Whitworth  490 

16.  Concealment  and  representation — Slip  contract 
— Knowledge  of  material  fact  after  initialling — 
Communication. — A  slip  being  in  practice  the 
complete  and  final  contract  between  the  parties  to 
a  contract  of  marine  insurance,  although  not  en- 
forceable at  law  or  in  equity,  there  is  no  obliga- 
tion on  the  assured  to  communicate  a  material 
fact  which  comes  to  his  knowledge  after  the  ini- 
tialling  of  the  slip  and  before  the  issuing  of  the 

policy.    (Q.B.)    Coryy.Patton 302 

(Ex.  Ch.  from  C.P.)    Lishman  and  others  v.  Ths 
Northern  Maritime  Insurance  Company  (Lunited)  504 

17.  CoTieeaUnent  and  representation — Slip — Knovy' 
ledge  qf  tnaterial  fact  after  initialling — Contract 
made  hy  agent  of  assured — Ratification  by  ctS" 
sured — Duty  to  communicate. — ^The  fact  that  the 
contract  of  insurance  has  been  entered  into  by  an 
agent  of  the  assured  and  the  slip  been  initialled 
by  the  underwriter,  subject  to  the  approval  of 
the  assured,  aad  that  the  ratification  of  the  as- 
sured does  not  take  place  until  after  the  material 
fact  comes  to  his  knowledge,  does  not,  where  the 
assured  was  ignorant  of  the  material  fact  when 
the  slip  was  initialled,  entitle  the  underwriter  to 
have  the  fact  communicated  to  him.  (Q.B.)  Cory 
Y.Paton  302 

18.  Concealment  and  representation — SUp  contract 
— Warranty  in  policy  not  in  slip — Material  fact 
— Duty  of  communication. — The  introduction 
into  a  policy  on  freight  of  a  warranty  (not  in  the 
original  slip)  for  the  benefit  of  undcfTwriters,  to 
the  effect  that  the  hull  of  the  ship  is  not  instired 
beyond  a  certain  amount,  does  not  create  a  new 
contract  or  new  risk  different  from  the  slip,  and 
therefore  does  not  affect  the  duty  of  communica- 
tion of  material  facts.  (Ex.  Ch.  from  G.  P.) 
Lishman  v.  The  Northern  Maritime  Insura/nce 
Company  (Limited)  504 

19.  Freight— Particular  ship — Chartered  freight 
upon  homeward  voyage — Insurance  during  ovi' 
ward  voyage — Constru4:Uve  total  loss  of  ship  on 
outward  voyage — Right  to  recover  on  poUoy  on 
freight. — Where  an  insurance  upon  chartered 
freight,  to  be  earned  by  a  particular  ship  named 
in  the  charter-party  npon  a  homeward  voyage, 
is  effected  by  the  shipowner  to  cover  risks  to  be 
incurred  during  the  previous  outward  voyage, 


damage  by  perils  of  the  seas  sustained  durinir 
the  outward  voyage,  to  an  extent  which  result  in 
such  injury  that  on  her  arrival  at  her  chartered 
port  of  loading  the  cost  of  repairs  to  enable  her 
to  perform  her  homeward  voyage  under  the 
charter-party  wcnld  be  more  than  dhe  would  be 
worth  when  repaired,  will  entitle  the  assured  to 
claim  against  the  underwriters  on  freight  as 
for  a  total  loss  of  freight.  (H.  of  L.)  Rankin 
and  others  v.  Potter  and  others po^e    65 

20.  Freight — Particular  ship—Chartered  freight 
on  homeuHird  voyage — Insurance  during  outward 
voyage — Constructive  total  loss  of  ship — Total 
loss  of  freight — Notice  of  abandonment. — To 
entitle  the  assured  to  claim  as  for  a  total  loss  of 
freight  under  such  circumstances,  no  notice  of 
abandonment  is  necessary,  because  the  loss 
of  the  freight  is  an  actual  total  loss  resulting 
from  the  inability  of  the  ship  to  perform  the 
contract  created  by  the  charter-party,  by  the 
terms  of  which  no  other  ship  could  earn  the  char- 
tered freight,  and  in  ccmsequence  the  under- 
writers could  not  by  abandonment  either  take  or 
earn  any  part  of  the  chartered  freight ;  notice  of 
abandonment  being  necessiury  only  where  aban- 
donment transfers  to  the  underwriters  something 
beneficial  to  them.     (H.  of  L.)     Id 65 

21.  Freight — Particular  ship — Chartered  freight 
upon  homevHird  voyage — Insurance  during  out* 
ward  voyage — Total  loss  of  freight — Notice  of 
abandonment  to  underu>riters  on  ship— No  neces- 
sityfor. — The  right  of  the  assured  to  daim  asfor 
a  total  loss  of  freight  under  such  oircumstanoes 
is  not  affected  by  his  neglect  to  gfive  due  notice 
of  abandonment  to  the  underwriters  on  ship  for 
the  purpose  of  claiming  against  them  as  for  a 
constructive  total  loss  of  ship,  because  the  rights 
of  the  assured  as  to  the  insurances  on  ship  and 
freight  depend  upon  different  considerations  and 
totidly  different  contracts,  which  ought  not  to  be 
mixed  together ;  the  policy  on  frei^t  ought  to 
be  considered  as  though  the  ship  had  never  been 
insured ;  hence  conduct  of  the  assured  in  delayingr 
the  voyage  to  the  port  of  loading  for  a  oon- 
siderable  time,  in  employing  the  ship  for  other 
purposes  than  that  for  which  she  was  chartered 
(as  a  store  ship),  and  in  having  the  ship  surveyed 
and  temporarily  repaired  in  an  intermediate  port 
on  the  outward  voyage,  after  the  damage  is  sus- 
tained, so  that  great  and  unnecessary  delay  took 
place  before  notice  of  abandonment  was  given  to 
the  underwriters  on  ship,  will  not  affect  the  rights 
of  the  assured  under  the  policy  on  freight,  which 
becomes  a  total  loss  as  soon  as  the  damage  is  sus- 
tained.   (H.  ofL.)    Id 65 

22.  Freight — Payable  on  quantity  delivered — fla(f 
on  signing  hills  of  lading — Half  on  delivery — Pre* 
pa/gment  relates  to  whole  cargo — Half  cargo  lost — 
Amount  recoverable  on  policy  on  freight. — ^Where 
goods  are  shipped  under  a  charter-party  by 
which  the  freight  is  made  payable  at  an  agreed 
rate  "  on  the  quantity  delivered,"  half  On  **  sign- 
ing bills  of  lacQng,"  and  the  renuunder  **  on  right 
delivery  of  the  cargo,"  the  prepayment  of  the 
freight  in  advance,  which  cannot  be  recovered 
back  in  case  of  the  loss  of  the  cargo,  presupposes 
a  delivery  of  the  entire  cargo,  and  is  made  in  re- 
spect thereof,  and  it  is  not  competent  to  the 
owners  of  the  cargo,  in  case  of  a  loss  of  half  the 
cargo,  to  appropriate  the  whole  of  the  amount 
prepaid  to  that  portion  of  the  cargo  which  is 
actually  delivered,  but  he  can  only  claim  to  have 
the  prepayment  distributed  rateably  over  each 
portion  of  the  cargo  delivered ;  consequently  the 
loss  to  the  shipowner  is  not  the  half  of  the  total 
amount  of  freight,  but  only  half  the  freic^t  pay- 
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able  under  the  charter-party  for  the  x>ortio]i  lost ; 
henoe  if  the  shipowner,  at  the  time  of  shipment, 
insnres  the  freight  stiU  due  in  a  valned  policy, 
fixing  the  amount  of  the  yalnation  at  half  the 
freight  payable  under  the  charter-party,  he  can- 
not recover  as  for  a  total  loss  of  half  the  freight, 
but  can  only  recover  as  for  a  partial  loss,  the 
amonnt  recoverable  being  a  stun  bearing  the  same 
proportion  to  the  aotnal  loss  sustained  as  the 
amonnt  insured  bears  to  the  total  amount  of 
freight  payable.  (Ex.  Oh.  reversing  0.  P.) 
Allison  V.  The  Bristol  Marine  Insurance  Com- 
pany  page  312 

28.  Freight — Ship  chartered  to  proceed  to  port  and 
there  load — Prevented  from  proceeding  within 
re€LSonahle  time  by  perils  insured  against — Total 
loss  of  freight. — ^Where  a  ship  is  chartered  to  pro- 
ceed with  all  convenient  speed  from  L.  to  N.,  and 
there  load  a  cargo  for  S.,  the  usual  perils  excepted, 
and  after  leaving  L.,  but  before  reaching  N.,  she 
gets  aground,  and  the  delay  in  getting  the  ship 
off  and  in  repairing  her  will  be  necessarily  so 
great  as  to  make  it  unreasonable  for  the  char- 
terers to  supply  the  agreed  cargo  at  the  end  of 
the  time,  and  so  great  as  to  put  an  end,  in  a 
commercial  sense,  to  the  speculation  entered 
upon  by  the  shipowner  and  the  charterers, 
the  latter  are  discharged  from  their  contract  on 
the  g^round  that  there  is  an  implied  condition 
of  the  contract  that  the  ship  shall  arrive  at  N. 
within  a  reasonable  time,  and  on  the  failure  of 
this  the  contract  is  at  an  end.  Consequently,  the 
adventure  having  been  frustrated  by  perils  of  the 
seas,  there  is  a  total  loss  of  chartered  freight 
witMn  the  meaning  of,  a  policy  effected  by  the 
shipowner  *'  on  chartered  freight  at  and  from  L. 
to  N.  in  tow,  while  there  and  thence  to  S.,"  and 
the  shipowner  may  recover  thereon.  (Ex.  Ch. 
from  C.  P.)  Ja^leson  v.  The  Union  Marine  Insur- 
ance Company  (Limiied)  435 

24.  General  average — Particular  average  ^Foreign 
adjustment — Warranty  against  average  unless 
general — Foreign  Ioao — Liahility  of  widerwriter. 
— ^Where  a  policy  of  insurance  upon  goods  on 
board  a  vessel  from  Yama  to  Marseilles,  contains 
the  words  "  g^eneral  average  as  per  foreign  state- 
ment,*' and  a  warranty  against  average  unless 
general,  and  the  voyage  is  by  perils  of  the  seas 
terminated  at  an  intermediate  port,  and  the  aver- 
age statement  there  duly  made  up  in  accordance 
with  the  law  of  the  port  of  destination,  and  by 
such  statement  the  damage  sustained  by  the 
wheat  is  made  to  appear  as  greneral  average,  the 
loss,  althouffh  only  a  particular  average  loss  by 
the  law  of  England,  must  be  treated  as  general 
average  as  per  foregin  statement,  and  may  be 
recovered  from  the  underwriters.  (C.P.  and  Ex. 
Ch.)  Mavro  and  another  v.  The  Oeea/n  Mwrvne  In- 
surance Company 361,590 

25.  Particular  average — Strcmding — Foreign  adjust- 
ment— Foreign  law — Liability  of  Underufriters. — 
When  goods  are  first  insured  under  a  Dutch 
policy,  and  afterwards  under  an  English  policy, 
the  latter  containing  the  words  "  to  cover  only 
the  risk  excepted  by  the  clause  warranted  free 
from  particular  average,  unless  the  ship  be 
stranded,  sunk,  or  burnt,  to  pay  all  claims  and 
losses  on  Dutch  terms,  and  according  to  statement 
made  up  by  the  official  depieheur  in  Holland,' '  the 
terms  of  the  English  policy  do  not,  in  the  absence 
of  notice  of  the  same  or  existence  of  the  Dutch 
policy,  amonnt  to  notice  to  the  underwriters  of 
the  Dutch  policy,  and  the  English  policy  must 
be  construed  independently  thereof ;  but  if  the 
ship  be  stranded  according  to  English  law,  but 
not  according  to  Dutch  law,  and    an    average 


statement  is  mtfde  up  according  to  the  terms  of 
the  English  policy,  but  according  to  the  principles 
of  Dutdi  law,  showing  a  particular  average  loss, 
the  English  underwriters  are  bound  by  that  state- 
ment and  the  assured  may  recover.  (C.  P.) 
Hejidricks  v.  The  AustralaMan  Insurance  Com- 
pany      244 

26  Policy  —  Assignment  after  interest  ceased, — 
Where  the  interest  of  the  insured  has  ceased 
before  loss,  a  subsequent  assignment  of  the  policy 
is  ineffectual.  (Q.  B.)  The  North  of  England 
Pwe  Oil  Cake  Company  {Limited)  y. The  Archangel 
MaHHmeBan\andIriSuranceConvpwny {Limited)  571 

27.  Policy  on  cargo — Assignment  after  interest  ceased 
— Passing  of  policy, — ^Where  cargo  is  insured  for 
a  voyage,  including  risk  of  lighters,  and  the  as- 
sured during  the  voyage  sells  the  cargo  to  be 
paid  for  in  14  days  from  being  ready  for  delivery 
or  at  seller's  option  on  handing  shipping  document 
(which  option  is  not  exercised)  and  the  cargo  is 
discharged  into  lighters  employed  by  the  pur- 
chasers, one  of  which  sinks,  and  the  assured  after- 
wards assigns  the  policy  to  the  purchasers,  the 
purchasers  cannot  recover  on  the  policy  because 
the  policy  does  not  pass  by  the  contract  of  sale, 
the  interest  of  the  assured  ceases  on  delivery  into 
the  lighters  and  the  subsequent  assignment  is 
void.    (Q.B.)    Id 571 

28.  Policy— Attaching  of—"  At  a  port " — Implied 
understanding  or  warranty — Bislc — Variation  qf, 
— When  a  poUcy  of  marine  insurance  is  entered 
into  insuring  a  ship  or  goods  thereon  *'  at  and 
from  a  port,"  there  is,  in  the  absence  of  a  direct 
representation,  an  implied  understanding  that  the 
vessel  shall  be  at  that  port  within  such  a  time 
that  the  risk  shall  not  be  materially  varied; 
otherwise  the  risk  does  not  attach.  (Q.  B.) 
De  Wolf  V.  Archamgel  Maritime  Bank  and  Insur- 
ance Company    273 

29.  Policy — Contract — Agefnt  —  Principal  —  B^ght 
to  sue.... A  contract  of  nuirine  insurance,  entered 
into  with  underwriters  by  an  agent  in  his  own 
name,  but  without  expressing  the  interest  in  the 
subject  of  insurance  to  be  in  any  particular  per- 
son, may  be  sued  upon  by  the  principal  in  whom 
the  interest  is.  (P.C.)  Brownmg  (app.)  v.  The 
Provincial  Insurance  Company  of  Canada  (resps.),    35 

30.  Policy — Contract — Form  of—A.B.  As  well  in 
his  own  namSi  S^c.**  — Agent  —  Principal  —  Cer- 
tificate or  slip — Bight  to  sue. — Where  the  common 
form  of  policy  of  a  marine  insurance  company 
contains  the  usual  clause,  "  A.B.  as  well  in  his 
own  name  as  and  for  and  in  the  names  of  all  and 
every  other  person  or  persons  to  whom  the  same 
shall  appertain,  &c.,"  and  it  is  the  usage  of  the 
company  on  accepting  a  risk  to  issue  a  certificate 
or  slip  as  a  provisional  agreement  entitling  the 
assured  to  a  policy  in  their  common  form,  the 
certificate  is  to  be  construed  as  a  contract  con- 
taining the  above  clause,  and,  if  the  certificate  is 
made  out  in  the  name  of  an  agent,  the  principal 
on  whose  behalf  the  contract  is  made  may  (in 
Canada  where  there  a:re  no  Stamp  Acts  as  to 
agreements  for  marine  insurance)  sue  upon  the 
certificate  in  his  own  name.    (P.C.)    Id   35 

31.  PoUcy  —  Fraud  —  Finding  by  court  of  law — 
Cancellation  of  policy  by  Court  of  equity. — 
Where  an  action  of  law  has  been  brought  on  a 
policy  of  marine  insurance,  and  it  has  been  de- 
cided in  a  special  case  stated  in  that  action  that 
that  policy  and  others  given  under  the  same  cir- 
cumstances were  procured  by  fraud,  the  Court  of 
Chancery  will,  upon  the  facts  so  established,  make 
a  decree  Cancelling  the  policies.  (Y.CB.)  Lon- 
don and  Provincial  Marine  Insurance  Company 

V.  Seymour ; 169 
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82.  PoUoy — Warranty — Condition — Conttruetionof 
— Evidence, — Where  a  warranty  or  condition  in  a 
policy  of  marine  insurance  is  expressed  in  dear 
terms,  eyidenoe  will  not  be  admitted  to  show  that 
it  is  to  be  oonstmed  contrary  to  the  apparent 
meaning  of  those  terms,  although  the  desired 
construction  may  be  that  which  has  ordinarily 
been  put  upon  it  by  persons  making  use  of  that 
form  of  poUoy.  (Priv.  Co.)  The  Provincial  In- 
gwranee  Company  of  Canada  v.  Leduc     page  388 

83.  PoUoy — Warranty — Time  of  voyage  specked — 
Breach  —  Liability  —  Abandonment. —  Where  a 
ship  is  insured  on  a  time  policy  at  and  from  Hon- 
treal,  to  trade  between  the  Island  of  Newfound- 
land, Nova  Scotia,  Cuba,  &c.,  and  Quebec  and 
Montreal,  and  the  policy  contains  a  stipulation  in 
the  following  words :  *'Not  allowed  under  this 
policy  to  enter  the  Gulf  of  St.  Lawrence  before 
the  25th  April,  nor  to  be  in  the  said  Qulf  after  the 
15th  Not.  ;  nor  to  proceed  to  Newfoundland  after 
the  Ist  Dec.,  or  before  the  15th  March,  without 
payment  of  additional  premium,  and  leave  first 
obtained,  war  risk,  and  sealing  voyages  excepted  ;*' 
the  policy  is  not  to  be  construed  as  declaring  that 
the  vessel  may  proceed  from  any  of  the  ports 
named  in  the  policy  to  Newf oundlaoid  on  or  before 
the  1st  Deo.,  notwithstanding  it  might  have  to 
pass  through  the  Qulf  after  15th  Nov. ;  but  under 
that  clause  the  vessel  is  neither  to  be  in  the  Gulf 
after  the  15th  Nov.,  nor  to  proceed  to  Newfound- 
land  from  any  port  after  the  Ist  Dec. ;  and  if  the 
ship  enters  the  Gulf  after  the  15th  Nov.,  she 
commits  a  breach  of  warranty  within  the  words  of 
the  policy,  and  the  underwriters  are  not  liable  for 
any  loss  occurring  in  consequence  of  that  breach, 
unless  they  accept  abandonment  with  a  knowledge 
of  the  breach.  (Priv.  Co.)  The  Provincial 
Inewranee  Company  of  Ca/nada  v.  Leduc 338 

84.  Practice — Costs — Ewamina^ion  of  defendants* 
witnesses  before  plea— Reg,  Qen,H.T.  185d,S.12. — 
Where  in  an  action  upon  a  policy  of  marine  insur- 
ance witnesses  are  examined  on  behalf  of  defend- 
ants to  save  expense  after  declaration  but  bd!ore 
plea,  the  defendants  not  pleading  through  default 
of  the  plaintiffs,  the  cost  of  the  examination  are 
not  costs  before  instruction  for  plea  within  the 
meaning  of  Beg.  Gen.,  H.  T.,  1853,  B.  12,  and 
will  be  allowed  upon  taxation  where  the  defendant 
having  subsequently  pleaded  several  pleas  and 
paid  money  into  court  under  the  money  counts, 
the  plaintiff  discontinues.  (Q.B.)  Previte  and 
another  v.  The  Adelaide  Fire  and  Marine  Insur^ 
once  Company    577 

85.  Beinsuranee — Agents  abroad — Neglect  to  reinswre 
— Damages-^Suit  inequity, — A  claim  for  damages 
by  an  insurance  company  against  their  agent 
for  not  reinsuring,  according  to  instructions, 
cannot  be  enforced  in  a  suit  in  equity  for  an 
aocovnt  of  the  transactions  between  the  prin- 
cipal and  agent.  (L.JJ.  reversing  Y.  C.  B.)  The 
€hreat  Western  Insurance  Company  of  New  Torh 

▼.  CtmWe 219,  298 

86.  Beinturanee^Agents  abroad — Credit  Syttem — 
Rmmmeration  of  Agents — Discount — Custom, — 
Agents  for  an  insurance  company  abroad,  whose 
business  it  is  to  effect  reinsurances  for  the  com- 
pany, but  with  respect  to  whose  remuneration  no 
stipulation  has  been  made  between  the  company 
and  themselves,  are  entitled  to  retain,  for  their 
own  benefit,  the  discount  which  they  receive  as 
brokers  under  the  "  credit "  system  (12  per  cent.) 
by  the  custom  of  insurance  business,  more  especi- 
ally if  the  mode  of  remuneration  has  been  made 
known  to  their  principals ;  and  they  need  not 
account  for  the  same  to  their  principals.  (L. JJ. 
reversing  V.  C.  B.)    Id 219,  298 


87.  Bisks  insiMred  against— Beetra/int  of  prvneee— 
Land  transit — Marine  policy  —  LiabiUty. — ^A 
marine  policy  in  the  ordinary  Lloyd's  form  against 
the  usual  pwUs,  **  arrests,  restraints,  and  detain- 
ments of  princes,'*  on  goods  which  are  expressed 
in  the  policy  to  be  carried  by  a  route,  which  is 
(within  the  knowledge  of  the  underwriters)  partly 
by  sea  and  partly  by  land,  covers  the  risk  of 
transit  both  by  land  and  water,  and  if  the  goods 
are  lost  by  the  perils  insured  against  while  upon 
land,  the  assured  are  entitled  to  recover.  (C.P. 
and  Ex.  Ch.)  Bodocanocki  and  others  v.  EUiot 
andothers page  21,  899 

38.  Risks  insured  a^iUnst — BestroMit  of  princes — 
Land  transit — Siege — Abandonment — LiabiUty. 
— ^Where  goods  insured  under  a  policy  covering 
terrene  rides,  and  against  (inter  alia),  "  arrests, 
restraints,  and  detainment  of  princes,"  are  in 
course  of  their  transit  detained  in  a  town  by 
reason  of  that  town  being  regularly  besieged,  the 
detention  is  a  "  restraint  of  princes  "  within  the 
meaning  of  the  policy,  which  will  give  the 
assured  the  right  to  abandon  and  claim  as  for  a 
totalloss.    (C.P.  and  Ex. Ch.)    Id 21,899 

39.  Bisks  insured  against — Restraint  of  princes — 
Land  transit — Siege — Notice  of  abandonment — 
Where  to  be  given. — Semble^  that  in  such  a  case 
notice  of  abandonment  may  be  given  immediately 
or  within  such  a  reasonable  time  after  the  com- 
menoement  of  the  restraint  as  will  enable  the  as- 
sured to  ascertain  whether  the  restraint  is  likely 

or  not  to  be  permanent.    (C.P.)    Id 21 

40.  Ship — Classification  —  Underwriters*  Assodc^ 
Hon — Suspension  of  cUus — Bight  of  shipowner  to 
relief. — ^Where  an  underwriters'  association  for 
the  registry  of  ships,  having  a  ship  classed  on 
their  lists  submitted  to  them  for  inspection  and 
being  dissatisfied  with  her  condition,  bonSi  fide 
and  without  malice  make  an  entry  on  their  books 
suspending  the  ship's  class,  and  decline  to  remove 
the  entry  till  certain  alterations  are  made  in  the 
ship,  the  shipowners  are  not  entitled  to  relief, 
although  they  may  be  injured  by  the  entry. 
(V.C.M.)     Clover  Y.Roydon 167 

41.  Ship  —  Utegal  voyage  —  Carrying  passengers 
without  Board  of  Trade  eertificale — Oumers  igno^ 
rant  of  master*  s  act — Liability  of  underwriters. — 
Where  a  ship,  not  licensed  by  the  Board  of  Trade 
to  carry  passengers,  does  carry  them,  if  such 
carriage  is  the  act  of  the  master  alone  without 
the  knowledge  of  the  owners  and  contrary  to  their 
intentions,  the  policy  is  not  vitiated  by  the  ill- 
legal  carriage  of  passengers.  (Q.B.)  Dudgeon  v. 
Pembroke     828 

42.  Ship — Insurable  interest — Jointpurehase — Pay- 
ment  of  whole  by  one  ovmer — Authority  by  other  le 
insure  whole^Right  to  recover  in  name  of  one, — 
Where  a  ship  is  purchased  in  the  name  of  two 
persons  A.  and  B.,  but  the  purchase  money  is  by 
arrangement  between  them  paid  by  A.  only ;  and 
B.,  in  order  to  give  some  security  to  A.  for  the 
payment  of  his  share,  authorises  A.  to  insure  the 
ship  in  his  (A.'8)  name  alone,  and  in  case  of  the 
loss  of  the  ship,  to  receive  the  whole  insurance 
money,  and  so  pay  himself  the  amount  due  to  him 
from  B.,  A.  has  an  insurable  interest  in  the 
whole  ship,  and  may,  in  an  action  on  a  valued 
poUoy,  recover  in  his  own  name  the  full  amount 
insured.  A  statement  by  B.  to  a  third  person  of 
this  arrangement  with  A.,  being  a  declaration 
against  his  (B.'s)  interest,  is  ovidenoe  against  the 
insurers  to  show  A.'8  insurable  interest.  (Priv. 
Co.)  The  Provincial  Inswrance  Company  qf 
Canada  Y,  Leduc    338 

43.  Ship — Insurable  interest — Material  men — Neees' 
saries — Advances — Bottomry  bond. — Where  ma- 
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terial  men  lend  monegr  to  a  ship's  oaptain  to  proTide 
neoessaries  for  his  ship  at  a  foreign  port  reoeiye  a 
bottomijbond,  insure  the  ship,  and  on  an  adjust- 
ment of  ayerage  are  awarded  a  sum  as  due  to 
them  under  the  policy  from  the  underwriters, 
they  haye  an  insurable  interest,  and  are  entitled 
to  reooyer  the  amount  found  due  by  the  adjust- 
ment. (U.S.  Sup.  Ct.)  27m  MerehanU*  Mutual 
Intwrance  Oompcmy  y.  Baring  and  others  ...page  411 

44.  BMj^^-Inewrahle  intereet — Mortgage — Right  cf 
eMpoumer  to  vneure. — A  shipowner  whose  ship  is 
mortgaged  may,  if  he  remains  in  possession,  in- 
sure his  ship  to  the  full  amount  of  her  yalue. 
The  Provincial  Insurance  Company  of  Canada  y. 
Leduc  338 

45.  Ship  —  Fire  —  PoUiey  on  ship  in  dock  **  with 
liberty  to  go  into  dry  dock" — Lying  in  rive*'  for 
repairs — Not  covered, — A  policy  against  fire  in  the 
hull  of  a  ship  whilst  **  lying  in  the  Victoria 
Docks,  London,  with  liberty  to  go  into  dry  dock, 
and  light  boiler  fires  once  or  twice  during  the 
currency  of  this  policy,"  although  coyering  the 
ship  whilst  in  the  Victoria  Dock  and  the  dry  dock 
and  during  her  passage  up  and  down  the  riyer 
between  the  two  (if  such  passage  be  necessary  by 
reason  of  her  being  unable  to  go  into  dry  dock 
without  so  passing), does  not  cover  the  ship  whilst 
lying  in  the  riyer  for  repairs,  after  coming  out  of 
dry  dock,  and  before  returning  to  the  Viotoria 
Dock.  (Ex.  Ch.  from  C.P.)  Pearson  y.  The  Com- 
mercial Union  Assurance  Company 100 

46.  Ship — Sale  by  master — Total  loss — Necessity  for 
sale — Notice  of  abandonment. — The  master  of  a 
ship  may*  under  certain  circumstances,  effect  the 
aale  of  his  ship  so  as  to  thereby  render  the  under- 
writers  liable  for  a  total  loss  without  notice  of 
abandonment,  but  he  can  only  do  so  in  cases  of 
stringent  necessity — that  is  to  say,  a  necessity 
that  leayes  the  master  no  altematiye,  as  a  pru- 
dent and  skilful  man  acting  bond  fide  for  the  best 
interests  of  all  concerned  and  with  the  best  and 
soundest  judgment  that  can  be  formed  under  the 
oiroumstanoes,  but  to  sell  the  ship  as  she  lies.  If 
he  comes  to  this  conclusion  hastily,  either  with* 
out  sufficient  examination  into  the  actual  state  of 
the  ship,  or  without  haying  preyiously  made  every 
exertion  in  his  power  wi^  the  means  then  at  his 
disposal,  to  extricate  her  from  the  peril  or  to 
raise  funds  for  her  repair,  he  will  not  be  justified 
in  selling,  eyen  though  the  danger  at  tiie  time 
appear  exceedingly  imminent,  (P.C.)  The  Cobe* 
^fiM  Marine  Insurance  Compauy  y.  Bwrteaux  ...  536 

47.  fi^ip— IVms  poUcy — Vnaea/wofthvness — Knmo' 
ledge  of  shipowner — IFarronty. — When  a  jury 
have  found  in  an  action  on  a  time  policy  that  a 
yessel  was  sent  to  sea  in  an  nnsos  worthy  condition, 
but  that  such  condition  was  at  the  time  unknown 
to  the  shipowners,  there  being  in  such  ease  no 
waaraaty  of  seaworthiness,  they  can  reooyer  eyen 
though  ibib  unseaworthiness  as  a  fact  materially 
contributed  to  the  loss.  (<^B.)  Dudgetm  y.  Pern- 
broke 323 

48.  S^ip— Ttme  polioy — Warranty — Voyage  and 
tm/ss  specified — Effect  of  breach — Acceptance  of 
ahandonmenl — Estoppel, — ^A  warranty  in  a  time 
poUoy  upon  a  ship  for  certain  yoyages,  that  the 
ship  shall  not  proceed  to  or  be  at  certain  places 
after  giyen  dates,  has  not  the  effect  of  leaying  the 
ship  totally  uninsured  by  the  polioy  if,  in  breach 
of  the  warranty,  she  proceeds  to,  or  is  at  those 
plaoes  after  those  dates,  so  as  to  preclude  recovery 
in  all  cases ;  and  if  the  underwriters,  after  a  loss 
occurs  whilst  the  ship  is  upon  a  yoyage  in  breach 
of  the  warranty,  duly  accept  abandonment,  they 
will  be  estopped  from  setting  up  that  there  was 
no  loss  within  the  policy  or  the  bresohof  warranty. 


(Priy.  Co.)    The  PromncUA  Insurance  Company 
ofOanaday,  Leduc page  338 

49.  Ship— Unseaworthiness — Sinking  at  moorings — 
Presumption — Evidence,  —  Where  a  ship,  pre- 
yiously to  all  appearances  staunch  and  sound,  and 
reoenUy  thoroughly  repaired,  and  a  few  days 
before  examined  without  any  defeots  being  dis- 
coverable, sinks  suddenly  at  her  moorings  when 
she  has  ta^en  in  five-sixUis  of  her  cargo,  and  no 
direct  evidence  can  be  given  why  she  founders, 
and  no  cause  assigned  for  her  doing  so,  these 
facts  raise  a  presumption  of  unseaworUiiness 
which  mere  conjectures  and  suggestions  of  a  cause 
cannot  displace.  But  evidence  of  the  ship's  ex- 
cellent conduct  up  to  the  time  inmiediately  pre- 
ceeding  the  loss,  of  extensive  repairs  recently 
done,  of  careful  surveys  recently  made,  and  of  the 
localisation  of  the  injury,  may  be  properly  left  to 
the  jury  on  the  questions  as  to  seaworthiness  and 
loss  by  a  peril  insured  against,  and  is  evidence  on 
which  they  are  justified  in  finding  a  loss  by  perils 
insured  against,  and  they  are  not  bound  to  find 
that  she  was  unseawortiiy.  (G.P.)  Anderson 
Morice 425 

50.  Ship  —  WarranJby  of  seaworthiness  —  Subject 
matter  of  insura/nce, — The  warranty  of  seaworthi- 
ness implied  in  a  policy  of  marine  insurance  is  to 
be  considered  with  reference  to  each  subject 
matter  of  insurance,  and  the  ship  can  only  be  said 
to  be  seaworthy  for  the  purposes  of  that  warranty 
if  it  is  seaworthy  in  respect  of  that  subject-matter. 
(C.P.)    DanielU  Y,  Harru    413 

51.  Ship — Warranty  of  seavwrthiness — Insurance  on 
cargo — Effect  of  warranty — Destruction  of  cargo, 
— ^In  a  polioy  on  cargo  the  implied  warranty  that 
the  ship  is  seaworthy  cannot  be  considered  to 
contemplate  the  destruction,  in  order  to  save 
the  ship  on  an  ordinary  voyage,  of  that  very 
cargo  which  is  the  subject-matter  of  insurance. 
(C.P.)    Id 413 

52.  Ship — Warranty  of  seav>orth4nese— Insurance  on 
cargo— Effect  of  warranty — Jettison  of  deck  cargo, 
— ^Where  a  policy  is  effected  on  deck  cargo  it  is 
not  a  compliance  with  the  warranty  of  seaworthi- 
ness that  the  ship  can,  without  danger  to  herself, 
should  she  encounter  ordinary  rough  westher,  be 
made  seaworthy  by  the  jettison  of  tiie  deck  cargo, 
which  is  the  subject-matter  of  the  insurance. 
(C.P.)    Id 413 

53.  Ship— Warranty  of  seaworthiness— Insurance 
on  «Wp  or  under -deck  cargo — Effect  of  warranty — 
Jettison  of  deck  cargo.— Semble^  that  if  the  policy 
had  been  on  the  ship  and  under-deck  cargo,  and 
not  on  the  deck  cargo,  the  implied  warranty  of 
seaworthiness  would  have  been  satisfied  by  the 
safety  o'  the  ship  and  under-deck  cargo,and  would 
not  have  been  affected  by  the  peril  to  or  loss  of  the 
deck  cargo,  provided  that  the  latter,  by  reason  of 
the  facility  with  whichit  could  have  been  got  rid  of 

would  have  caused  no  danger  to  the  ship,  or  sub- 
ject-matter of  insurance.    (CJ*.)    Id 413 

54.  SUp—PoUey—StampAct— Contract  not  er^orce- 
able  unless  stamped — Not  divisible, — ^An  under- 
writer's slip  is  a  oontraot  of  marine  insurance 
within  the  meaning  of  the  Stamp  Act  1870,  and 
such  a  contract  cannot  be  enforced  imless  ex- 
preesed  in  a  stamped  polioy,  and  the  agreement 
on  behalf  of  underwriters  signing  a  slip  is  not  an 
agreement  divisible  into  two  parts,  the  one  to 
make  a  contract  of  marine  insurance,  and  the 
other  to  prepare  a  polioy  in  accordance  with  that 
contract,  but  is  a  whole  agreement  to  insure, 
which  can  only  be  enforced  against  underwriters 
after  being  expressed  in  a  stamped  policy.  (Q. 
B.  and  Ex.  Ch.)  Fisher  v.  Liverpool  Marine  In- 
surance Company  (Limited) 44,  254 
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See  Carriage  of  CloodSt  No.  22 — Charter-party,  No.  1 
— Jtuiedictian — Marine  Insurance  AsBoeiaiion — 
Neee88aHe$,  No.  3. 

MABINE  INSURANCE  ASSOCUTION. 

1.  Bviles  of — Power  to  expel  member  —  EwpulHon 
without  hearing  —  Action  against. — A  mntoal 
marine  insnranoe  asBOciation  whose  oommittee, 
by  the  rules,  have  absolute  power  to  expel  a 
member  if  they  think  his  oondnct  snspioions,  or 
that  he  is,  for  any  other  reason,  unworthy  of  re- 
maining in  the  society,  cannot  expel  any  member 
without  hearingr  him,  and  giring  him  an  oppor- 
tunity of  explaining  his  conduct,  and  any  expul- 
sion without  a  hearing  is  void ;  consequently  an 
action  will  not  lie  against  the  committee  for  ex- 
pelling a  member  without  a  hearing,  he  being  still 
a  member,  and  still  entitled  to  enforce  his  rights 
in  equity,  and  haying  sustained  no  legal  damage. 
(Ex.)     Wood  V.  Wood  and  others page  289 

2.  Rules  of — Members — Shipowner  not  member  pay- 
ing  contributions  —  Bight  to  sue^^EstoppeH. — 
"Wliere  by  the  rules  of  a  mutual  marine  insurance 
association  no  i>erson  can  become  a  member,  ex- 
cept by  signing  the  articles ;  but  a  shipowner, 
having  an  equitable  interest,  and  haying  trans- 
ferred to  him  the  legal  interest  in  a  ship,  which 
has  been  insured  in  the  association  by  its  former 
owner,  a  member,  pays  the  contributions  claimed 
from  him  by  the  association,  the  latter  are  es- 
topped from  disputing  the  owner's  interest  in 
the  policy  and  his  right  to  sue  on  it,  although  he 
may  oot  haye  complied  with  the  rules  as  to 
membership.  (Q*B.)  Edwards  y.  Aberayron 
Mutual  Shipping  Insurance  Society  {Limited)  ...  469 

3.  Rules  of — Settlement  of  disputes — Arbitration 
— Appeal-^Condition  precedent — Where  such  a 
society  proyides  by  its  rules  that  disputes  are  to 
be  settled  by  the  directors,  and  that  an  appeal 
shall  be  to  the  whole  eooiely,  and  iiba,t  no  action, 
Ac.,  should  be  brought  for  any  claims  on  the 
society  by  its  members,  such  appeal  mutt  be  re- 
sorted to,  and  is  a  condition  precedent  to  any 
action  against  the  society  by  a  member  for  the 
recoyery  of  any  loss,     (Q.B.)    Id 469 

4.  Rules  of — Several  insurance — Policies  signed  by 
managers — Speeificaiion  of  names  of  insurers, — 
Stamp  act. — ^Where  by  the  rules  of  a  marine  as- 
surance association,  members  seyerally,  and  not 
jointly,  insure  each  other's  ships  for  one  year 
from  noon  of  any  day  named,  and  the  members 
make  annual  contributions  to  meet  the  losses,  any 
excess  going  to  a  reserye  fund,  the  managers 
signing  the  policies  for  all  members,  and  being 
authorised  to  issue  special  rate  policies  for  less 
than  a  year  to  members,  and  the  managers  issue 
special  rate  policies  to  members  signing  them  with 
the  names  '*  as  joint  managers  per  procuration  of 
the  sereral  members  of  the  association  for  in- 
suring each  other's  ships,  every  member  bearing 
his  equal  piroportion  aooording  to  the  sums 
mntuidly  insured  therein,  excepting  members 
paying  special  rotes,"  such  signatures  to  the 
policies  are  not  valid  within  the  meaning  of 
sect.  7  of  30  Vict.  c.  23,  as  they  are  not  a  specifi- 
cation of  the  names  of  the  insurers,  who  are 
necessarily  yarying  from  time  to  time.  (L.  JJ. 
affirming  MJL)  Re  Average  Association,  Em 
parte  Cory  and  Hawkesley     530,  570 

5.  Rules  of — Special  rate  policies — Non-members — 
Ultra  vires. — The  issuing  of  special  rate  policies 
to  non-members  by  the  managers  of  such  an 
association  as  above  without  authority  by  rule  or 
otherwise  is  ultra  vires.     (L.  JJ.  affirming  M.  B.) 

Id. 530,570 


MABTTME  UEN. 

See  Master's  Wages  and  Disbursements^  Nos.  9, 
10  ^Mortgagees,  No.  1 — Necessaries,  Nob,  1,  2, 
3,5. 

MABSHALLING  ASSETS. 
See  Mastef's  Wages  and  Disbwrsements,  No.  9. 

MASTEB. 

See  Carriage  of  Goods,  Nos.  33,  34,  35,  36,  39,  43— 
Marine  Insurance,  No.  46 — Mfuter's  Wages  and 
Disbursements. 

MASTEE,  DUTY  AND  POWERS  OF. 

See  Carriage  of  Goods,  Nos.  33,  34,  35,  36,  39,  43. 
— Collision,  Nos.  32, 33 — Damage,  No.  5 — Marine 
Insurance,  No.  46 — MaMer^s  Wages  and  DisbwrsS' 
m^nts — Necessaries,  No.  4 — Sale  of  Ship, 

MASTEB'S  WAGES  AND  DISBUBSE- 

MENTS. 

1.  Co-owners — Set-off  —  Counter-claim — Account — 
Merchant  Shipping  Act  1854,  sect.  191. — ^In  a  suit 
for  wages  and  disbursements  by  a  master,  who  is 
also  co-owner,  the  other  co-owners  may,  under  the 
Merchant  Shipping  Act  1854  (17  &  18  Yict.  c. 
104)  s.  191,  set  up  a  counter  claim  or  set-ofF  in 
respect  of  outstanding  co-ownership  aooounts, 
and  claim  iiba,t  the  balance  (if  any)  be  paid  to 
them.     (Adm.)  The  City  of  Mobile  page  123 

2.  Co-owner  —  Set-of  —  Counterclaim  —  Account — 
Reference  to  registrar  and  merchant — Merchant 
Shipping  Act  1854,  sect.  191— Pleading. — To  a 
petition  claiming  master's  wages  and  disburse- 
ments, and  praying  a  reference  of  any  accounts 
arising  in  respect  thereto  to  the  registrar  and 
merchants,  an  answer  alleging  the  master  to  be 
also  oo-owner,  and  that  accounts  are  outstanding 
between  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendants,  as  co- 
owners,  showing  a  balance  on  all  accounts  in 
fayour  of  the  d^endants,  and  praying  a  reference 
to  the  registrar  and  merchants  of  all  master's  and 
co-ownership  accounts,  will  be  allowed  by  the 
High  Court  of  Admiralty.    (Adm.)     Id 123 

3.  Forfeiture  of  wages  —  Drunkenness  in  port. — 
Occasional  drunkenness  in  port  on  the  part  of  tibe 
master  of  a  vessel  will  not,  if  unaccompanied  with 
neglect  of  duty,  work  a  forfeiture  of  wages. 
(Adm.)     ThelMbueh 887 

4.  Forfeiture  of  wages  —  Constant  drunkenness. — 
Semble,  that  constant  drunkenness  on  the  part  of  a 
master,  whether  there  be  proof  of  neglect  of  dufy 
or  not,  will  work  a  forfeiture  of  either  the  whole 
or  part  of  his  wages,  according  to  circumstanoes. 
(Adm.)    Id. 887 

5.  Forfeiture  of  u>ages — Disobedience  to  orders — 
Damoife  to  ship — Ship  worked  against  orders. — 
Where  a  master  receiyes  express  orders  from  his 
owners  as  to  the  yoyage  which  he  is  to  make, 
and  the  ports  to  which  he  is  to  take  the  ship,  : 
and  those  orders  are    giyen  under   and    with 

a  view  to  a  state  of  circumstances  (political)  out 
of  which  dancrer  might  arise  to  the  ship,  and 
which  are  known  to  and  discussed  by  the  miaster 
and  owner  at  the  time  when  they  are  given,  the 
master  is  not  justified,  out  of  an  alleged  apprehen- 
sion of  that  dangrer,  in  taking  the  ship  on  other 
voyages  and  to  other  ports ;  and  if .  he  does  so 
take  the  ship,  he  will  not  be  entitled  to  reoover 
his  wages  for  the  time  during  which  she  is 
engaged  against  the  owner's  orders,  even  if  the 
voyage  is  for  the  owners'  benefit     (Adm.)    Id.  387 

6.  Forfeiture  of  wages — Desertion — What  amounts 
to — Animus  revertendi. — A  tnaster's  wages  may 
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be  forfeited  by  desertion,  bat  there  can  be  no 
absolute  desertion  of  his  ship  working  a  for- 
feiture of  the  whole  of  his  wages  if  there  be  an 
animvs  reverUndi  upon  the  part  of  the  master. 
(Adm.)    Id pckge  887 

7.  Forfeiture  of  wages — Leaving  ship  for  unreason' 
able  time — Appointment  of  another  master — 
Right  to  recover. — Where  a  master  quits  his  ship 
and  remains  away  for  such  a  time  and  under  such 
oiroumstanoee  as  leads  his  owners  reasonably  to 
suppose  that  he  has  no  intention  of  returning, 
the  owners  will  be  justified  in  remoying  the  ressel 
from  the  place  where  it  is  left,  and  appointing 
another  master ;  and  the  original  master  will  not 
be  entitled  to  recover  his  wages  for  any  period 
after  the  time  when  he  so  quitted  the  ship. 
(Adm.)    Id 387 

8.  Forfeiture  of  wages — Error  of  judgment — NegU- 
gence — Disahedience — No  mala  fides. — ^Where  a 
master  reoeiyes  instructions  to  toke  the  balance 
otf  freight  due  at  the  end  of  a  voyage  in  cash,  or 
by  bank  bill  upon  London,  and,  without  sufficient 
inquiry,  but  without  mala  fides  and  rather 
through  error  of  judgment,  he  takes  a  bill  which 
he  believes  to  be  (but  which  is  not)  a  bank  bill, 
and  which  is  afterwards  dishonoured,  causing  loss 
to  his  owners,  this  negligence  or  disobedience,  not 
being  wilful,  does  not  work  a  forfeiture  of  his 
wages,  nor  can  the  owners  claim  to  deduct  the 
amount  of  their  loss  from  his  wages.  (Adm.)  The 
Dunmore 509 

9.  Lien — Priority — Bottomry  on  ship  freight  and 
cargo — MarshdlUng  assets. — Where  a  master  has 
g^ven  a  bottomry  bond  by  which  he  has  bound 
ship,  cargo,  and  freight,  and  himself  personally 
for  IJie  due  execution  of  the  bond,  and  the  pro- 
oeeds  of  the  ship  and  freight  alone  are  in- 
sufficient to  satisfy  both  the  bond  and  the 
master's  claim  for  wages  and  disbursements,  but 
the  proceeds  of  ship,  cargo,  and  freight  will 
oover  all,  the  High  Court  of  Admiralty  will 
fnarshall  the  assets,  so  that  the  master  riiall  be 
paid  in  priority  out  of  ship  and  freight,  leaving 
the  bondholders  to  fall  back  upon  the  cargo  for 
the  balance  of  their  claim ;  the  owners  of  cargo 
oannot  take  themselves  out  of  the  operation  of 
this  rule  by  becoming  holders  of  the  bond.  The 
Edward  OUuer  (2  Mar.  Law  Cas.  O.  S.  597) 
followed.    (Adm.)     The  Eugenie 104 

10.  Lien — Priority— Bottomry  bondholder — Master 
not  personally  bound. — Presuming  a  master  to 
have  a  lien  upon  his  ship  for  wages  and  disburse- 
ments, he  is  entitled  to  payment  out  of  the  pro- 
ceeds of  the  ship  in  priority  to  a  bottomry  bond- 
holder, provided  that  he,  the  master,  has  not 
personally  bound  himself  by  the  bond.  (U.S. 
Dist.  CJt.  East  Dist.  of  N.Y.)     The  bwrh  Irma  ...  155 

11.  Practice — Admiralty  Court — Costs — Detention 
money  and  board. — ^In  calculating,  on  taxation  of 
costs  in  a  cause  for  the  recovery  of  a  master's 
wages,  the  amount  due  to  the  master  for  de- 
tention money  and  board  whilst  detained  ashore 
as  a  witness,  the  fact  that  he  through  his  wife 
carries  on  a  business  will  not  deprive  him  of  his 
right  to  be  allowed  detention  money ;  but  if  he 
lives  at  his  place  of  business  during  his  deten- 
tion, the  fact  that  he  can  live  more  cheaply  at 
home  than  elsewhere  is  to  be  taken  into  considera- 
tion in  fixing  the  amount  to  be  allowed  for  sub- 
sistence money.     (Adm.)    The  Royal  Family  ...  421 

MATEBIAL  MEN. 

See  Jfarine  Jn«urane«,  No.  43 — Mortgages,  Nos. 
1,  2 — ifeeessaries. 

MATES'  BECEIPTS. 
See  Carriage  of  Qoods,  No.  31. 


MEASUBEMENT. 
See  Carriage  of  Qoods,  No.  6 — Townage. 

MEASUBE  OF  DAMAGES. 
See  Charter-party t  No.  2. 

MEECHANT  SHIPPING  ACTS. 

See  Carriage  of  Goods,  Nos.  33,  34,  35,  36— 
Collision,  Nos.  19,  20,  21,  22,  23,  24,  27,  28, 
29, 30, 31^SaXvage,  Nos.  6, 13 — Tonnage. 

MERSEY  DOCKS  ACT. 

See  Carriage    of  Goods,  No.    87 — Compulsory 
Pilotage,  Nos.  5,  6,  7. 

MEBSET,  THE  BIVEB. 

See  Compulsory  pilota,ge,  Nos.  5,  6,  7 — ^Navi- 
gable River,  Nos.  1,  2,  3, 4. 

MOOBINQS. 

See   CoUiiion,  Nos.  32,   33— i^Tam^a&le  River, 

Nos.  1,  2,  4. 

MOBTGAGE. 
See  Jfarine  Insurance,  No.  44 — Mortgagees. 

MOBTGAGEES. 

1.  Lien — Proceeding  in  rem — American  law — Ap 
pearance — Material  men — Necessaries  —  Some 
port — Priority. — Mortgagees  have  no  maritime 
lien  upon  a  ship  upon  which  they  hold  a  mortgage 
and,  according  to  United  States'  law,  no  remedy 
against  the  ship  in  rem  in  the  admiralty  courts 
but  may  appear  as  respondents  in  a  suit  in  rem 
and  set  up  their  mortgage  as  the  conditional 
owners  of  the  ship,  and  claim  that  their  mort- 
gage is  a  legal  lien  on  the  ship  prior  in  date  to 
the  attachment  under  the  monition  in  a  suit  by 
material  men  for  necessaries  supplied  in  a  home 
port,  and  also  prior  to  the  contract  for  the 
supply  of  the  necessaries.  (U.  S.  Dist.  Ct.  East 
Dist.  of  Wisconsin.)  W.  H.  Wolf  v.  The  Scow 
Belt page  107 

2.  Material  men — Necessaries — Mutual  knowledge 
of  mortgagee  and  repairers — Distribution  of  pro' 
ceeds. — ^Where  mortgagees  know  that  repairs  are 
being  made  on  and  necessaries  supplied  to  a  ship 
on  which  they  hold  a  mortgage,  whereby  she  is 
made  a  more  valuable  security,  and  the  material 
men  execute  the  repairs,  ^.,  with  a  knowledge 
of  the  mortgage,  but  relying  on  their  right  to 
proceed  im.  rem  against  the  ship,  the  parties  are 
entitled,  upon  principles  of  equity,  to  be  plaoed 
upon  an  equality  as  to  the  distribution  of  the 
proceeds  of  sale  of  the  ship.  (XJ.  S.  Dist.  Ct.  East, 
Dist.  of  Wisconsin.)    Id 107 

See  Necessaries,  No.  3. 

MUTtTAL  MABINE  INSUBANCE 
ASSOCIATION. 

See  Jfarine  Insurance  Assooiation. 

NAUTICAL   ASSESSOBS. 
See  CoHisvm,  No.  33. 

NAVIGABLE  BIYEB. 

1.  Pier—Landing  stage — Right  to  make — Iroeal 
board— ^dmtral^.— By  a  local  Act  (27  A  28  Vict, 
c.  oxvii.)  the  Wallasey  Local  Board  are  authorised 
for  the  purpose  of  their  ferry  between  Liveifvool 
and  New  Brighton,  to  make  and  maintain  in  ao- 
oordaaoe  with  certain  deposited  Parliamentary 
plans,  a  pier  or  landing  stage  at  New  Brighton, 
ia  the  Biver  Meney,  together  with  all  moh  jettieiy 
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esplftnadefl,  landing  places,  and  other  works  and 
conyenienoeB  in  connection  therewith  as  the  local 
board  shall  from  time  to  time  think  fit»  proTided 
they  deposit  with  the  Admiralty  plans  of  the 
landfag  stage  and  works  connected  therewith,  and 
the  same  be  approred  by  the  Admiralty  and  are 
constmcted  in  accordance  with  snoh  plans. 
Under  this  section  the  local  board  have  the  right 
(already  exercised)  to  make  and  maintain  at  the 
end  of  a  permanent  fixed  pier,  erected  in  accor- 
dance  with  the  Act,  a  floating  landing-stage  below 
low-water  mark,  and  to  moor  the  same  perma- 
nently to  the  bed  of  the  river  by  anchors,  whether 
the  same  be  within  the  deposited  plans  or  not, 
provided  it  be  approved  by  the  Admiralty. 
(O.P.)  JoUffe  Y.  TheWaUaa&y LocalBoard  ...page  U6 

2.  Pier — Landing 8tage—-Ere<^%onwithout8tatuiable 
authority — NiUsance — Ohetruction. — iS0m5le,that 
the  erection  in  a  navigable  river,  without  statu- 
tory authority,  of  a  floating  landing  stage,  moored 
permanently  by  anchors  fixed  in  the  bed  of  the 
riyer,  is  a  pnbUc  nuisance  and  obstruction,  which 
will  entitle  any  one  of  the  public  using  the  river 
to  recover  against  the  erectors  for  any  damage 
sustained  therefrom.    (C.P.)    Id 146 

3.  Pier — La/nding  stage — Authority  hy  statute — 
Duty  of  makers — Due  care. — Persons  authorised 
by  statute  to  place  in  a  navigable  river  anything 
which  is  an  obstruction  to  the  navigation  thereof, 
are  bound  to  exercise  their  powers  with  due  care, 
and  if  the  obstruction  is  of  a  character  to  injure 
the  property  of  the  public,  to  prevent  such  injury 

as  far  as  possible.     (C.P.)    Id 146 

4.  Pier  -  Landing  stage  —  Moorings  —  Anchors  — 
Buoys — Damage. — Semble^  that  persons  laying 
down  anchors  as  permanent  moorings  of  a  fioating 
landing  stage  in  a  navigable  river  are  bound  to 
mark  the  positions  of  the  anchors  by  means  of 
sufficient  buoys  attached  thereto,  and  that  the 
neglect  thereof  will  render  them  liable  for  damage 
occasioned  by  the  anchors.     (C.  P.)    Id 146 

5.  Obstruction — Nuisance — Right  to  place. — No 
person  has  a  right  to  put  an  obstruction  in  a 
navigable  river,  although  at  the  time  it  be  not  a 
nuisance.  (M.  B.  &  L.  JJ.)  Attorney -Qeneral  r. 
Terry   174,217 

6.  Obstruction — Nuisance — Benefit  to  trade  of  indt- 
vidual — Injunction. — If  an  obstruction  erected  in 
a  navigable  river  is  a  nuisance  to  persons  using 
and  navigating  the  river,  the  mere  fact  that  it  is 
a  benefit  to  the  trade  of  a  particular  individual 
cannot  be  considered  such  a  benefit  to  the  public 
as  will  excuse  the  obstruction,  and  an  injunction 
will  be  granted  to  abate  it.    (M.  B.  &  L.  JJ.) 

Id 174,217 

7.  Obstruction — Nuisance — Public  benefit — Direct 
benefit. — The  question  whether  erections  made  in 
a  river  or  harbour  are  a  nuisance  or  not  depends 
on  whether,  upon  the  whole,  they  produce  public 
benefit,  not  giving  to  the  words  **  public  benefit  '* 
too  extended  a  sense,  but  applying  them  to  the 
public  frequenting  the  port.  The  benefit  to  the 
public  must  be  a  direct  benefit.  (M.  B.  A  L.  JJ.) 

Id 174,217 

KEOESSABIES. 

1.  Lien — Material  men — Home  port — Attaching  of 
Hen— Arrest. — Semhle,  that  the  lien  of  material 
men  for  necessaries  supplied  to  a  ship  in  her 
home  port — ^that  is,  their  right  to  be  paid  out  of 
the  res — attaches  only  on  the  seizure  of  the  ship 
under  admiralty  process.  (U.  S.  Dist.  Ot,  East. 
Dist.  of  Wise.)     W.  H.  Wolf  v.  The  Scow  8elt  ...  107 

2.  Lien — Material  man — Necessary  for  voyage — 
Coppering. — Where  it  is  necessary  that  a  wooden 
ship  bound  upon  a  particular  voyage  should  be 


coppered,  the  coppering  is  a  ''necessary  for  the 
TojtLge"  which  gives  the  material  man  doing 
the  work  to  a  foreign  ship,  upon  the  orders  of 
the    master,    a   maritime  lien.      (Adm.)      The 

TwrUani page  608 

8.  Lien — Priority — Advances  affreight — Ship's  dis- 
bursements.— An  advance  of  freight  to  enable  a 
master  to  pay  his  ship's  disbursements  before 
sailing  does  not  give  the  charterer  a  claim 
against  the  ship,  which  will  take  precedence  of 
the  claim  of  a  mortgagee  ;  nor  does  an  advance 
for  a  similar  purpose  made  by  an  insurance 
company.     (Adm.)     The  TarUa^i  603 

4.  Mtuier*s  authority — Necessity — Absence  of  owner 
or  authorvied  agent — Want  of  knowledge  o/pre- 
sence  of  agent  or  owner. — ^The  master  of  a  ship 
has  authority  to  pledge  his  owner's  credit  for 
money  borrowed  or  for  goods  supplied  by  his  (the 
master's)  orders  in  a  foreign  port  only  where  (1) 
it  is  necessary  to  borrow  money  for  tiie  prosecu- 
tion of  the  enterprise,  or  the  goods  are  reason- 
ably necessary  for  the  use  of  the  ship ;  (2),  where 
neither  the  owner  or  his  duly  authorised  agent  is 
at  the  port,  nor  within  such  distance  that  he  can 
be  reasonably  expected  to  interfere.  Want  of 
knowledge  of  the  presence  of  the  owner  or  an 
^agent  on  the  part  of  the  person  supplying  goods 
or  money  to  a  master  will  not  entitle  him  to 
recover  against  the  owner.  (C.  P.)  Chtnn  v. 
BobeHs     250 

5.  Practice — IT.  flf.  law — Proceeding  in  rem — Lien. 
— A  right  to  proceed  in  rem  may  exist,  although 
there  may  be  no  maritime  lien  upon  the  res 
against  which  the  claim  is  made.  There  is  no 
maritime  lien  for  necessaries  supplied  to  a  ship 
in  her  home  port,  and  yet  by  the  United  States' 
rules  of  practice  for  Courts  of  Admiralty  the 
material  men  may  proceed  in  rem  against  the  ship. 
(U.  S.  Dist  Ct.  East.  Dist.  of  Wise.)  W.  H. 
Wolf  Y.  The  Scow  Selt    ^  107 

See  Mortgagees — PracticCt  ^o*  ^^' 

NON-DELIVEBT  OP  CABGO. 

See  Carriage  of  goods,  Nos.  27,  28,  29,  80,  81, 
32,  38,  84,  85,  36, 87,  40,  42. 

NOTICE  OE  ABANDONMENT. 
See  Marine  Insurance,  Nos.  1, 20,  39,  46. 

NOTICE  OP  ACTION. 
See  Practice,  Nos.  11, 12. 

NUISANCE. 
See  Navigable  River,  Nos.  5,  6,  7. 

OBSTBUCTION   TO  NAVIOABLE  BIVEB. 
See  Navigable  River,  Nos.  5,  6,  7. 

ONUS  OF  PBOOF. 

See  Carriage  of  Goods.  Nos.  1 3,  14 — CcUision, 

No.  11. 

OPEN  POLICY. 
See  Marine  Insurance,  No.  4. 

OUTPOBT. 

See  Compulsory  PHoUige,  Nos.  2,  8,  4 — 
Practice,  Nos.  18, 14. 

OUTPOBT  CHABGES. 
See  Practice,  Nos.  18, 14. 

PACKAGES. 
See  Ma/rine  Insurance,  Nos.  10, 11. 
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PAftTUL  LOSS. 
See  Uarineltiiwrdnee,  Koi.  7, 10, 11,  Id,  24,  25. 

PABTICULAB  AYEBAOE. 
6et  JfoniM  iJMMmnce,  Not.  12,  24,  25. 

PABTIOULABS. 
See  TraeHee,  No.  X5. 

PABT  QWNEBS. 

See  Co-ownen — Mawt&r^a  Waget  and  Ditburse- 
tiMn^,No8. 1,  2. 

PASSma  OP  PBOPEBTT. 
See  ^rin$  Jnmmnee,  Noa.  7, 8. 

PERII43. 

See  CarriagB  qf  Goods,  Nos.  9,  11,  13, 19, 20, 25, 
40 — Marine  ImuMmoBy  No«.  10, 11,  37,  88,  39. 

PIEB. 
See  Damiagot  Nos.  1, 2. 

PILOT. 

CompuUory  pUoiage^Fellow  servant — Negligence  oj 
erew. — A  pilot  oompolaorily  employed  on  board  a 
Bhip  is  not  a  fellow  eervant  of  the  orew  of  the 
ship,  and  oonseqnentlj  oan  reooTer  agrainet  the 
owners  of  the  ship  for  injury  receiv^  by  him 
through  the  nesrligence  of  the  orew,  tiieir  serrants. 
((JJB.)    SmUhr,  Steele page  487 

See  Collision,  Nos.  35,  36— County  Cowts  Ad- 
mirdlty  Jurisdiction,  No.  3 — Damage,  Nos.  4,  5 
— Salvage,  No.  17. 

FILOTAOE. 

See  Compuisory  Pilotage, 

PILOT,  DUTY  OF. 
See  Collision,  Nos.  35,  36. 

PLEADING. 
See  Salvage,  Nos.  1, 2,  3,  4,  5. 

POLICY. 

See  HypothecaUon — Mcmne  Insurance,  No.  4,  12, 
18, 14, 15,  16, 17, 18,  26, 27,  28,  29,  30,  81,  32, 
38,  87, 88, 45,  47,  48,  52,  58,  IM. 

POBT. 
See  Carriage  of  Goods,  Nos.  27,  28. 

POBTEBS. 
Se«  Sale  qf  Goods,  No.  87. 

PBAOnCE. 

1.  Appeal — County  Court — Arrest  by  Admiralty 
Court, — ^Where  plaintiifs  appealed  from  a  County 
Court  In  a  oanae  in  rem  in  which  there  has  been 
a  decree  for  the  defendants  and  the  ship  has  in 
conseqaenoe  been  released,  the  High  Court  of 
Admiralty  will  on  the  ea  parte  iq;>plioation  of  the 
plaintifh  order  a  warrant  to  issue  for  the  deten- 
tion of  the  ship  till  bail  giTen  or  the  appeal  de- 
cided. Semble,  that  notioe  shonld  be  giyen  b^ore 
arrest  to  the  defendants,  so  that  they  may  come 
in  and  apply  for  the  suspension  of  the  warrant  if 
thfyseeiit.    (Adm.)    The  Miriam 259 

'  Vol.  n.  N.  S. 


2.  Appeal — Conn^  Court — Arrest  by  AdmiraUy 
Court, — ^In  an  appeal  by  plaintiffs  £rom  a  County 
Court  in  a  cause  in  rem,  in  which  there  was  a 
decree  for  the  defendants,  and  the  ship  had  in 
consequence  been  released,  the  High  Court  of  Ad- 
mirally,  on  an  00  parte  application  of  the  plain- 
tiffs, ordered  a  warrant  to  issue  for  the  detention 
of  the  ship,  and,  as  the  ddp  proceeded  against 
was  a  foreign  one,  did  not  require  notioe  of  the 
intention  to  arrest  to  be  giyen  to  the  defendants. 
(Adm.)    TheFreir page  589 

8.  AppeaX — County  Court — Judges  notes  of  evidence 
— Shorthand  writer — Conflict, — In  an  appeal  to 
the  High  Court  of  Admiralty  from  a  County  Court 
where  there  is  a  conflict  between  the  tnuiscript 
of  the  notes  of  evidence  and  judgment  taken  by  a 
shorthand  writer  in  the  County  Court  under  the 
County  Court  Bnles  No.  32,  and  the  County 
Court  Judge's  own  notes,  the  version  given  by 
the  County  Court  Judge  must  be  accepted  as 
binding,  and  if  the  County  Court  Judge  alter  the 
shorthand  writer's  notes  so  as  to  correspond 
with  his  own  vetsbn,  the  Court  of  Admiralty  will 
order  the  alterations  so  made  to  be  carried  into 
effect  in  the  printed  copies  of  the  appendix. 
(Adm.)     The  Raithwaite  HaU 210 

4.  Appeal — Privy  Council — Question  undecided 
below. — Where  the  High  Court  of  Admiralty  has 
given  no  opinion  on  a  question,  which  in  the 
opinion  of  the  Court  of  Appeal  is  a  vital  one  in 
the  cause,  the  Court  of  Appeal  will  decide  that 
question  on  the  evidence  before  them.  (Priv. 
Co.)     The  CM.  Palmer;  The  Lamax  94 

5.  Arrest — Transfer  from  County  Court — Arrest  in 
High  Court  in  other  suits — Caveat  to  prevent 
release, — Where  an  admiralty  cause,  instituted 
in  rem  against  a  ship,  has  been  transferred  from 
a  County  Court  to  the  High  Court  of  Admiralty, 
and  no  bail  has  been  given  in  either  court,  and 
the  ship  is  already  under  the  arrest  of  the  High 
Court  in  other  suits,  the  High  Court  will  order 
the  issue  of  a  eaveai  to  prevent  her  release,  in 
case  the  other  causes  should  be  withdrawn. 
(Adm.)    The  Bio  Lima 34 

6.  Arrest — Ship  under  arrest  of  High  Court — Arrest 
by  County  Court  —  County  Courts  Admiralty 
Jurisdiction  Acts. — Semble,  that  where  a  ship  is 
under  the  arrest  of  the  High  Court,  and  causes 
are  also  instituted  in  the  County  Court  against 
the  ship,  she  should  not  be  arrested  by  the  County 
Court,  as  it  is  no%  probable  that  the  ship  will  be 
removed  out  of  tiie  Jurisdiction  of  the  County 
Court  without  satisfaction  of  the  plaintiff's 
several  claims,  within  the  meaning  of  the  County 
Court's  Admiralty  Jurisdiction  Act  1868,  sect.  22. 
(Adm^l    ThsTurUani  608 

7.  Arrest — fif^»p  under  arrest  in  High  Court — Arrest 
by  County  Court — Possession  fees^— Costs, — ^Where 
a  ship,  already  under  the  arrest  of  the  High 
Court  of  Admirally,  is  arrested  in  an  admiralty 
cause  instituted  in  aCoun^Court,the  plaintiffs 
knowing  of  the  previous  arrest,  and  that  cause 
is  afterwurds  transferred  to  the  High  Court,  the 
possession  fees  charged  by  the  high  bailiff  in 
respect  of  tiie  County  Court  arrest  will  not  be 
allowed  by  the  High  Court  upon  taxation  of 
plaintiTs  costs.    (Adm.)    TheEioLima  148 

8.  Discovery  of  documents— Afjidavil  reguif«d.—To 
obtain  discovery  oil  documents,  the  affidavit  in 
support  of  the  application  must  allege  some  one 
particular  document  to  be  in  the  possession  of 
the  party  from  whom  discovery  is  sought.  (Adm.) 
The  Proceeds  of  the  CordsUa 85 

9.  Inspection  cf  doewnents — H.  M,  ships — Reports 
by  captain  and  officers  to  Admiralty — Privilejfe. — 
Where  a  collision  occurs  between  one  of  H.  M. 

2U 


634 


MABTTIMB  LAW  CASBS. 


8UBJBCT8  or  CAAM. 


■bipB  and  a  ship  belonging  to  a  private  owner, 
and  the  oaptain  of  H.  M.  riup  msikeB  (in  aooord- 
anoe  with  the  nsnal  praotioe)  a  report  to  the 
Lords  of  the  Admiralty,  tiie  High  Court  of 
Admiralty  will  not,  ia  a  oaiue  against  the  cap- 
tain of  H.  M.  ship,  in  which  an  appearance  has 
been  entered  by  the  Queen's  Proctor  by  order  of 
the  Lords  of  the  Admiralty,  order  it  to  be  pro- 
dnced  for  inspection  by  the  opposite  parties  if  the 
Secretary  to  the  Lords  of  ^e  Admiralty  makes 
an  affidavit  to  the  effect  that  such  production 
wonld  be  prejudicial  to  the  public  service.  (Adm.) 
H,M.8.  BeUerophon     pagB  449 

10.  Nece89ar%e8 —  Wages  —  Transfer  from  County 
Court  after  decree — Reference  to  Registrar  arid 
Merchants. — ^Where  causes  of  necessaries  and 
wages  had  been  instituted  against  a  ship  in  the 
High  Court,  and  other  causes  of  necessaries  in  a 
County  Court  against  the  same  ship,  and  the 
latter  had  been  transferred  after  decree  made  to 
the  High  Court  for  the  purpose  of  enforcing  the 
decrees,  the  ship  being  under  the  arrest  of  the 
Bif^  Court,  the  latter  court  ordered  all  the 
causes  to  be  referred  to  the  registrar  and  mer- 
chants to  report  the  amount  due  thereon.  (Adm.) 
TheTwrUa/ni  603 

11.  Notice  of  action — Local  hoa/rd — PvbUc  Health 
Actj  1848. — A  local  board  authorised  by  a  local 
Act  to  execute  works  out  of  their  own  district, 
the  Act  to  be  "  executed  subject  to  the  powers 
and  provisions  "  of  the  Public  Health  Act  1848, 
are  entitled  under  sect.  139  of  the  latter  Act  to 
notice  of  action  for  anything  done  or  intended 
to  be  done  under  the  powers  of  the  local 
Act.  XC.P.)  JolUffe  and  another  v.  The  Wal- 
lasey Local  Board  146 

12.  Notice  of  action — Non-feasance — Misfeasance. 
— Notice  of  action  must  be  given  in  a  case  of 
noU'feasance,  just  as  much  as  in  a  case  of  mis- 
feasance under  the  Act.    Id 146 

13.  Outport — Agency — Charges — Separate  hiUs  of 
costs. — The  practice,  which  has  hitherto  obtained 
in  the  High  Court  of  Admiralty,  of  presenting 
separate  bills  of  costs  for  the  London  proctor's 
own  charges  and  for  the  outport  or  country 
agency  charges,  is  now  objectionable  and  must  be 
discontinued  for  the  future.     (Adm.)    The  City 

of  Brussels  102 

14.  Outport  agency — Agent  not  solicitor — Not  en- 
titled to  charge  for  solicitor's  work. — Although  a 
proctor  may  employ  an  agent,  who  is  not  an  at- 
tomey  or  solicitor,  to  act  as  clerk  pro  hoc  vice  for 
the  purpose  of  collecting  evidence  in  a  cause,  &o., 
in  the  outports,  and  may  lawfully  charge  for  the 
expense*  incurred  in  respect  of  such  agent  as 
agency,  charges  made  by  such  an  agent  for  doing 
work  which  is  essentially  the  work  of  a  proctor, 
attorney,  or  solicitor  such  as  ''taking  insiomc. 
tions  for  brief  and  drawing  the  same,"  &c.,  will 
not  be  allowed  upon  taxation.     (Adm.)    Id 102 

15.  Particulc^rs — Negligence— Collision. — ^Wherethe 
declaration  in  an  action  against  the  defendant  for 
negligent  navigation  of  his  ship,  causing  injury  to 
the  plaintiff,  contains  only  general  allegaidons  of 
negligence  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  in  respect 
of  navigation,  and  of  keeping  the  machinery  and 
the  ship  in  good  repair,  the  court  will  not  require 
the  plaintiff  to  give  particulars  of  matters  which 
he  may  suppose  to  constitute  the  negligence  of  the 
defendant,  because  these  matters  are  within  the 
knowledge  of  the  defendant  and  his  servants,  and 
not  necessarily  within  the  personal  knowledge 

of  the  plaintiff.     (C.P.)    Qeorge  v.  Watts  243 

See  CoUisumy  Nos.  37,  38,  39,  4^— Mortgages,  Nos. 
1,2 — Necessa/rieSf  No.  5 — Sale  of  ship — Salvage^ 
Nos.  1,  2,  3,  4,  5,  6,  7,  8. 


PRINCIPAL  AND  A0ENT. 

See  Broker^i  Lien^Manne  In9wranee,  Ndi.  29, 

30. 

PBIOBITT. 

See  Master's  Wages  amd  Dif&urMmanis,  Nos. 
9,  10,  11 — Mortgages — NeeesaaHes^  No.  3. 

(PEIVILEGE. 
See  Tfoctice,  No.  9. 


QUANTITT  AND  QUALITT  UNKNOWN. 
See  Ca/rriage  of  Chods,  Nos.  7, 24. 

BEFEBENCE. 

See  Master's  Wages  and  Di^nursemewts,  No. 
2--Pfoc«ce,  No.  10. 

BEGISTBAB  AND  MEBCHANTS. 

See  Master's  Wages  and  Disbwrsements,  No.  2 
— Pra^ice,  No.  10. 

BEGULATIONS  FOB  PBEVENTINO  COLLISIONS 

AT  SEA. 

See  Collision,  Nos.  1,  2,  3, 4, 10, 12, 19, 21, 22, 
23,  24,  25,  27,  28,  29,  35,  31, 46. 

BE-mSUBANCE. 
See  Marine  Insurance,  Nos.  35,  36. 


BEPAIBS  OF  SHIP. 
See  Ma/rin4  Insurance,  No.  40. 

BEPAYMENT  OF  PBEIOHT. 
See  Marine  Insurance,  No.  22. 

BESTBAINT  OF  PEINCES. 
See  Marine  Insurance,  Nos.  37,  38,  39. 

BISKS. 

See  Carriage  of  Goods,  Nos.  20,  21, 22 — Marine 

Insurance,  Nos.  37,  38,  39. 

BIVEB. 
See  Compulsory  Pilota^ge — Navigahle  River. 

BIVEB  NAVIGATION. 

See  Collision,  Nos.  41,  42,  43,  44,  45,  46,  47, 

48. 

SAILING  SHIP. 
See  CoUisi&n,  Nos.  2,  49. 

SALE  OF  CABGO. 
See  Marine  Insurance,  No.  5. 

SALE  OF  SHIP. 

Contract  abroad — Enforcement  of  in  England. — 
Where  an  Englishman  has  entered  into  a  contract 
abroad  for  the  purchase  of  a  ship  then  on  her 
voyage  to  this  country  to  be  taken  possession  of 
by  the  purchaser  inmiediately  on  deliveiy  of  the 
cargo  at  anyplace  to  which  she  might  be  ordered, 
the  Court  of  Chancery  has  jurisdiction  to  enforce 
the  contract,  and  for  that  purpose  to  issue  an  in- 
junction to  restrain  the  removal  of  the  ship  from 
the  port  of  discharge,  if  within  the  jurisdictioD. 
Where  the  vendor  is  abroad,  substituted  service 
of  process  upon  the  captain,  the  vendor's  autiio- 
rised  agent  in  this  country,  in  charge  of  the  ship 

is  sufficient.    L.JJ.)    Hartv.  Henoig    page    63 

See  Marine  Inswance,  No.  46. 


MARITIME  LAW  CASES. 


6S5 


SUBJBCT8  Of  CASBS. 


SALVAGE. 


1.  AdmiraUy  Court — Practice — Pleading — Sdl/vor'e 
eapeneee^ Statement  of  amount.— Where  in  a  sal- 
vage oanse  the  plaintiirs  petition  litatee  expenses 
to  have  been  inonrred  in  rendering  ilie  servioee 
withont  stating  their  amount,  and  i£e  defendant's 
answer  admits  all  the  allegations  of  the  petition, 
the  High  Conrt  of  Admiralty  will  not  allow 
eyidenoe  to  be  called  by  the  plidntiff  to  show  the 
amount  of  the  expenses.  If  specific  amounts  are 
claimed  th^y  must  be  pleaded  so  as  to  give  the 
defendant  the  opportunity  of  admitting  or  deny- 
ing them.    (Adm.)    The  Mntracht page  19S 

2.  AehmraUy  Court — Practice — Pleading  —  State- 
mmU  of  amow/U — Amendment — Semble,  that  the 
oonrt  will,  if  necessary,  amend  the  pleadings, 
allowing  the  plaintiffs  to  set  forth  the  amounts, 
but  giving  the  defendants  time  to  admit  or  deny 
snohamounts.    (Adm.)    Id 198 

8.  Admiralty  Court  —  Practice — Ple<Mng  —  Evi- 
dence, — ^Where,  in  a  salvage  suit  the  defendants 
admit  aU  the  allegations  at  fact  in  the  plaintiff's 
petition,  but  deny  the  inferences  of  fact  made 
therefrom  id  the  petition,  the  plaintiffs  may  call 
evidence  to  establish  those  inferences.  (Adm.)  Id,  198 

4.  Adaniralty  Court  —  Practice  —  Pleading — Rival 
ealvors — AllegaHone  of  misconduct — Answer, — 
Wliere  in  a  cause  of  salvage  against  a  derelict 
ship  rival  salvors  institute  separate  causes  and 
file  separate  petitions,  alleging  misconduct  against 
one  another,  the  Court  of  Admiralty  will  not  allow 
the  defendants,  in  their  answer  to  the  petition  of 
one  set  of  salvors,  to  plead  tiiat  in  the  petition  of 
the  other  set  there  are  allegations  of  misconduct, 
and  that  they,  for  the  purpose  of  the  cause,  and 
not  otherwise,  adopt  those  allegations ;  th^  must 
either  make  the  allegations  of  misconduct  as  their 
own  statements,  or  omit  them.  (Adm.)  The 
KcUhleen 367 

5.  Admiralty  Court — Practice — Pleading — Rival 
ealvore  —  Allegation  of  misconduct  —  Answers — 
Cross-^stamination, — Where  rival  salvors  file 
separate  petitions,  alleging  misconduot  against 
each  other,  and  the  defendants  in  their  separate 
answers  repeat  the  charges  of  misconduct  made 
by  each  salvor  against  the  other,  so  that  the 
answers  are  oonteadictory,  the  defendants  will 
not  be  allowed,  on  the  hearing  of  both  causes  at 
the  same  time,  to  cross-examine  one  set  of  salvors 
to  show  that  they,  and  not  the  other  set,  have 
been  guilty  of  misoonduot.    (Adm.)    Id 367 

6.  Admiralty  Cowrt — Practice — Salvagehond — Jlfcr- 
ehant  Shipping  Act  1854,  sect,  44^— Leave  to  pro- 
ceed iu  High  Court — County  Courts  Admiralty 
Jurisdiction  Act  1868,  sect.  9. — As  it  is  a  matter 
of  grave  doubt  whether  tiie  County  Courts  having 
admiralty  jurisdiction  have  power  to  enforce 
salvage  bonds  given  to  Beoeiver  of  Wrecks 
under  the  Merchamt  Shipping  Act  1854  (17  &  18 
Yiot.  o.  169)  sect.  448,  the  High  Court  of  Admirslty 
will,  on  the  application  of  a  salvor  in  respect  of 
whose  services  such  a  bond  has  been  given,  grant 
leave  to  proceed  in  the  High  Conrt  under  the 
County  Courts  Adndralty  Jurisdiction  Act  1868 
(81  A  32  Vict.  c.  71)  sect  9.  Semble,  that  even 
where  leave  is  so  given  to  proceed  in  the  High 
Court,  that  oourt  is  not  thereby  precluded  from 
condemning  the  plaintiff  in  costs,  if  at  the  hear- 
ing of  the  oause  it  should  appear  that  ^e  cause 
was  improperly  instituted  in  the  oourt.  (Adm.) 
TheJohnBvans 284 

7.  Admiralty  Court — Practice — CoUision — Salvage 
suit — Right  of  wrongdoers  to  intervene — BaH. — 
Where  a  ship  has  been  found  to  blame  in  a  cause 
of  collision,  and  a  cause  of  salvage  has  been  in- 

,     stituted  against  the  other  (the  injured)  ship,  the 


owners  of  the  ship  found  to  blame  have  a  right  to 
intervene  in  the  salvage  oause  to  protect  their 
own  interest ;  and  if  they  choose  to  put  in  bail  to 
answer  the  claim  of  the  salvors  in  lieu  of  the  bail 
given  by  the  owners  of  the  injured  vessel,  the 
High  Court  of  Admiralty  will  give  them  the  con- 
duct of  the  defence  of  the  salvage  suit ;  under 
such  circumstances  the  owners  of  the  injured 
vessel  are  entitled  to  have  their  bail  released, 
and  to  be  paid  their  costs  up  to  the  time  when 
the  new  bail  is  put  in.  (Adm.)  The  Diana... page  866 

8.  Admiralty  Court  —  Practice — Sale  of  cargo  — 
Objection  of  shipowner — Carrying  on  cargo — 
Frisight. — ^Where  a  ship  and  cargo  are  brought 
into  port  by  salvors,  and  a  suit  is  instituted  in 
the  High  Court  of  Admiralty  to  recover  salvage 
reward,  that  court  will,  on  the  application  of  the 
salvors,  acting  with  the  assent  of  the  owners  of 
the  cargo,  order  a  sale  of  the  cargo  to  prevent 
deterioration  from  damage  done,  although  the 
shipowner,  desirous  of  carrying  on  the  cargo  so  as 
to  earn  freight,  opposes  for  sale,  and  offers  to 
give  substantial  bail  for  both  ship  and  cargo; 
but  such  sale  will  be  ordered  subject  to  all  ques- 
tions of  right  to  freight.    (Adm.)     The  Kathleen  367 

9.  Damage  to  salved  ship-— Gross  negligence  of 
saUfor — Agreed  reward — Right  to  recover, — A 
salvor  whose  ship  succeeds  in  bringing  an  injured 
ship  into  safety,  but  in  doing  so  infiicts  damage 
upon  her  by  coming  into  collision  through  negli- 
gence and  want  of  of  proper  navigation,  which  are 
gross  but  not  wilful,  is  not  thereby  deprived  of 
his  right  to  a  rewsrd  which  has  been  agreed 
upon  between  the  masters  of  the  respective 
vessels.     (Adm.)     The  C.  8,  BuHer :  The  Bmltic  237 

10.  Derelict — Ship  ashore — Nalure  of  service — 
Towage, — ^When  an  abandoned  ship  is  found 
ashore  on  a  shoal  by  two  tugs  which,  while  she 
is  ashore  are  unable  to  render  assistance,  but,  on 
her  floating  off  with  wind  and  tide,  make  safe  and 
prevent  her  from  going  ashore  again  and  take 
her  to  a  place  of  safety,  their  service  is  salvage 
and  not  mere  towage,  nor  is  their  service  di- 
minished  in  value  by  the  proximity  of  a  third 
tug,  which  oould,  but  did  not,  render  any  assist- 
ance. (IJ.  S.  Distr.  Ct. ;  East  Distr.  of  N.  T.) 
The  Puntan    548 


11.  Derelict — TaJdng  off  master  and  crew — Return' 
ing  to  render  assistance  to  ship — No  actual 
service — Right  to  reward. — Where  the  master  and 
crew  of  a  ship  in  distress  are  taken  off  by  a 
steam  tug  (there  being  no  immediate  danger  to 
life),  and  are  taken  ashore  by  the  tug,  which 
afterwards  returns  to  the  ship  with  her  master 
and  finds  her  placed  in  safety  by  other  salvors, 
that  tug  has  no  claim  for  salvage  reward.  (U.  S. 
Distr.  Ct. ;  Bast.  Distr.  of  N.  Y.)    Id 548 

12.  Life  salvage — Crew  leaving  ship  without  orders 
Ship  in  danger — Crew  imperilled — Bight  tore- 
cover  against  ship. — Where  some  of  a  ship's 
crew  leave  their  ^p  shortly  after  a  collision  at 
sea  in  consequence  of  her  dangerous  condition, 
not  against  her  masters  order's  but  without 
orders  and  without  his  consent,  and  aare  picked 
up  and  rescued  from  a  dangerous  position  by 
another  vessel,  the  owners,  masters,  and  crew  of 
the  latter  as  salvors  of  life  within  the  meaning 
of  the  Merchant  Shipping  Act,  1854  (12  and  18 
Vict.  0. 104),  sect.458,  and  the  Admiralty  Court 
Aot,  1861  (24  Yict.  c.  10),  sect.  9,  may  recover 
reward  against  the  ship.  Semble,  that  if  a  crew 
deserted  their  ship  without  reason  and  contrary 
to  orders,  and  afterwards  found  themselves  in  a 
position  ol  danger  from  which  they  were  rescued, 
the  ship  would  not  be  liable  for  salvage  reward. 
(Adm.)    The  Cairo 257 


636 


MARITIME  LAW  CASES. 


SUBJBCTS  OF  CA8B8. 


13.  Jff«eaii4iueto/«akNH'»--i>iq>o«M««Mi9>Sftt8aliK>r« 
— Bight  to  th0  amotmt  awarded. — ^If  finfe  wlTon 
lawfolly  in  poaaesnon  of  a  derelict  ship  are  wrongr- 
fnllyaDdTiolentlydispoaaeaaedby  aeoond  aalvora, 
who  anooeed  in  bringlnf  the  ahip  into  aafet j,  the 
aeoond  aalvora  will  reoeiTe  no  benefit  f rem  the 
aerfice  they  may  render,  bnt  the  whole  reward 
will  go  to  the  benefit  of  the  original  aalvors. 
(Adm.)    TheKathleen  page  967 

14.  Qtumiwn — Appeal  —  Prodiice  —  Rsduetwn  of 
award. — The  Judicial  Committee  will  not  reduce 
an  award  of  the  High  Court  of  Admiralty  in  a  oauae 
of  aalvage,  unleaa  the  amount  awarded  ia  ao  exor- 
bitant and  ao  manif  eatly  exceaaiYe  that  it  would  be 
unjuat  to  confirm  it.    (P.  C.)    The  Amerique   ...460 

15.  Quantum — How  eetimatedr— Value  of  property 
ealved — Servieee. — ^The  Talue  of  property  aabred 
ia  to  aome  extent  to  be  treated  as  an  ingredient 
in  the  oalcTilation  <^  the  quantum  of  aalvage  re- 
muneration, but  that  Talue  muat  not  be  allowed 
to  raiae  the  quantum  to  an  amount  altogether  out 
of  proportioii  to  the  aerrioea  actually  rendered. 
(P.C.)    Id 460 

16.  Quantum — VdkM  of  ealved propertg---8erviees. — 
An  award  of  Je80,000  on  a  value  of  iei90,000  in 
the  oaae  of  a  derelict  ahip  reduced  to  ^618,000  on 
the  ground  that  the  reward  waa  out  of  proportion 

to  the  aeryioea  rendered.    (P.C.)    Id, 46 

17.  Signal — Amhiguotu — Conetruetion  of — Otm* 
dition  efveeeel — Bight  to  reward. — ^Where  a  Teaael 
makee  an  ambiguoua  aignal,  it  will  be  oonatrued 
by  the  Court  of  Admiral^  according  to  the  o<m- 
dition  of  the  yeaael  when  boarded ;  if  ahe  ia  dam- 
aged andia  inneed  of  aaaiatance,  the  aignal  wiU 
be  treated  aa  a  aignal  for  aaaiatance,  and  those 
anawering  it  aa  aalyora ;  if  ahe  ia  not  damaged 
and  wants  only  a  pilot,  the  aignal  will  be  treated 

aa  a  aignal  for  a  pilot  only.    (Adm.)    The  Bacer  817 

18.  Signal  ofdietreee — Veeeel  going  out  in  aneufer-^ 
UTUuecetijul  eervieee— Bight  to  reward. — Where  a 
veaael  makea  a  aignal  of  diatreea,  and  another 
goea  out  with  the  hand  fide  intuition  of  aaaiating 
that  diatreaa,  and  aa  tax  aa  ahe  can  doea  ao,  but 
aome  accident  oocura  which  preventa  her  aerrioea 
being  aa  effectual  aa  ahe  intended  them  to  be,  and 
no  blame  attaohea  to  her,  the  Court  of  Admiralty 
will  not  allow  her  to  go  entirely  unrewarded,  but 
for  the  intereata  of  comnleroe  and  nayigation,  and 
aa  an  encouragement  to  perform  aalyage  aeryioea, 
will  giye  aome  reward  {eemhle)  if  the  property  ia 
aalyed  by  other  means.    (Adm.)    The  Melpomene  122 

19.  Termination  of  eerviee—Ship  in  eafeiy-^Lging 
alon<7«ide.— ^Where  a  ateam  tug  ia  engaged  to 
render  aasiatanoe  to  a  ahip  aground  in  the  night 
time,  and  aucceeda  in  getting  her  off,  and  takea 
her  to  a  aaf^  anchorage  for  the  night,,  and  lies 
alongside  of  her  till  morning,  the  aalyage  aeryioe 
doea  not  end  on  the  ahip  being  anchored,  but  the 
ateam-tng  ia  entitled  to  reward  for  the  time  ahe 
Uea  alongside  the  ahip  ready  to  render  further 
aaaiatance  if  required.    (Adm.)    The  PhUotaae.,,  141 

20.  TJncompleied  eeroiee — Stopped  hy  aeoident — 
lUforte  not  renewedthrough  act  of  ehip  in  dietreee 
— Bight  to  reward. — ^Where  a  ateam^p  haa  been 
engaged  to  render  aaaiatance  to  another  in  diatreaa 
by  towing  her  to  a  place  of  aafely,  and  after 
aeyeral  houra'  towing,  the  ahipa  are  parted  by  no 
fault  of  tixe  aalyor,  and  the  conduct  of  the  ahip  in 
diatreaa  leada  the  aalyor  to  the  honeat  b^ief 
thathia  aeryioea  are  no  longer  required,  and  there- 
upon the  latter  proceeda  to  hia  own  deatination, 
he  ia  not  thereby  deprived  of  hia  right  to  aalyage 
rewud,  but  upon  the  other  yeaael  arriying 
aafe  in  port  by  her  own  exertiona,  may  proceed 
againat  herinreapectof  the  aeryioea  actually  ren- 
dered.   (Adm.)    The  Nellie 142 


21.  Uncompleted  eervice — Towage  in  track  of  vetmU 
•^Abandonment — Bight  to  reward — Life  ealvager-^ 
Where  a  ateamahip  haying  taken  in  tow  a  yesael 
in  diatreaa,  and  towed  her  for  aome  houra  in  the 
track  of  yeaaela,  on  the  weather  getting  woiae 
and  the  liyea  of  her  crew  becoming  endangered, 
takea  the  crew  out  of  her  and  finally  abandons 
her  in  a  place  where  ahe  ia  afterwards  picked  up 
by  another  yeaael  and  taken  into  port,  the  ownera, 
master,  and  crew  of  the  ateamahip  are  entitled  to 
aalyage  reward  in  reapect  of  the  liyea  ao  aaved, 
but  not  in  respect  of  ahip  and  cargo.    (Adm.) 
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See  Carriage  of  Qoode,  No.  38. 

SALYOBS. 
See  Carriage  of  Qoode,  Ko.  38 — Salvage. 

SEAHEITS  WAGES. 
See  Wagee. 

SEAWOBTHINSSS. 

See  Carriage  of  Qoode^  No.  16 — Marine  In* 
ewranoe,  Noa.  47,  49,  50,  51,  5^  53. 

8ECUBITY  FOB  COSTS. 
See  Wagee,  No.  5. 

*  SSCUBITY. 
See  CoUieion,  No.  37. 

SBT-OFP. 

See  Matter*e  Wagee  and  Duhureemente,  Noa.  1 

and  2. 

SHIP. 

See  Charter-party — Damage  to  cargo-^Marine  In- 
euranee,  Noa.  40,  41.  42,  43,  44,  45,  46,  47,  48, 
49,  50,  51,  52,  bZShipbuUding  eolUraet—Ton- 
nage. 

SmPBXrtLDING  CONTBACT. 

lAon—Payment  hy  btlla— Dueaunied  ^  hanUre— 
Their  right  on  bankruptcy  of  ehipovmer. — ^Where 
a  ahipbiUlder  oontraota  to  build  a  ahip  for  a  mer- 
chant, the  money  to  be  paid  in  inatalmenta  aa  the 
building  progreaaed,  partly  in  cash  and  partly  in 
bills,  and  from  the  time  of  tiiepi^yment  of  the  first 
inat^lment  the  ahip  to  beoome  the  property  of  the 
merchant  to  the  extent  of  the  adyanoeB,  aubjeet 
to  the  builder'a  lien  for  unpaid  inatalmeBta,  and 
the  merchant  givea  hia  billa  of  exchange  for  the 
inatalmenta  up  to  a  certain  period,  and  tlieae  billa 
containing  the  worda  "  for  ^ue  receiyed  in  izon 
acrew  ateamer  now  building,*'  are  diaoounted  in 
the  ordinary  way  by  bankera;  theae  bankera 
acquire  no  lien  on  the  ^p  in  reapect  of  the  amount 
adyanced  by  them  on  the  billa,  and  in  the  eveot  of 
the  bankruptoy  of  the  shipbuilder  and  the  merdiant 
and  the  abandonment  of  the  contract  by  the  mer*- 
ohant,  cannot  enforce  their  cUum  againat  the 
ahip.  (L.JJ.)  Ex  parte  Lambtoni  Be  JAnd- 
•ay    525 

SmPOWNEBS. 
See  Carriage  of  Qood^-^'^Jharter^part/y'^-Oo^omiere-^ 
Marine  Jiwurance— ^oa.  1, 19,  20,  21, 22,  SS,  40, 
41,  42,  48,  44,  45,  46,  47,  48,  49,  50,  51,  52,  58— 
Neceeeariee^Pilot^ShipbuadAmig  Cowtraet. 

SHIPPEB. 
See  Carriage  of  Ooode, 

SHOBT  DEUVEBY. 
See  Carriage  of  Qoode,  Noi.  40, 4t. 
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SUBJECTS  OP  CASES. 


SIEGE. 
See  Marine  Insurance^  Nob.  38,  39. 

SIGNAX  OF  DISTBESS. 
See  Salvage,  Kos.  17, 18. 

SLIP. 
See  Miurine  Jfwuronoe,  Kos.  16, 17, 18,  54. 

souaxoB. 

See  Praetiee,  No.  14. 

SPAB  DECK. 

See  Tannage, 

SPECinC  PERFORMANCE. 

See  Sale  of  Ship. 

SPEED. 
See  OoUiiion,  Nob.  40,  50,  51,  52,  53,  54. 

STAMP  Acra 

See  Marine  Ineuranee,  No.  54. — Marine  In- 
turance  AseodaHon,  No.  4. 

STATUTE  OF  FRAUDS. 
See  Dock, 

STEAMSHIP. 

See  CoUwion,  Nob.  8,  4,  5,  49,  50, 51, 52,  53,  54, 
55,56,  57, 59— Salvage,  Nob.  19, 20, 21— Tonnage. 

STEVEDORES. 
See  Carriage  of  Goods,  No.  26. 

STOP   ORDER. 
See  Carriage  cf  Goods,  Nob.  34,  35, 36. 

STOWAGE. 
See  Carriage  of  Goods,  Nob.  25,  26. 

STRAINING. 
See  Carriage  cf  Chods,  No.  25. 

STRANDING. 
See  Marine  Inswranee,  No.  25. 

TERRENE  RISE. 
See  Marine  Inswranee  ,  Nob.  37,  38,  39. 

THAMES  C0N8ERVANCT  BTE-LAWS. 
See  CoOision,  No.  47. 

TUlEVEa 
Qee  Ca/rriage  qf  Goods^  No.  12. 

TIME  POUOT. 
See  Marine  Inswranee,  Not.  47, 48. 

TONNAGE. 

Measwrement — Upper  deck — Spar  deck — Merchant 
Shipping  Act  1854,  sect.  21,  suhe.  5. — ^A  ship 
haying  abore  her  main  deok  an  npper  deok  which 
is  not  continnonB  from  etem  to  stem,  and  the 
hatches  and  other  flttings  of  which  are  not  water 
tight,  has  not  a  third  deck,  or  "spar  deck,"  within 
tlM  meaning  of  the  Merchant  SUpping  Act,  1854 
(17  A  19yiot  0. 104),  sect.  21,  sub-Beet.  5;  and 
the  spaoe  between  aaoh  deck  and  the  main  deok 
not  being  aTBilable  for  cargo  or  for  the  aooomoda- 
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tion  of  passengerB  or  orew  within  snb-Beot.  4  of 
the  Bame  Act,  shonld  not  be  reckoned  in  ee- 
timating  her  tonnage.  (H.  of  L.)  The  Lord 
Advocate  t.  7^  Clyde  Steam  Navigation  Com- 
pan^f page  502 

TOTAL  LOSS. 

See  Marine  Insurance,  Nob.  5, 9,  19,  20,  21,  28, 

38. 

TOWAGE. 

1.  Damage  to  tow — Liability  of  tug — Contract  of 
tug, — Wheneyer  atng  contracts  to  tow  another 
yeBsel  from  one  phice  to  another  under  snoh 
circmnstanoeB  that  the  tug  has  the  sole  control 
|>yer  the  nayigation  and  time  of  the  yoyage,  and 
the  tow  is  subject  to  the  directions  of  ^e  tug, 
the  tug  is  a  bailee  of  the  tow  for  hire,  and  her 
duties  are  those  of  a  priyateoarrier  for  hire,  and 
she  is  bound  to  exercise  ordinary  skill  and 
prudence  in  the  fulfihnent  of  her  contract,  and 
the  tug  will  be  responsible  to  the  tow  for  any 
injury  arising  to  the  latter  by  the  want  of  any 
such  skill  and  prudence  on  the  part  of  the  tug. 
(U.  S.  Dist.  Ct.,  Dist.  of  Oregon).    The  Merrimac  383 

2;  Damage  io  tow — Negligence  of  tug — Liability  of 
tug — Want  of  skill  of  crew  of  tow — Sudden  emer- 
gency.— ^Where  a  tug  negligently  places  a  tow  in 
a  peril  by  which  the  latter  is  loBt,  it  is  no  excuse 
that  the  tow  might  haye  been  sayed  but  for  a 
mistake  or  a  want  of  skill  in  the  orew  of  the  lat- 
ter in  bending  a  tow  line  on  a  dangerous  and 
Budden  emergency,  or  for  the  want  of  extra- 
ordinary ground  tackle.  (U.  S.  Dist.  Ct.,  Dist. 
Oregon)    Id    383 

3.  D<mage  to  tew — Collision— Tow  in  distress — 
Taking  of  crew — LiaUUty  for  damage. — ^Where  a 
tow  has  parted  from  the  tug  and  gone  adrift,  and 
is  in  great  peril,  and  the  latter,  at  the  request 
of  the  crew  of  the  former,  attempts  to  take  them 
off,  and  in  so  doing  collides  with  the  tow  and  sinks 
her,  the  tug  will  not  be  responsible  for  such  col- 
lision unless  occasioned  by  gross  carelessness  on 
the  part  of  the  tug.  (U.  S.  Dist.  Ct.,  Dist.  of 
Oregon.)    Id 383 

See  Carriage  cf  Goods,  No.  S—CdUision,  Nos.  55, 
56,  57,  as—Salvage,  Nob.  9,  10,  11,  19,  29, 
21. 

TRANSFER  OF  CAUSES. 
See  Practice,  Nos.  5,  7. 

TRANSSHIPBCENT. 
See  Carriage  of  Goods,  No.  9. 

TRINITY  HOUSE  LIGHTER. 
See  CoUision,  No.  46. 

TRINITT  HOUSE  PILOTAGE. 
See  Compulsory  PHotage,  Nos.  1,  2,  3, 4. 

TUG  AND  TOW. 

See  CcUision,  Nos.  55,  56,  57,  SB— Damage,  Nos. 
4,  b— Salvage,  Nos.  9,  10,  19,  20,  21— Towage, 
Nob.  1, 2,  3. 

TTNE  BTE-LAWS. 
See  Collision,  Nos.  43, 44. 

TYNE,  THE  RIVER. 
See  Coal  Dues. 


UNDERTAKERS  OF  PIER. 
See  Damage,  Nos.  1,  2. 
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MARTTIMB  LAW  OASES. 


SUBJECTS    OF    CASES. 


UNDEBWBITEBa 
See  Marine  In»urane€. 

UNSEAWOETHINBSS. 

See  Ca/rriage  of  Ooods,  No.  IB— Marine  Inswr- 
anee,  Nob.  49,  50,  51,  52,  53. 

USAGE. 

See  General  Average, 

VALUED  POLICY. 
See  Ma/rine  Ineuranee^  No.  12. 

VALUE  OP  PEOPEBTY  SA 
See  Salvage,  No.  15, 16. 

VENBOE  AND  PUECHASBE. 
See  Bill  cf  Lading,  No  1. 

VOYAGE. 
See  Wages,  No.  6. 

WAGES. 


1.  Admiralty  eowrt — Foreign  seamen — Juriedietion 
— V(yyage  broken  up — Seamen  diecharged  hy  mat- 
ter.— A  court  of  admiralty  will  not  <feoline  juris- 
diotion  of  a  suit  hj  foreign  seamen  against  a 
foreign  yessel  to  reooyer  wages,  where  it  appears 
that  the  voyage  has  been  completed  or  broken  np, 
or  the  seamen  have  been  discharged  by  the  wrong- 
ful act  of  the  master.  (U.  S.  Dist.  Ct.,  Dist.  of 
Oregon.)    The  HemUne    page  880 

2.  Admiralty  cowrt — Foreign  eeamen^-Jwriediction 
'-Discharge  before  ewpiration  of  voyage — Wages 
unpaid, — Semble,  that  the  court  will  not  deoline 
jurisdiction  where  it  appears  the  seamen  have 
been  discharged  with  their  own  consent  before  the 
expiration  of  the  voyage,  without  the  payment  of 
wages  already  earned,  or  any  agreement  or 
understanding  concerning  them.  (U.  S.  Dist  Ct., 
Dist  of  Oregon.)    Id.  380 

8.  Desertion — Duity  of  seamen  to  stay  by  vessel — 
Knowledge  of  mcuter — Ship  put  to  expense — Sei-off 
against  wages. — A  seaman  is  bound  to  stay  by  the 
vessel  according  to  his  agreement,  whether  the 
master  takes  any  means  to  compel  him  to  do  so 
or  not,  and,  therefore,  where  seamen  leave  a  vessel 
before  the  completion  of  the  voyage,  although 
with  the  knowledge  of  the  master,  and  upon  Ms 
promiselhat  they  should  not  be  arrested  there- 
fore, but  without  his  consent,  they  are  guilty  of 
desertion ;  and  if,  by  their  breach  of  contract,  the 
ship  is  put  to  greater  expense  than  their  wages 
amount  to,  they  can  recover  nothing.  (U.  S. 
Dist  Ot.,  Dist  of  Oregon.)    The  Hermine    380 


4.  Inequitahle  contract — Setting  aside — Voyage  in- 
complete, — Contracts  with  seamen  upon  a  dis- 
charge before  completion  of  voyage  concemhig 
wages  already  earned,  will  be  set  aside  or  dis- 
regarded by  Court  of  Admiralty  if  inequit- 
able. (U.  S.Di8t  Ct.,  Dist.  of  Oregon.)  The 
Hermine  page  380 

5.  Practice — Admiralty  Court — Security  for  costs. — 
Where  a  cause  of  wages  was  instituted  against 
a  foreign  ship  by  her  master  and  crew,  who  were 
also  foreigners,  and  it  appeared  that  although 
th^  were  at  the  time  in  this  country,  their  only 
place  of  residence  there  was  on  board  the  ship, 
and  that  the  master  had  stated  that  he  had  no 
means  and  intended  to  leave  England,  the  Hi|^ 
Court  of  Admiralty  ordered  the  plaintUti  to  give 
a  security  for  costs  in  the  sum  of  1301.  (Adm.) 
TheZ^dll  587 

6.  Shipping  a/rticles^Ewtent  of  voyage — How  to  be 
etepressed'^Merchant  Shipping  Act  1873.  sect.  7. 
— ^The  provision  of  the  Merchant  Shipping  Act 
1873  (36  &  37  Vict.  c.  85),  s.  7,  that  agreemoits 
with  seamen  need  only  state  the  maximum  period 
of  the  voyage  or  engagement  and  the  plaoes  or 
parts  of  tiie  world  to  which  the  voyage  is  not  to 
extend,  is  sufficiently  complied  witii  if  the  ship- 
ping articles  state  the  places  to  which  the  voyage 
may  extend,  as  that  is  an  implied  agreement  that 
the  voyage  shall  not  extend  to  any  other  places. 
(U.  S.  Diet.  Ct.,  Dist  of  Oregon.)     The  Hermine  880 


See  Master's  Wages  and  DisbursementS'^Prac. 

tiee.  No.  10. 

WAE. 
See  Motrins  Insurance,  Noe.  38,  39. 

WAEEHOUSING  CAEGO. 
See  Carriage  ofChods,  Nob.  33,  84,  35, 36. 

WABEANTY. 

See  ChiMrter-party,  Nos.  5,  6 — Mairine  Imwr- 
anee,  Nos.  18,  24, 28,  47,  48,  49, 50,  51,  52, 
58. 

WASEANTY  OF  SEAWOETHINBSS. 

See  Marine  Insurance,  Nos.  47,  48,  49,    0, 51, 

52,  53. 

WAE  EISK. 
See  Mcmne  Insurance^  Nos.  37,  38, 39. 


WITNESS. 
See  Mastor^s  Wages  and  Di 


,  No.  11. 
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